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Introduction

The aim of the present dissertation is the examination of an important author of Arabic
Christian literature, YAmmAr al-BaOrD, from a terminological perspective. YAmmAr al-
BaOrD (d. 840) is an understudied yet interesting Christian author; he was among those early
Arab Christian authors who wrote the most sophisticated theological works of their era. The
little information we possess about him has been collected by M. Hayek.! We do not know
anything certain of his life, except that he was a native of BaOra, an important Nestorian
centre of the age. He was a Nestorian theologian who had vast religious and philosophical
education. Only a vague reference forms the basis of our hypothesis that he might have been a
bishop or a monk. Two of his works survived: The Book of the Proof (KitAb al-BurhAn) and
The Book of Questions and Answers (KitAb al-MasA il wa-’I-aEwiba). These are considered
to be among the most sophisticated texts in early Arab Christian theology. The former
concentrates on controversial issues that Christians living under Muslim rule had to deal with,
such as the authenticity of the Bible, the question of the Trinity, Incarnation, sacraments, etc.
It is written in dialogue form, as a reference work for Christians who might eventually be
interrogated by Muslim opponents.” The latter piece introduces reasoning on the existence and
unity of God, and then discusses the Trinity and the Incarnation.

Other contemporary authors include the Jacobite fabPb ibn Eidma AbU RA’iOa al-
TakrDtD (d. probably soon after 830) and the Melkite Theodore AbU Qurra (d. c. 820-25).
Theodore AbU Qurra was a Melkite scholar and polemicist. Born probably in Edessa, later on
he is likely to have been a monk in the monastery of Mar Sabas in the Judean desert, and
finally he was bishop of farrAn. He is the first known Christian author who wrote theological
works in Arabic. He was not only known in his own community, but by Christians of other
denominations and Muslims, as well. He must have held a high status in the society of his

day, and he is thought to have disputed even in the court of the caliph.® Some of his opuscula

" HAYEK, M., YAmmAr al-BaOrD, La premiére somme de théologie chrétienne en langue arabe, ou deux
apologies du christianisme, In: Islamochristiana 2 (1976) pp. 70-132. And HAYEK, M., Introduction générale
In: Ed. HAYEK, M., Apologie et controverses, Beyrouth, Dar el-Machreq, 1986. pp. 13-84.

2 C.f. BEAUMONT, M., Christology in Dialogue with Muslims: a Critical Analysis of Christian Presentations
of Christ for Muslims from the Ninth and Twentieth Centuries, Oxford, Regnum Books, 2005. p. 68. And
GRIFFITH, S., YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s KitAb al-BurhAn: Christian KalAm in the First Abbasid Century. In: Le
Muséon 96 (1983), pp. 145-181.

> GRIFFITH, S. H., Faith and Reason in Christian KalAm: Theodore AbU Qurrah on Discerning the True
Religion. In: Eds. SAMIR, Kh. - NIELSEN, J., Christian Arabic Apologetics during the Abbasid Period, 750-
1258. pp. 6-8.
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survived in Greek,4 but his main works are in Arabic and include the Treatise on the Existence
of the Creator and the True Religion® and the Treatise on the Veneration of Icons.® As for the
third author, not much is known of fabPb ibn Fidma AbU RA’iOa al-TakrDtD’s life, except
for his being the Jacobite bishop of Takrbt or Nisibis in the beginning of the ninth century,
and that his native language was Syriac.” His surviving works are edited by G. Graf,® and
include pieces written against Muslim and Melkite opponents.

By this period, namely the first half of the ninth century, Hellenism had entered
Arabic culture, with the translation, dissemination and development of sciences, including
that of kaldm. D. Gutas demonstrates that the translation of non-literary and non-historical
secular Greek books that were available in the Eastern Byzantine Empire and the Near East
into Arabic had already started, but it was a long process, lasting for more than two centuries
(8—10th c.s).” The effect of Hellenistic theology and philosophy can particularly be seen in the
Arabic language which underwent a terminological revolution in the theological, philological,
linguistic and literary fields. For this reason, the study of terminology is of great interest. As a
first step, this dissertation aims at demonstrating how the effect of Hellenistic ideas and
Patristic influence can be discerned in a ninth-century Arab Christian author’s work; and then,
as a second step whether and how these ideas recur in contemporary or later works of Muslim
authors.

By the third/ninth century the translation of philosophical works from Greek to Arabic
had started,'® but exact understanding and accurate use of concepts and terms is thought to
have been in its inchoative stage. It is due to the fact that when the Arabs began translating
Greek texts, they lacked a complexity of pre-existing technical vocabulary in Arabic to
express philosophical concepts. Early translators and faldsifa had to develop a vocabulary,

since they needed terms in specific meanings not previously set up in their ordinary language.

* ABO QURRA, Theodore, Opuscula ascetica, In: MIGNE, J. P., Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 97., Paris, 1865. cc.
1461-1598.

> AB@ QURRA, Theodore, Maymar fD wuUd al-EAliq wa-’"l-dPn al-qawPm, Ed. DICK, 1., 'Uniyya, al-
Maktaba al-BUlusiyya, 1982.

% AB® QURRA, Theodore, Maymar fb ikrdm al-BqUnAt, Ed. DICK, L., 'Uniyya, al-Maktaba al-BUlusiyya,
1986.

7 GRIFFITH, S. H., labbb ibn Eidma AbU RA’iOa, a Christian Mutakallim of the First Abbasid Century, In:
Oriens Christianus, 64 (1980), pp. 164-165.

¥ AB@® RA’IOA, fabbb Ibn Eidma, Die Schriften des Jacobiten labPb ibn Eidma AbU RA’iOa, Ed. GRAF,
Georg, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, vol. 130.; Scriptores Arabici, tom. 14., Louvain, Peeters,
1951.

® GUTAS, D., Greek T) hought, Arabic Culture., New York, Routledge, 2005. p. 1. (Later on: GUTAS, D., Greek
Thought, Arabic Culture).

"As indicated by GUTAS, D., Greek Thought, Arabic Culture, p. 1. But Kiki Kennedy-Day establishes the
beginning of the translation movement in the third/tenth century. See: KENNEDY — DAY, K., Books of
Definition in Islamic Philosophy. The Limits of Words, London — New York, Routledge, 2004. p. 19. (Later on:
KENNEDY - DAY, K., Books of Definition in Islamic Philosophy).
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They did it in a variety of ways: by transliterating Greek words (e.g. AbU RA’iOa’s barsUb,
which stands for Tpécenov); by adopting foreign words (e.g. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s ugnUnm,
which stands for the Syriac ==aua), and by dedicating ordinary language words to a technical
philosophical use or concept (c.f. Yagl, present in all above-mentioned authors’ works)."'

The standard scholarly view on the early development of kaldm had it that Muslim
theologians owe their terminology to the translation movement of philosophical works in the
YAbbAsid era. In this respect, scholarly consensus relies on the interplay of terminologies
between kaldm and philosophy. The two fields were still in their formative stages, as well as
their scientific methodologies. Philosophy and kaldm themselves were not clearly separated,
either; since philosophy dealt with the question of God’s existence and cognition in the early
period, that is, it concentrated on questions that would make up the subject matter of kaldm
later on. Though YAbd al-AmBr al-AYsam argues that EAbir Ibn fayyAn (d. c. 815) is
considered to have made a distinction between the two sciences already in the first half of the
third (i.e. the eighth) century,'? defining philosophy as the science dealing with the essences
of caused existents (al-Yilm bi-lagA’iq al-maw’UdAt al-maYlUla), thus separating it from
metaphysika (al-Yilm al-ilAhD), YAbd al-AmPr al-AYsam admits that this distinction
becomes widely spread only later, especially after al-KindD (d. c. 873)."

In addition, scholars who adhere to this view highlight the tensions between theology
and philosophy in the early works. As Kennedy-Day claims it, this tension is evident while
both sciences aimed at delineating their terminology.'* It is generally accepted that al-KindD
incarnates a transition momentum where philosophy and kaldm were still closely related,
although apparently philosophy was on its way to a complete de-theologizing. In this
approach, philosophy is considered as a separated, self-sufficient field free from theological
terms and impact from the tenth century, beginning with the works of al-FArAbD (d. 950/51).

This view has recently been challenged by Miklos Maroth. In his The Correspondence
between Aristotle and Alexander the Great (an anonymous novel of letters translated from
Greek to Arabic), he examines the earliest case of transmitting Greek wisdom. M. Maréth
demonstrates that Arabic prose literature started by this translation in Damascus, in the first
third of the eighth century; he also proves that Arabic prose literature developed under a

strong Greek influence. Thus he modifies the scholarly consensus, according to which Arabic

n KENNEDY — DAY, Kiki, Books of Deﬁnition in Islamic Ph’ilosophy, p- 19. .

2 al-AYSAM, YAbd al-AmDr, al-MuOQalal al-falsafD Yinda al-YArab, Cairo, al-Hay’a al-MiOriyya al-
YAmma li-’1-KitAb, 1989, p. 21. (Later on: al-AYSAM, YAbd al-AmBr, al-MuOOalal al-falsafP Yinda al-
Yarab).

Y al-AYSAM, YAbd al-AmPr, al-MuOOalal al-falsafP Yinda al-YArab, p.21.

" KENNEDY — DAY, Kiki, Books of Definition in Islamic Philosophy, p. 19.
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prose literature started around the middle of the eighth century, in Baghdad, under Persian
influence. An important aspect in M. Mar6th’s examination uses a terminological method,
demonstrating that many technical Arabic terms had already been present by this time: he
introduces some specifically philosophical terms that had already appeared.” Scholarly
consensus concentrates on the 9™ or 10™ centuries as the period of the formation of Arabic
philosophical and theological terminology, but on the basis of these results, we need to be
aware that it had already started earlier.

In this dissertation I consider YAmmATr al-BaOrD an author who plays an important
role in this early Greek influence on Arabic prose. A terminological examination of his KitAb
al-MasA’il wa-’I-aEwiba can help us get to know the formation of terminologies of kaldm
and falsafa even more. The main issue would be whether Christian authors played any role in
the delineation of the vocabularies of philosophy and kal4m by influencing Muslim authors
while interacting with them. Scholarly consese asserts it that Arab Christian theologians
played a prominent role in the process of the Hellenization of the Islamic theology, which
ultimately led to the systematic and logical development of kaldm. Apart from carrying out
most of the translations of Greek works into Arabic, they provided Muslim theologians with
chief themes of theological inquiry such as predestination and the attributes problems.'® It is
expected then, that Arab Christian theologians had their impact on the formation of Arabic
language and especially on the philosophical-theological terminology, as well.

Christian terminology can be examined from many points of view; according to a
given field, either philosophical or theological terms can be concentrated on. Christian
polemical and apologetic writings mainly belong to the field of theology, since they deal with
theological issues, but due to their nature, they are less descriptive than argumentative, and
argumentation needs clear, accurate concepts and terms, so philosophical terms may also
appear in these texts. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Kitdb al-MasA il wa-’l-aEwiba is an apology (as
such, it is polemical in nature), so its terminology may offer interesting examples of
interaction between philosophy and kaldm. Through the study of its terms I also aim at
answering the question: to what extent did Arab Christian authors affect Arabic prose? To

what extent did Arab Christian theology in general, YAmmAr al-BaOrD in particular, interact

15 As Miklés Mar6th indicates it in: MAROTH, M., The Correspondence between Aristotle and Alexander the
Great. An Anonymous Greek Novel in Letters in Arabic Translation, Piliscsaba, Avicenna Institute of Middle
Eastern Studies, 2006. In particular, see the following terms: al-mAhiyya: pp. 77., 91.; ildA x: pp. 77-78., 91;
ayniyya: p. 78.; kayfiyya: p. 78.; mA iyya p. 78.; OUra: p.78.; Eawhar: p. 91.; mAdda: p. 91.

'© WOLFSON, H. A., The Philosophy of the Kalam, Cambridge, Massachusetts, London, Harvard University
Press, 1976., pp. 58-63, 80-82. As for dialectics, see COOK, M. A., The Origins ofKalAm, In: Bulletin of the
School of Oriental and African Studies, 43 (1980) 1, pp. 32-43.
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with Muslim theology and philosophy in the field of terminology? This investigation will be
carried out on the basis of comparative methodology: representative terms YAmmAr al-
BaOrD used are classified and compared to corresponding Hellenistic and Patristic terms, and
then to their contemporary use by Muslim and other Christian authors. Interaction should be
examined in the framework of polemics, where both Christians and Muslims used the Arabic
language, interacted, and discussed specific problems. Terms will be classified according to
their nature — that is, whether they are theological or philosophical ones. There are terms of
foreign origin; ones which are in current usage and stereotyped formulae; adaptations from
Qur’ Anic and Islamic expressions; and combinations of Biblical and Islamic expressions.'’

As far as philosophical and theological terms are concerned: when comparing the way
YAmmAr al-BaOrD used them to how Muslim philosophers and theologians did, in order to
find them in their clearest form, I examine their usage in books of definitions (kutub al-
TudUd). 1 take the latter as references of comparison, since my approach deals with technical
terms in both Islamic theology and philosophy. What interests me primarily is to compare
YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s terminology to what became standard terminologies of kaldm and
falsafa. For this reason I rely on the following books of definitions: AbU YUsuf b. IsiAq al-
KindD’s (d. c. 873) Risdla fP IudUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA, the first Arabic book of
philosophical definitions,'® by an author contemporary to YAmmAr al-BaOrD. Where
necessary, my research will go on to check whether the terms can be found in the following
works (progressing in chronological order): AbU YAbdallAh Mufammad ibn Almad ibn
YUsuf al-KAtib al-EwArizmD’s (d. 997) MafAtDI al-YulUm; AbU Bakr Mulammad b. al-
fasan Ibn FUrak al-AnOArD al-IObahAnD’s (d. 1015) Kitdb al-ludUd; Ton SPnA’s (d. 1037)
KitAb al-ludUd; Sayf al-DPn al-AmidD’s (d. 1233), al-MubPn; and finally, YAID ibn
Mulammad al-Eur’AnD’s (d. 1414) al-TaYrPfAt. My research will try to define whether the
given term is earlier used by YAmmAr al-BaOrD than the Muslim authors: that would mean
that Christian authors might have been active in inventing and outlining terms. If terms are to
be found in contemporary works, too, we may think of a common heritage, or the use of

everyday words in a new sense, mutually accepted by both parties. Given that YAmmAr al-

' In setting up the classification, I benefited from the work of FARAG, F. Rofail, The Usage of the Early
Islamic Terminology as a Constituent Element of the Literary Form of a Tenth-Century Christian Arab Writer:
Severus Ibn al-MugaffaY. Journal of the American Oriental Society 99.1 (1979), p. 51. (Later on: FARAG, F. R.,
The Usage of the Early Islamic Terminology as a Constituent Element of the Literary Form of a Tenth-Century
Christian Arab Writer: Severus Ibn al-MugaffaY).

% al-AYSAM, YAbd al-AmBr, al-MuOOalal al-falsafP Yinda al-YArab, pp. 34., 36.

10
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BaOrD was contemporary to the translation movement," if no earlier appearance can be
traced in a term’s case, we can think of YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s own invention. Such a term
may have come from a tradition of the rhetorical schools in which Christians were educated.

We should not, ignore the Syriac, Greek and Coptic Christian terms introduced into
Arabic either, which represent another phase of the revolution which the language underwent.
These terms were mostly theological; they came into usage after the translation of the Old and
New Testaments into Arabic. Before Islam, Syriac, Greek, Coptic and Ethiopic were the
languages used by the Christians. With the spread of Islam, the Arabic language took firm
root, whereas the other languages suffered a setback and were gradually replaced by Arabic;
many only survived in the Christian rites.”” As an example, let us refer to the Melkite church,
which, as Gutas indicates it, faced the decline of the Greek language in the population in
Syro-Palestine and eventually was compelled to switch to Arabic even for liturgical purposes
after the YAbbAsid revolution.”! We can accept this claim, though probably instead of an
inner decline of the Greek language we may think of a native Arabic-speaking majority as the
motivation for assimilation. As we are looking at the question from the viewpoint of
polemical and apologetic literature, an intention to use a common language (i.e. Arabic) with
the majority and the opponent as a motivation may also be accepted. Farag argues that though
Arabic became the vernacular among Christians, it was inadequate for the expression of all
their theological terminology. This accounts for the numerous Biblical terms which they
maintained in Arabic after translating the Gospels into that language.*

The encroachment of Arabic Islam into the religions in the Near East was felt on many
fronts, and in unexpected ways of which non-Muslims had no experience from Umayyad
times. Hence the palpable need to explain themselves and to maintain, enlarge, and at times
even re-establish their rights and positions. As a result, the first YAbbAsid century saw an

unprecedented rise in Arabic Christian apologetic writings directed against Islam.*

' If we take what GUTAS claims into consideration, we have to make it clear that the translation movement had
already started by the time Y AmmAr al-BaOrD lived and worked.

Y FARAG, F. R., The Usage of the Early Islamic Terminology as a Constituent Element of the Literary Form of
a Tenth-Century Christian Arab Writer: Severus Ibn al-MugaffaY, p. 50.

2 GUTAS, D., Greek Thought, Arabic Culture, p. 66; and GRIFFITH, S.H., Eutychius of Alexandria on the
Emperor Theophilus and Iconoclasm in Byzantium: A Tenth Century Moment in Christian Apologetics in Arabic,
Byzantion, 1982. vol 52, pp. 154-90, p. 161.

> FARAG, F. Rofail, The Usage of the Early Islamic Terminology as a Constituent Element of the Literary
Form of a Tenth-Century Christian Arab Writer: Severus Ibn al-MugaffaY., p. 50. E.g.: Many of the Christian
terms were introduced into Arabic in the so-called literature of EAhiliyya, such as In°Pl — TawrAt — dayr —
qissDs.

* GUTAS, D., Greek Thought, Arabic Culture, pp. 66-67.

11
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Christians were no strangers to polemical literature. Disputation was the main form of
communication in the seventh century, particularly in the conflict among Chalcedonians,
Monophysites, and Nestorians which was intensified after the Fifth Ecumenical Council of
553. Public debates on matters of religion became regular events. These debates were
recorded, as a result of which the dialogue form of disputation became one of the most widely
used genres of Christian (Greek and Syriac) literature in the seventh century. When the
Christian — Muslim dialogues began in the YAbbAsid period, they owed a lot to the long
tradition of using the dialogue form for Christian apologetic and polemic purposes. As a
matter of fact, the very first Arabic Christian polemic against Islam that we possess dates
from the middle of the eighth century and is in dialogue form.>* As it is attested by Griffith,
Islamic Yilm al-kalAm grew out of the participation of Muslims in the styles of scholarly
discussion Christian intellectuals employed in the Greco-Syrian milieu of the Christian
centres of learning in the oriental patriarchates. Griffith emphasizes that Christian kaldm
already existed in the formative period of Arabic thought in the Islamic world. They used the
Arabic language according to the Islamic frame of reference: so Christian teachings needed to
be investigated and interpreted in a new framework. Griffith also draws attention to the
bipolar character of the terminology and argumentation of these writings: according to this
view, Christian authors were not only translating Greek and Syriac statements of faith into
Arabic, but also employed terms that suggest an Islamic or Qur’Anic view of the matter.>

As for the importance of this topic, let us refer to the anonymous novel of letters
examined by Mar6th Miklds, on the basis of which it can be demonstrated that Arabic prose
literature started in the first third of the eighth century in the frame of the tradition of Greek
rhetorical schools. Christian authors — including YAmmAr al-BaOrD — were the
representatives of the same tradition. After the Islamic conquests, Greek rhetorical schools
became the educational centers of Christians, who could learn classical Greek knowledge
there for centuries. It means then that rhetorical schools, i.e. schools of Christian communities
were the transmitters of classical Hellenistic culture for the world of Islam. Christian authors
who are going to be mentioned — in particular, the author whose work is the core of this
dissertation, YAmmAr al-BaOrD — were educated in such schools. In general, on the basis of

the works of the Christian authors living in the ninth century, one can demonstrate the main

* GUTAS, D., Greek Thought, Arabic Culture., pp. 66-67. See also: CAMERON, A. New Themes and Styles in
Greek Literature, in Ed. Averil Cameron and Lawrence 1. Conrad, The Byzantine and Early Islamic Near East I,
Problems in the Literary Source Material, Princeton, 1992. pp. 97-100.

* GRIFFITH, S. H., Faith and Reason in Christian KalAm: Theodore AbU Qurrah on Discerning the True
Religion. In: Eds. SAMIR, Kh. - NIELSEN, J., Christian Arabic Apologetics during the Abbasid Period, 750-
1258. pp. 1-6.

12
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topics, themes and imagery shared by them. What is remarkable is that these topics and
images, as well as analogical demonstrations can be found in later Muslim writings, and
especially in scientific prose. In order to complete this examination, this dissertation aims at
the examination of terminology, so that it can be seen how Greek concepts could make their
way into Muslim authors’ writings through the mediation of Christian authors.

I will carry out my terminological analysis in five chapters. In every chapter, I will
start with the introduction of corresponding Greek terms with particular concern for their
appearance in Patristic schools. This is due to what was said above: Christian authors were
educated in the traditions of Greek rhetorical schools, so Greek ideas, terms, and at the same
time, Christian traditions (including the ideas of Patristic literature) must have been known to
them. Then, I am going to examine how these terms are used by YAmmAr al-BaOrD, and
check whether he is a continuer of Patristic ideas. As a third step, [ am going to examine the
same term as it is defined by Muslim books of definition, and check whether YAmmAr al-
BaOrD’s usage in particular (or Christian ideas in general) precedes the appearance of the
term or the idea on the Muslim counterparts’ behalf. I aim at demonstrating that Arab
Christian literature has a mediating role between Greek and Islamic cultures.

In the first chapter, I will start my terminological analysis with the term Yagql
(intellect). I decided to start with this one for several reasons. First, its place corresponds to
the one it occupies in kalAm manuals. Muslim theologians start their books with a chapter on
knowledge where they examine the intellect as a provider of acquired knowledge. Further, it
is an important term for YAmmAr al-BaOrD, who uses it extensively and refers to it as the
method of demonstration. Another reason for placing this chapter at the head of the study is
that it covers, in a general manner, several subsequent terms.

I will keep the same kalAm order in the following chapters. In every chapter, a group
of terms which deal with the same theological question is going to be examined. Thus, in the
second chapter, I will examine the terminology of body and incarnation (ta’annus —
humanisation vs. taEassud — incarnation; and badan vs. Eirm vs. Easad vs. %ism vs. haykal —
body, bodily form). In the third one, I will examine the terminology of eternity (i.e. azalb,
azaliyya — pre-eternal vs. sarmad — perpetuity vs. gidam, gadPm — eternal vs. bagA’, bAgin —
permanent). In the fourth chapter, I will inspect the terminology of Creation (i.e. ibd4A’ and
ibtidA” - beginning, commencement vs. ibdAY — direct creation vs. ibtidAY — instauration vs.
iltirAY — creation ex nihilo vs. lalg — creation vs. ildAx - creation ex nihilo vs. OinAYa,
making vs. takwBn — generation vs. in§A’ — bringing into being). In the fifth chapter, the

terminology of Fatherhood-Sonship (Ubuwwa — fatherhood vs. Bunuwwa — sonship) will be

13
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considered. The last chapter concentrates on terms that refer to divine Trinity and Unity (i.e.
taxIPx - trinity, ,,making three” vs. waldAniyya, tawiPd, ittilAd — unity, “making one,”

union) in addition to the question of duality.
Chapter 1.

The Terminology of intellect

In this chapter, I will inspect how YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses a term of crucial
importance, i.e. the term Yagql (intellect), taking into consideration the way his Christian
contemporaries used it. I will explore the potential sources of Yagl, then its uses and
implications in the Kitdb al-MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba. 1 will also inquire into YAmmAr al-
BaOrD’s possible impact on the use of Yagl/ among Muslim theologians and philosophers, on
the basis of Muslim books of definitions (kutub al-ludUd).

The term Yag/*® is a translation of the Greek terms iévota, 7 opovNoLg, and o vof)g.27
These terms may be found in Greek Patristic literature, as well, as Lampe indicates it, with the
exception of the first one, i.e. didvown. The second term, i.e. 1 ppoévnolg may be found in
various meanings; according to Lampe’s classification, they are the following: intellect,
understanding; wisdom, prudence in moral philosophy and Christian teaching; opinion,
faith.”® (It is obvious that the source of the use of intellect as practical reason is Aristotle’s
Nicomachean Ethics. For Aristotle used the division as follows: “Let us begin again, then, and
discuss these states of soul. Let us assume that there are fivee ways in which the soul arrives
at truth by affirmation or denial, namely, skill, scientific knowledge, practical wisdom,
wisdom, and intellect; for supposition and belief can be mistaken.”* Art is the translation of
TéYVN, science stands for émotun, practical wisdom is poévnoig, theoretical wisdom stands
for copia, and intelligence is vodc.) As for 0 vodg, its connotations are numerous. It can be
found as a description of mind and its functions with reference to man’s distinctive nature; in
relation to other faculties; particularly in relation to sense perception. It is referred to as
mind’s various processes in general or owing to its power of discernment. Lampe then

classifies its appearances with reference to spiritual life: e.g. God as object of the mind,

%% In HAYEK ’s translation: ‘intelligence.” C.f. Ed. HAYEK, dpologie et controverses, p. 85.

2T AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, Beirut, Dar El-Mashreq, 1968. pp. 178-179.
(Later on: AFNAN, A Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic.)

2 LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, Clarendon, Oxford, 1961. (Later on: LAMPE, 4 Patristic Greek
Lexicon. ) pp. 1490-91.

¥ ARISTOTLE, Nicomachean Ethics, 6.3.1., Tr. and ed. CRISP, R., Cambridge University Press, 2004, 105.
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mind’s capacity for knowing God; mind and body, e.g. mind enslaved by senses, or mind
controlling senses. Mind and sin also appear, further classified into connotations referring to
mind’s responsibility for sin, mind obscured by sin, and mind between good and evil.
Lampe’s last major category is “mind’s way to perfection,” but I would only mention divine
assistance as a common point with Arab Christian theologians among its subdivisions. (The
term 0 vodg also plays an important part in philosophy: as it can be seen in the Nicomachean
Ethics, it refers to one of the intellectual parts of the soul, as mind/intelligence/intellect.’®)

Now that we have gained a general understanding of this concept according to Church
Fathers, let us see how YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Arab Christian contemporaries (Theodore AbU
Qurra and AbU RA’iOa) used it, then we can examine YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s examples, and
finally, we will proceed to the investigation of Muslim terminologies.

As for Theodore AbU Qurra, he aims at demonstrating in his tract Maymar fP wuEUd
al-EAliq wa-’1-dPn al-qawDm (On Existence of the Creator and the True Religion)31 that the
only true religion (al-dPn al-qawPm) is that of the Christians. He proves it on the objective
basis of the intellect. Taking the role of a neutral observer, he enumerates and examines the
main religious groups and denominations of his epoch, puts scriptures aside, and turns to the
cognitive and analyzing abilities of human reason. Human nature and human intellect are the
bases of human recognition, so the “narrator” in this tract turns to them in his pursuit of
objective truth and introduces the intellect and its role by an allegory.

The narrator is a “natural man” who has never previously belonged to any
denominations. Now he meets religious groups and wants to find the right one among them.
At this point, he introduces an allegorical story about an unknown king, his son, who gets ill,
and a doctor, as follows. The king has a son, and for the sake of his protection and health, he
summons a doctor by his side. The son ignores the doctor, and falls ill. By the way of a
messenger, the king sends him medicine and a book that describes him (i.e. the king) as well
as it prescribes the use of the medicine, what the son should do in order to get and stay
healthy and what he should not do, and what the result of committing forbidden things would
be. The enemies of the king, who cannot harm him in any way, try to benefit from the illness
of his son, and they send poison instead of remedy and forged books with false descriptions of
the king, the free and forbidden things and the results of these actions. The books differ, but
each messenger claims to be the true one. At this point, the doctor tells the son to dismiss

them all, since he is going to make the case of each of them clear saying: “I am the doctor and

*® ARISTOTLE, Nicomachean Ethics, 6.3.1., Tr. and ed. CRISP, R., Cambridge University Press, 2004, 105.
' AB@ QURRA, Theodore, Maymar fB wuEUd al-EAliq wa-’I-dPn al-qawPm.
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I know these things because this is my profession”™*

He also tells the son the way he is going
to examine the question: being a doctor he knows what makes man ill or healthy, and he is
sure to recognize the real attributes of the king from the resemblance of the son.”> Remedies
have to be examined, the things prescribed or forbidden in the different books should be
studied, and the king’s attributes (Oif4r) ought to be looked at. The real attributes of the king
can be established by the resemblance of the son by way of comparison, giy4s. Having
completed his task, the doctor sees that with one exception, all the books exhort the son to do
things that would do him wrong, and they discourage him from doing things that would
benefit him. The remedy belonging to that only book is the only truly healing one. As for the
description (waOf) of the king: the doctor compares the different descriptions to the features
of the son,** and he finds similarity between them in only one book — the one that described
the illness correctly and with which the right remedy came. So the way of cognition includes
two steps: the first one is intellectual reasoning, in the course of which one may arrive at
specific results; but intellect has limits, the things that are beyond them can be clarified by
revelation. The second step is the comparison of the intellectual results with the revealed
books; agreement shows which one to choose. Things going beyond the limits of intellectual
cognition can be known from the revealed books.

All the characters and events of this allegory are meant to promote a theological view:
the hidden king is God, while the son is Adam and his offspring (i. e. mankind). The doctor is
the intellect that was given to Adam in order to recognize what is right and act in accordance
with it, and in order to recognize what is wrong and avoid committing it. The son’s ignoring
the doctor and getting ill stands for Adam’s or humankind’s leaving the intellect out of
consideration and going astray. The king’s sending remedy and a book stands for God’s
sending messengers and scriptures that contain his description and determine the good and
forbidden deeds with their results that is reward or punishment. Enemies that want to do the
king wrong by harming his son are the evil ones or demons.

According to the message of this allegory, man should not depend on revelation only,
but he should put books aside, rely on the intellect and ask it how to recognize the
unperceivable and incomprehensible God on the sole basis of his resemblance with our human

nature. We have to ask the intellect how to make out what is right and wrong, evil or good

2 Ibid., p. 214.
elia Y cLsY ol el sk (Y
¥ AB@® QURRA, Theodore, Maymar fP wuEUd al-EAliq wa-’l-dPn al-gawDm, p. 215.
i) @by @lad (e eyl Cliia Cayel s el Al Vg i ) Gl e clale Laad Ci el canb @l o S5 L e Ul
** Ibid., pp. 215-16.
Al Glaa ) LS claall e
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(qabDI - ‘amPI),” and what to think about eternal reward and punishment. In Theodore AbU
Qurra’s view, the intellect is a “doctor”, God’s “agent” that originally belongs to and comes
from him.*® The task of the intellect is to protect man from illness, this is why God made him
man’s guide.’” But if man ignores the intellect and falls ill, it is the intellect that can help him
find the way to health and prosperity again, and this is what can lead him back to God. So
according to Theodore AbU Qurra’s opinion, the intellect is God’s gift for mankind: the
faculty of thought. In Griffith’s interpretation, Theodore AbU Qurra introduces a rational
strategy here,”® which comes from a Neo-Platonic intellectual framework of human cognition
of God with a methodology earlier Byzantines had called kataphasis/apophasis. This
approach relates all perceivable natural perfection to God, and negates all imperfection from
Him.*” He further asserts that Theodore AbU Qurra applies an epistemology which depends
on the results of his spiritual predecessors, e.g. Nemesius of Emesa (d. c. 390), Dionysius the
Pseudo-Aeropagite (fl. c. 500) and John of Damascus (d. c. 749). In Griffith’s view all of
them were representatives of a Neo-Platonism which might as well be called Christianism, i.e.
a philosophical system based on the teaching of Christianity. While theology explains
Christian teaching, Christianism takes it as a basis for a rational account of the universe.*’

Let us mention the significance of the medical allegory in the Islamo-Christian
interaction. First of all, the idea of religion as healing, §if4 " is highlighted in the Qur’An and
sunna.*' The image of Jesus himself in the Qur’An and in the Islamic literature is that of a
great spiritual physician. Second, it is well known that Muslim NUfDs used extensively the
allegory of the NUfD master as a physician of the heart. This allegory was also consolidated
with the highly appreciated position of the physicians in the Muslim popular religion. It can
be said that AbU Qurra was aware of the effect of such an allegory while he attempts at
rebutting his Muslim adversaries. Nothing could be more persuasive than a familiar
terminology and imagery to them. Naturally, in order to understand the significance of this
allegory on spirituality and medicine one has to go back to Greek roots, i.e. the Greek

rhetorical tradition, which had its effects on Christian theology before it entered Islamic

%> This pair of terms corresponds to the Greek kaxov - aicypov, or the Latin turpe — pulchrum.
% AB@® QURRA, Theodore, Maymar fP wuEUd al-EAliq wa-"1-dPn al-gawPm, p. 212.
A S Lds daa g eChan ga g oAbl Cunnd

7 Ibid., p. 212 -

\})}Lq\ﬂ)gm} ez\.ﬁajbd\ QLAL‘J\QAM
* GRIFFITH, S. H., Faith and Reason in Christian KalAm: Theodore AbU Qurrah on Discerning the True
Religion, p. 8.
*? Ibid. p. 26.
0 Ibid. pp. 27-28.
*! With regard to the Qur’An, see 16,69. As for the sunna, there is an entire literature on the subject to be found
in al-Oibb al-nabawD books.
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culture. Further, this allegory has been widely used in the Neo-Platonic thought,* one may
find medical analogies in Aristotle’s works,* as well. AbU Qurra testifies to the reliance of
Arab Christians on Greek philosophy. Thogh in a different context, YAmmAr al-BaOrD also
uses medical allegory, or rather parabole to express his view on the necessity of the Son’s
death and resurrection.**

With regard to the problem of good and evil according to Theodore AbU Qurra, he
later on addresses the possibility of its recognition on the basis of the intellect. He says: “just
like the way our intellect was able to find out the invisible attributes of God on the basis of
our nature, it can, on the same basis, find out about licit (falAl) and illicit (farAm), beautiful
and detestable, good and evil, what is beneficial for us, and what makes us strong, as well.”*
He goes on by listing various offenses, saying, if someone hurts us acting so, by our intellect
we know that it brings corruption for us, it is detestable, evil and illicit. He then concludes
that evil is to treat another in a way that we would dislike if that were committed against us.
He goes on the same way to demonstrate how we recognize that which is good, right and
licit.*® Thus both right and wrong may be distinguished on the basis of human nature and the
intellect. We have already seen on the basis of the allegory that intellect is a divine grace that
can differentiate between good and bad, and AbU Qurra elaborates on this point in the rest of
his treatise. Only in the end does he say that the good man wants the benefit of others, in
which he resembles God, and thus links the ethical quality of good to the divine. We need to
emphasize that good and bad are not classified this way in Islam: since good and bad are what
God created as such.

We have seen that intellect and choice appear together when it is not the cognition of
God which is in the centre but an ethical approach. Based on Patristic sources, this idea was

further developed by Christian authors such as AbU Qurra, and later on this idea reappears in

* Vid. GRUDZEN, Gerald, Spirituality and Science: Greek, Judeo-Christian and Islamic Perspectives.

Bloomington, AuthorHouse, 2007.

B E.g. “Admep St motsiohon oréyy kod Stavépety e kol avidvor kat” a&iov Ekaota, Kai Tpogiv kai £60fTa kod

apyiov Kol KOAAGELS, AOY® Kol £pY® HILOVHEVOLG THV TOV W0TpAdV SOVAUY &V POPLAKOV AOY®, TPOGHE®PODVTAG

GtL 1| Tpo1 0V @dppakov did To cuveyéc.”) ARISTOTLE, Economy, 1.1344b. In: Aristotle in 23 Volumes, Vol.

18. Harvard University Press, Cambrldge Mass., London. 1935. Or: “"Ett 003¢ deikvooy o00eig dti aya@ov n

vyisia, &v U coPloTie i Kol i latpdg (ovTor yap Toic aAAoTpiolc Adyolc copilovtat), Gdomep 008 SAAY dpynv

ovdepiav.” ARISTOTLE, Eudemian Ethics, 1.1218b. Ed. F. Susemihl. Leipzig: Teubner. 1884.

“ al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-’l-aEwiba, In: Ed. HAYEK, M., Apologie et controverses, Beirut,

Dar el-Machreq, 1977. p. 229,8-13.

> AB@ QURRA, Theodore, al-DPn al-gawPm, p. 229.
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Muslim authors’ works, too. As an example let me refer to how Tritton defines effects of
nature and intellect: “Effects produced by man’s nature are mean; those due to intellect come
from choice and are honourable; man can incline to either side of his being.”*’ In this, he
relies on AbU layyAn al-TawiDdD’s Kitdb al-MugAbasAt, in which intellect is referred to
together with the capacity of choice so that it gains an ethical faculty.*® The idea of the
Church Fathers is used by Arabic Christian authors who were educated in the rhetorical
schools, and it was probably them who influenced Muslim adversaries — as this example may
suggest it.

Another Christian theologian, the Jacobite AbU RA’iOa made an interesting
contribution to the Arabic Christian use of Yagl, which is worth exploring. According to
Griffith, AbU RA’iOa refuses to prove the verity of Christianity on the mere basis of
rationality, because he considered this attempt successful among the learned only.*” We find
that he rarely mentions intellect explicitly, as far as it can be judged on the basis of the
collection of his writings, Die Schriften des Jacobiten labPb Ibn Eidma AbU RA’iOa.®
However, on the basis of his few examples, his approach is still cognizable. In his major
treatise, RisAla B ixbAt dPn al-naOrAniyya wa-ixbAt al-xAIU % al-mugaddas®" he is in the
pursuit of the only true religion, but this work lacks propedeutical introduction or any other
theoretical basis. AbU RA’iOa does not enumerate religious groups, but finds something else
to contrast Christianity with: the list of various motivations or intentions that can make people
follow a religion. There are six driving forces that are far from God’s intention®” and there is
only one in agreement with His will. The groups that follow the first six false motivations

deviate from the true divine religion in AbU RA’iQa’s view, because they do not endeavour

*"TRITTON, A. S., Man, nafs, rUI, Yaql. In: Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University
of London, 3 (1971) 34, pp. 491-495.
* al-TAWIIDI, AbU fayyAn, al-MugAbasAt, Cairo, 1929., p. 243.
DLEAY) 4y Galdal 28 Jially (g3 5 66y 5 juiall 43 calalal 8 Zaglally 52 53

* GRIFFITH, Faith and Reason in Christian KalAm: Theodore AbU Qurrah on Discerning the True Religion, p.
37.
% AB@ RA’IOA, Die Schriften des Jacobiten IabPb Ibn Eidma AbU RA’iOa, Ed. Georg GRAF, Corpus
Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium vol. 130.; Scriptores Arabici tom. 14., Louvain, Peeters, 1951.
! fabbb Ibn Eidma AbU RA’iOa, RisAla li-AbD RA’iOa al-TakrBtP fP ixbAt dPn al-naOrAniyya wa-i xbAt
al-xAIUx al-muqaddas. In: Die Schriften des Jacobiten labPb Ibn Eidma AbU RA’iOa, Ed. Georg GRAF,
Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium vol. 130.; Scriptores Arabici tom. 14., Louvain, 1951. pp. 129-
158. (Later on: FP ixbAt dPn al-naOrAniyya wa-i xbAt al-xAlU% al-mugaddas)
2 Ibid., pp. 131-32. For the sake of brevity, these reasons are only introduced in the footnotes:

- the first: desire for some immediate benefits or later ones

- the second: aspiration for reaching the hereafter

- the third: a coercive fear that forces one to accept a religion

- the fourth: a religion that permits forbidden things

- the fifth: if one likes the ornament of a religion

- the sixth: “clanism”, i.e. belonging to a certain group that follows this religion, in order to gain power
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to obey God. The author does not elaborate on this point, saying only that these approaches
bear corruption (fasAd) and contrariety (tanAquA). For him “the seventh type is the right one,
the one for which there is proof and upon which faith relies — by the support of the Lord of
Majesty — in what is inaccessible for intellect to understand and it is impossible for the
creation to do so, except for people of the truth, the rightly guided ones.”

If AbU RA’iOa’s approach to the intellect is compared to that of AbU Qurra, we may
find that the former, right at the beginning, enumerates motivations for choosing a religion
and talks about them briefly. He then returns to each and every one of them, and presents a
more detailed contrast between them and Christianity. As he has already claimed that these
approaches are not godly intentions now he only has to prove that Christianity is not
dependant on any of them. He does not need the intellect as a basis for demonstration. While
AbU Qurra relies on intellect as a premise for his argument, and only as a second step does he
turn to scriptures for a comparison, AbU RA’iOa underlines that the characteristic of faith is
that it goes beyond reason, and cannot be comprehended by the intellect alone. With the aid of
God, it is possible to believe what one cannot comprehend with the intellect, hence, for AbU
RA’iOa, it is not only the intellect which is important, but the divine help (ta yPd AllAh) as
well. If one wants to gain knowledge about God (taflODI maYrifat AllAh), it is only possible
with divine help and the intellect together. In this, he reflects an important topic in Patristic
literature, as we have seen it above (on the authority of Lampe). Both authors consider the
intellect the gift of God, and the function of the intellect the cognition of God, right and
wrong; and also establishing and defending the religion.

According to Griffith, YAmmAr al-BaOrD did not believe in the role of intellect and
argumentation as much as Theodore AbU Qurra did, since he considered it a characteristic of
a polemist personality, and such conduct would exclude reference to miracles. Griffith asserts
that YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s apology is based on miracles, since the Nestorian author considers
them as the most important proofs for the true religion.”* However, looking at the KitAb al-
MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba, we can see that YAmmAr al-BaOrD turns to the intellect in various
issues and uses the term Yagl in different meanings. This does not imply any inconsistency on
his part, since the meaning of the intellect varies in both kaldm and philosophy. Variance is
the result of the diversity of contexts, vocabularies and influences. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s

understanding of Yagl can be classified into five categories:

> ABQ RA’IOA., RisAla li-AbD RA’iOa al-TakrDtb fP i xbAt dPn al-naOrAniyya wa-i xbAt al-xAIU % al-
muqaddas, p. 132.

> GRIFFITH, S., Faith and Reason in Christian KalAm: Theodore AbU Qurrah on Discerning the True
Religion, p. 37.
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As for the first meaning: there is a /locus where the author gives something like a
definition of it. When he speaks about qudra, quwwa and istiOAYa (potency and
faculty or potentiality), there he mentions their two causes (YillatAni). One of the
causes is bodily, corporeal (EismAniyya, EasadAniyya), but it is now left out of
consideration. The other is spiritual, and it belongs to the soul. It is defined as follows:
“[the other cause] is psychical, spiritual, namely the intellect, which is the faculty of
the soul that creates these subtle things, which we can see in the making of the bodies,
the moulding of forms, the composition of (bodily) structures, and similar making
actions that can be carried out by the wisdom of the soul and the reflexion of the
intellect.” Thus, intellect is a cause; and it can be understood from the context that it
is the universal intellect, al-Yagl al-kullP, which is defined here. The passage also
defines it as a faculty.

Intellect as a faculty can be considered the second connotation and is further
elaborated in other examples and contexts. Intellect is a means of distinction and
choice: “the property of goodness or immorality can be attributed only to man among
all the creatures, since he is created to be able to choose his actions by his intellect

236 1t reflects the

and distinction; so he can choose for himself whatever he pleases.
Patristic 1dea according to which intellect appears as a reference to man’s distinctive
nature. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s approach is in accordance with that: since if man is the
only creature that can have the property of goodness or immorality due to his intellect,
then it is the feature that distinguishes man among all creatures. The author uses
intellect in this meaning when he refers to it as a means of understanding or
distinction, since it is something that God created in humankind, alongside with
understanding; at the same time, it recognizes good and bad: “He left them with [the
guidance] of the intellect and understanding, which He had created in their nature and
[to the guidance of] what He had made for them as a path to good and bad.”’ As we
could see above, ‘mind between good and evil’ is a theme that had already appeared in

Patristic literature. In this, YAmmAr al-BaOrD, as well as his Christian

contemporaries, can be considered continuers of that tradition.

5 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 157,16-19
i) iy AT ey Y] x5 (o Al o3 g jiaall ekl 55 a3l Jinll el Ala s Al 5AY!

% Ibid., p. 125,14-15

s Ui Lo agui® 15,1808 s g Jing Jae ) HUEAY Cppmidiives |18 3) (3R men G e saills Ll U Aals Gl o

T Ibid., p. 117,11-12

Sy sl Jad G disedl 45 el s Ly mgilly Jinl) 3 4l gt Lo e Gl plaas

21



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2013.009

3. The previous example offers another opportunity for interpretation. In the following
part of the cited phrase: ,,intellect and understanding, which He had created in their
nature” (i. e. Yald mA OabaYahum Yalayhi min al-Yaql wa-’I-fahm), understanding
and intellect are referred to as human disposition, as OabaYahum indicates it.

4. The fourth meaning of intellect is that of an attribute (Oifa). It appears with the ability
of speech, when the author defines the One, Who is characterized by mercy and
compassion: “As for mercy, compassion, justice, gentleness, generosity, grace, and
what resembles them; all of them are effects that appear as attributes on the behalf of a
deliberate, rational substance, not on the behalf of substances that lack the capacity of
speech and intellect.””® 1t can be considered an attribute, too, when mentioned with
iltiyAr and istiOAYa, or when it is a gift of God, together with life, speech,
understanding, ability, and free will: “what grace might be better or generosity greater
than his generating them in this noble disposition [including] life, intellect, speech,
understanding, capacity, and free will, after that they had been nothing/they had not
existed.”’ So intellectuality may be either a divine attribute or that of a created being
as well.

5. Intellect plays an important role in ethics, too, and when appearing in this context, it is
used as a quality, equal to capacity and free will in importance. From an ethical point
of view, YAmmAr al-BaOrD establishes that the intellect, as well as free will and
ability can make one good or bad. He says: “no one deserves the name ‘good’ or ‘bad’
without having all the three following qualities: ability, intellect, and free will. And if
one follows the path of obedience to his Creator in his intellect, by his choice and

ability, ...”%

it will be considered as goodness from him. We could see it in the case
of the second meaning, too, that YAmmAr al-BaOrD follows Patristic tradition insofar
he gives intellect an important role between right and wrong. This idea is further

accentuated here.

> al- BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 158,6-8
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Here we could see the intellect among qualities, as equal to capacity and free will in importance. The way it

appears may make us think of what MuYtazilite ethics say of human acts as being created by humans

themselves. And therefore, they are responsible for their acts.
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As for YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s definition of the intellect as a cause, this usage can be
considered mainly philosophical. In the rest of the cases, where intellect is used in the
meaning of a means, faculty, quality and attribute, both philosophical and theological
influences are clearly discernible. Since the meaning of Yagl depends on the context, it may
seem at first glance that YAmmAr al-BaOrD is using this term inconsistently. In fact, upon
further investigation, it appears that this author is quite thorough in his discussion of its
various senses.

After examining YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use of Yagl as a term, let us consider now its
role in his theological reasoning. YAmmAr al-BaOrD affirms that understanding divine grace
in creation is only possible for a person using his intellect to grasp the signs or the outcome of
divine generosity: “As soon as it became firm in our intellect that by creating His creatures
He did good to others only, and out of generosity and grace, He did good and intended the
benefit of his creatures; our intellect was convinced that the favours of generosity may only

»%1 In other instances he

appear on the behalf of someone who has intellect and wisdom.
depends on both intellect and scriptural evidence, that is: on Yagl and nagl together. “We do
not negate what intellect is unable to comprehend without the Scripture, but we admit that
intellect has not become aware by its own accord that these meanings are Father, Son, Holy
Spirit, without the Scripture.®® In this respect YAmmAr al-BaOrD appears as a proponent of
complementarity between intellect and Scriptures in teological reasoning. Although he gives
credit to the intellect, he still thinks that scriptures matter in understanding Christian mysteries
and the Trinity. He cannot be considered a philosopher only, since the albAr of Scriptures —
from a rationalistic point of view — always carry the possibility of being either true or false.

Sometimes complementarity between intellect and senses as a way of cognition is

defended by YAmmAr al-BaOrD. He says:

“In the first investigation, witnessing the forms of creatures forced the intellect to affirm that
there is a substance that created them in time and brought them into being. In the second
investigation, the fact that in the eternity of His pre-eternity He had abstained from creating
[his creatures], but later on He carried out their making as a donation, [forced the intellect] to
render pre-eternal life necessary for Him. And the third investigation, on the basis of His

perfect government, and of what had previously shown of His care, guided [the intellect to

o1 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-’"l-aEwiba, pp. 151,19-152,1
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accept] that He carries this out in order to be generous to others. It witnesses to the
substantiality of His Word and the pre-eternity of His wisdom, necessarily.”63
So the first step of the investigation was based on the physical evidence of bodily forms, and
the second and third steps were more “intellectual” or rational. This methodology can also be
considered a continuation of Patristic traditions, since 0 vodg is also found in relation to other
faculties or particularly in relation to sense perception in Church Fathers’ texts. Here is
another example: “And the traces of their actions (burning, ashes, smoke and steam) are signs
for the intellect of the existence of their sources.”®* Although YAmmAr al-BaOrP displays
here common methodological elements with Muslim philosophers, mainly experience and
sense perception, he does not elaborate his proof as a philosopher. First, he does not endorse
emanation or necessity to explain the creation of things. Second, he mixes proofs from
experience or sense perception with others based on signs or analogy (giy4s). Signs or
analogies, which do not produce certain knowledge, are typically used by Muslim
theologians, not philosophers. YAmmAr al-BaOrD does not use in this case the Aristotelian
syllogistic in a strict philosophical, but rather in a rhetorical sense. M. Maro6th asserts that in
general the assessment of rhetoric proofs was not clear in Greek and Latin rhetoric traditions
either. It is sure that they were not admitted as valid and applicable in theoretical sciences,
while the results of practical sciences were introduced by rhetorical proofs, since there the aim
was conviction instead of exact knowledge. Aristotle permitted invalid and incorrect proofs in
rhetoric.”> Similarly, in Arabic prose, an analogy on the basis of senses — even if combined
with the intellect — is not a burhAn falsafP; it is rather kalAmD, ‘adalP. According to what
M. Maréth writes in his The Correspondence between Aristotle and Alexander the Great,
Christian communities were educated in the (once Greek) rhetorical schools. It is not
surprising then that YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses such argumentation, i.e. sign-inference. On the
other hand, it is not just his argumentation which can be characterized by such a feature, but
he even asks for the same kind of demonstration, when addressing the (probably Muslim)
opponent: “Make us find the truth of this by a clear burhAn, like the way we made you see the

essence of the four elements, their createdness in time and the evolution of creatures out of

63 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 152,5-9
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them, by way of witnesses of the intellect and senses together.”®® His use of the term burhAn
is typical of a theologian whose background is philosophical. For if he considers burhAn an
apodictic proof, then it would be certain knowledge. In this case, he would not as his
adversaries to prove the contrary by way of another apodictic proof. The latter is self-evident
and a philosopher would not make such a mistake. Since he is a theologian, YAmmAr al-
BaOrD uses some philosophical methods and terms (burhAn, Yagl, lawAss) in a polemic
against an opponent. An analogy on the basis of senses — even if combined with the intellect —
is not a philosophical proof; it may only be dialectical argumentation.

YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s examples refer to the cognitive faculties of the intellect, its role
in perception and understanding, its role in ethics, and its being a gift of God. He may be
compared to both previous authors, since all the three authors establish the intellect as being a
gift of God, in which intellect is used in a theological way. Theodore AbU Qurra and
YAmmAr al-BaOrD emphasize the cognitive faculties of the intellect as a means of
understanding, recognizing; as something that can set up analogies and get to the knowledge
of things. In this respect, the use of the concept can be considered philosophical in approach.
Both authors consider the intellect a means for distinguishing between good and evil, so there
is an ethical approach, too. YAmmAr al-BaOrD and AbU RA’iOa both refer to the limits of
the intellect, but while AbU RA’iOa sees the help of God as a solution in such cases,
YAmmAr al-BaOrD turns to analogy or to scripture. In this, their approach is not
philosophical, since it is the characteristic of the theological approach to mention the help of
God and Scripture in the course of the cognition of God.

The question that raises here is whether YAmmAr al-BaOrD had any impact on later
Muslim authors. In answering this, no direct textual evidence is quoted, instead, (Christian)
ideas presented by YAmmAr al-BaOrD will be compared to descriptions of books of
definitions, as the representatives of standard Muslim theological and philosophical
terminology.

Let us first examine the philosopher, AbU YUsuf b. IsfAq al-KindD, who defines the
term in his Risdla fB IudUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA®" as follows: intellect is a simple

substance that comprehends the true nature of things.”®® Since Yaql is defined as a substance,

66 al- BANRI YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 99,15-16
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o7 al- KINDI AbU YUsuf b. IsIAq, RlsAlafD TudUd al—asyA wa-rusUmihA In.: RasA’il al-KindP al-falsafiyya,
Ed. ABQ RIDA, Mufammad YAbd al-HAdD, Rasd il al-KindP al-falsafiyya, Frankfurt, MaYhad TArDI al-
YUIUm al-YArabiyya wa-"l-IslAmiyya, 1999. pp. 165-180. (Later on: al-KINDI, RisAla fb ludUd al-asyA’ wa-
RusUmihA)
® Ibid., p. 165.:
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we may say that here we see a philosophical approach that underlines the cognitive faculty of
the intellect and defines the term by it. The simple and concise definition indicates that al-
KindD shares — at least with regard to the function of the intellect - YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s
concept. Indeed, the latter highlights Yagl as a faculty of comprehension and perception of
and distinction between things. Al-KindD’s definition concentrates on intellect as a substance:
it is simple, and it is the means of the perception of the true nature of things. Contemporary
Christian apologetic writings deal with the concept and the term in a wider range, from
multiple approaches. However, the reference to the intellect as a substance in al-KindD’s
definition — to the best of my knowledge — cannot be seen in the Christian apologetic writings.
There is a possible parallel, though: Christian theologians often use the analogy of the
intellect and the word and spirit as three aspects of one substance, when they defend the unity
of the three divine hypostases. Each constituent is regarded as a substance on its own, forming
one general substance altogether. If the parallel is too far-fetched, we can still think of al-
KindD’s philosophical interpretation as one coming from a different tradition: probably the
one that developed from the translation movement.

Though not a book of definitions, let us mention al-FArAbD’s (d. 950) treatise on Yaql
here.®” He introduces six meanings of Yagl, the first of which is a ‘general’ interpretation of
intellect, as it is understood by the EumhUr [al-lukamA’], i.e. the majority [of philosophers].
It is what makes man intelligent, YAgil.”® According to this interpretation, it is a distinctive
characteristic of humankind; it is discernment or prudence, taYagqul, a faculty that
characterizes the man who acts in order to perform what is good.”' This kind of interpretation
may be paralleled with the writings of Christian authors, which indicates that the tradition the
latter authors relied on was known to the philosopher, as well. The second interpretation is

that of the mutakallims, who use Yagl to say it makes a thing necessary or impossible.”” It is

Ll iU & jae Jassy a5 - Jiall
The term is defined by al-KindD in the second place, right after the First Cause (al-Yilla al-UlA), which indicates
its importance in the philosopher’s view. This fact can be further emphasized if we take into consideration that
al-KindD mostly followed the order of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, translated for him by UstAx, and this term
seems to be inserted among those important for Aristotle, as Kennedy-Day demonstrates it. C.f. KENNEDY —
DAY, K., Books of Definition in Islamic Philosophy, pp. 21-22.
5 al-FARABI, AbU NaOr Mulammad, Risdla /P al-Yagl. In: al-FARABI, AbU NaOr Mulammad, Texts and
Studies 111., Ed. SEZGIN, F., Frankfurt am Main, Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic Science at the
Johann Wolfgang Goethe University, 1999., pp. 47-94.
7 Ibid. p. 49.
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identified with common sense, bAdi’ al-ra’y.” This interpretation may also be paralleled with
the writings of Christian authors, since all of them use phrases like “yUEibuhu al-Yaql” or
“yanfPhi al-Yaql.” This correspondence shows that the tradition Christian authors rely on and
the one al-FArAbD defines on the basis of mutakallims’ usage may go back to a common
(philosophical) tradition that transcends denominational and religious differences. Al-
FArAbb then goes on with four meanings defined on the basis of Aristotle, the first of which
relies on the Posterior Analytics.”* The second one is based on the Nicomachean Ethics;"” the
third one depends on the Psychology;’® and the last one is defined according to the
Metaphysica.”’ As for the first one, it is a faculty of the soul, guwwat al-nafs, by which man
can gain certitude from true, universal and obliging premises. It is also termed as natural
perception, fiOra and disposition, OabY.”® The fourth of the six meanings, is a part of the
soul, Fuz’ al-nafs, in which, by perseverance and experience some certitude formulates, by
which good and evil might be distinguished.” There’s partial agreement between this
statement and YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage. The latter does not refer to Aristotle as his source,
but he considers intellect a part, or more precisely a faculty of the soul and a means of
distinction. The fifth subsection of the intellect is described on the basis of Aristotle’s
Psychology, and is considered to be of four types: potential intellect, Yag! bi-’I-quwwa; actual
intellect, Yagl bi-’I-fiYl; acquired intellect, Yagl mustafdd; and agent intellect, or active
intellect, Yagl faYYAL™ Potential intellect, Yagl bi- I-quwwa is a part or a faculty of the soul,
which — as M. Fakhry puts it — abstracts the forms of existing entities with which it is
ultimately identified.*' By way of the coming into being of these forms in the soul, the
potential intellect becomes actual intellect.** The acquired intellect is what can conceive of,

imagine or actualize the rational entities.” The last one is the agent or the active intellect,

7 Ibid. pp. 53-54.
™ al-FARABI, AbU NaOr Mulammad, RisAla fD al-Yaql, p. 49.
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' FAKHRY, M., 4 History of Islamic Philosophy, London, Longman - New York, Columbia University Press,
1983., p. 121. C.f. al-FARABI, AbU NaOr Mulammad, Risdla fP al-Yaql, pp. 58-61.
52 al-FARABI, AbU NaOr Mufammad, RisAla fD al-Yagql, pp. 61-66.
% Ibid. pp. 66-70.
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which conceives of the more perfect existents.** These subsections are not paralleled with
Christian author’s writings. The sixth meaning of the intellect — as defined in accordance with
Aristotle’s Metaphysics — is divine intellect, the source of all movements.*> God as a rational
being is present in Christian understanding, but this kind of philosophical expression cannot
be found in the works of the authors examined here. It can be seen that al-FArAbD’s
interpretation is based on a different tradition from the one YAmmAr al- BaOrD relies on. His
heavy reliance on what Aristotle said concerning the issue cannot be paralleled with the
Christian authors.

In AbU YAbdallAh Mulammad ibn Almad ibn YUsuf al-KAtib al-EwArizmD’s
MafAtDI al-YulUm,™ there is a reference made to Yagl among the terms of falsafa, in its
second part, in the framework of the science that treats the divine as its subject matter — that
is, it belongs to the field of metaphysika, although it appears in kalAm books as well. The term
is defined in a classified form, and no definition of the intellect as such may be found in itself.
We can first read about the active intellect as follows:

“The agent intellect is the divine faculty that is followed by everything in the upper and the

lower worlds, namely the stars and planets, objects and animals that are not rational beings,

and humankind, since everything searches for their benefit, and for what keeps them alive and

subsistent. [They do it] according to the possibility that is given to them. And this faculty that

is present in things of the natural world is called nature.”®’
Next in line is the material intellect, which is defined as follows: “The material intellect is the
faculty in humankind. Its position in the anima is like that of seeing in the eye, whereas the
agent intellect has the position of the light of the sun for the sight. And when this faculty that
is the material intellect emanates and becomes an act, it is called acquired intellect.”™ Later
on reference is made to the universal intellect, without further definition. We may see that a
century after YAmmAr al- BaOrD’s time, according to Muslim writers’ definition, Yag! is
primarily the agent intellect. However, we can also observe that Yagl has the meaning of a
faculty given to humankind (i.e. it does not appear as a substance), as we have noticed it in

YAmmAr al- BaOrD’s and his Christian contemporaries’ texts. I do not assert that Muslim

* Ibid. pp. 70-80. . ,
% al-FARABI, AbU NaOr Mufammad, RisAla /P al-Yagql, pp. 80-82.
% al-EWARIZMI, AbU YAbdallAh Mufammad ibn Aimad ibn YUsuf al-KAtib, MafAtDI al-YulUm, Beirut,
DAr al-Fikr al-LubnAnD, 1993. (Later on: al-EWARIZMI, MafdtbI al-YulUm)
7 Ibid., p. 163.
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philosophical tradition roots in the works of Christian authors, as it is a continuation of
Aristotelian philosophy, but it is important to emphasize that similarities in interpretation are
discernible.

Al-EwArizmP’s contemporary, the theologian Ibn FUrak gives a brief definition of
the term in his Kitdb al-fudUd:® “the definition of the intellect: it is the evident knowledge
which the rational beings do not share with the animals and the sleeping.”®® Intellect is seen as
a means in cognition, in which Ibn FUrak’s approach is close to that of YAmmAr al-BaOrb
and Theodore AbU Qurra. It can be of interest to note that this approach is closer to the
Christian theologians’ interpretation than to the Muslim philosophers’ one. If intellect is a
basis for distinction between human beings and animals, wakeful and sleeping, then it implies
that intellect is a distinctive feature. If this is the difference between humans and animals,
wakeful and sleeping, it may than even stand for rationality. Even if the tradition they are
depending on may be different, in this, we may see a resemblance to YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s
and Theodore AbU Qurra’s interpretations, who are continuers of the Patristic tradition.

Even in the eleventh century, as it can be seen in Ibn SPnA’s Book of Definitions,”’
Yagl is still used as a faculty in addition to several other meanings. On the one hand, Ibn
SPnA claims that the common usage of Yagl includes the meaning of faculty in addition to
knowledge and disposition.”> On the other, he mentions eight meanings of Yagl. An
examination of his definitions shows his fidelity to the Aristotelian syllogistic and

psychology. It can be assumed that Ibn SPnA was aware that some confusion was taking

¥ Tbn FORAK, AbU Bakr Mulammad b. al-fasan, al-AnOArD al-IObahAnD, Kitdb al-fudUd D 'l-uOUI 1n:
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by Ibn FUrak.' Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 54 (1991) (1). pp. 5-41. (Later on: Ibn
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place in the use of Yagl, and wanted, accordingly, to separate the use of the term in a
philosophical sense from that of the theologians. As a result, YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s uses of
Yagl as a faculty, a means or an attribute are, in light of Ibn SPnA’s strict philosophical
vocabulary, common usage. However, when YAmmAr al-BasrD uses Yaql as guwwat al-nafs,
faculty of the soul, it is evident that Aristotelian psychology was known to him.

Two centuries later, al-AmidD’s work, entitled a/-MubPn, defines intellect in the
following way: “as for ‘intellect,” this term refers to eleven things; one of them is substantial,
the rest are accidental. ...”"* In his classification we may see a similar principle to that of Ibn
SPnA. He also uses a strict philosophical vocabulary and an exact classification, a kind that is
unparalleled on the behalf of YAmmAr al-BaOrD and his Christian counterparts in the ninth
century. This difference can be explained by the fact that in the 9" century the fields of kaldm
and philosophy were on their ways to separate, and this is reflected in the formation of distinct
terminologies. These late authors define the term in a detailed philosophical sense, while
Y AmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage testifies to its early formation.

The last example I am going to examine is al-EurEAnD’s definition in his al-
T aYerAt: “Intellect, according to theorists, is a substance free from matter in its essence, but
it can be compared to that in its action. It is the anima capable of rational thinking that is

referred to, when one says “me”. Intellect is said to be a spiritual substance that is created by

% al-AMIDI, S., al-MubPn N2 Sarl maYAnD alfAU al-TukamAd’ wa- ‘I-mutakallimPn, Cairo, Maktabat Wahba,
1993. pp. 106-108. (Later on: al-AMIDI, al-MubBn)

The citation goes on in the following way:

“... As for the substantial intellect: this expresses a quiddity free from matter or any relation to matter. As for the
accidental ones, they are the following:

Practical and theoretical intellects are what have been referred to at the properties of the human anima.

Material intellect is an expression of the theoretical faculty in the case of the lack of a device, by which
it would be possible to reach comprehension. It is like the faculty of a child in connection to the knowledge of
geometrical forms. This faculty is called the absolute faculty. Another kind is the intellect of talent, and this is an
expression of a theoretical faculty in the case of the presence of a means for acquiring comprehension by thought
and reflection. It can be compared to the situation of a young man who knows the elements of letters, the ink, the
pen, and who, while writing, needs the state of thought and reflection. This intellect is called the faculty of
enablement.

There is the intellect in actu, too, and this expression refers to the theoretical faculty that covers the
occurrence of comprehension that does not need any thought or reflection. It is like the case of one who is
perfect in writing.

There is the holy intellect that refers to a theoretical faculty that does not need teaching or being taught
for acquiring comprehension, like the case of the Prophet.

There is the learned/derived intellect. It is an expression referring to a theoretical faculty, when it is
knowing and comprehending, like man while writing.

Intellect can refer to what man acquires through his experiences, and then it is called experimental
intellect.

The term may refer to the soundness of the first disposition.

And it may refer to an attitude of a man, which is beautiful in his acts and states.”
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God together with the human body...”* As we can see, it first appears as a substance, and
later on it is defined in a detailed way as faculty, agent, and means. In the latter meanings, i.e.
intellect as faculty, agent, means, we can see a common point in his usage and that of the
Christian authors in the ninth century. Similarities may be due to the philosophical origins of
these terms that influenced Muslim authors through different sources, including the Christian
transmission. Christian authors were the contemporaries of Muslim theologians and
philosophers and in that sense they seem to have shared a common terminology that
transcended to some extent communal and religious divisions. As for the difference: al-
EurEAnD’s definition is more detailed, but by his time the philosophical terminology had
been more refined.

Conclusion

I demonstrated that all Christian authors are continuers of Patristic notions, as far as
intellect is concerned, inasmuch they considered intellect a distinctive feature of man and a
tool for distinction between right and wrong. The contexts in which intellect appears are also
similar: Church Fathers refer to intellect as a means of cognition, the object of which is God,
and many of them refer to divine assistance as another means in this process. I showed that it
is a recurrent topic in Arabic Christian literature, too, especially in the case of AbU RA’iOa.

Theodore AbU Qurra mostly relied on intellectual argumentation, while AbU RA’iOa had a

* al-EUREANI, A. i. M., Kitdb al-TaYrDfAt, Ed. [IFNi, YAbd al-MunYim, Cairo, DAr al-RasAd, 1991, pp.
173-174 (Later on: al-EUREANTI, Kitdb al-TaYrBfAr)

His definition is very long, so for the sake of brevity, the rest of it is cited only int he footnotes:

“ ... The intellect is said to be the light in the heart, which knows truth and the false. And intellect is said to be a
substance free of matter that sticks to body through direction and regulation.

Intellect is said to be a faculty of the anima capable of speech/rational thinking, and it is evident that the
intellectual faculty is exchangeable with the anima capable of speech/rational thinking. It is also said that the
agent of the realization is the anima, ant the intellect is its means, like the knife is [the means] of one who cuts.
Intellect and anima and mind are said to be one, but as a comprehending thing it is called intellect, as a
regulative thing it is called anima, and as something that is ready for comprehension it is called mind.

Intellect is by what it is possible to understand the true nature of things. Its place is said to be the head and the
heart.

The material intellect is merely the readiness to comprehension of understandable things. It is a mere faculty free
from action like for children (?). It is related to matter only because the anima at this stage resembles the first
matter that — in itself — is free from all the forms.

The intellect is — according to the linguists — taken from the cord of the camel. It prevents those who have
intellect from the abandonment of the right path. It is true that it is only a substance, that can comprehend the
hidden things indirectly, and the perceptible things by way of witnessing.

The intellect in natural disposition is the knowledge of necessary things and the preparedness of the anima for
acquiring the theoretical things.

The intellect in acfu means that the theoretical things become stored up in the rational faculty by way of
repetition of the acquisition, thus it becomes possible for it to produce it, whenever it wants, without undergoing
a new acquisition, even if it does not see it in actu.

The derived/learned intellect means that the comprehended theoretical things are present at it in a way that these
do not disappear from it.”
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theological approach, placing divine assistance in the centre. As for YAmmAr al-BaOrD, he
used Yagl in both philosophical and theological meanings. The term had a wide range of
references in the ninth century in Christian authors” writings, and we have seen YAmmAr al-
BaOrD as the one who used the term in the greatest variety of contexts.

Their contemporary Muslim author gave a definition for the term with a narrower
sense, but introduced intellect as a substance, which is an interpretation that cannot be found
in their works. Later Muslim authors gave definitions including meanings discernible in
Christian authors’ works and that of the substance. Great elaboration can first be seen in al-
FArAbD’s treatise, and the first to give a lengthy and detailed definition in a book of
definitions is Ibn SPnA. However, he represents a later stage of development in the field of
terminology, while Christian authors witness to the early formation. The variety of meanings
that appear in Christians’ usage is unprecedented on the Muslim side, which may refer to

Christian contribution to later Muslim elaboration.
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Chapter 11

The Terminology of body and incarnation
(Ta’annus — humanisation vs. faEassud — incarnation; and badan vs. Eirm vs. Easad vs.

%ism vs. haykal — body, bodily form)

In this chapter, I aim at examining the formation of a specifically Christian concept
and the terms that refer to it in Arabic. My presupposition is that the connotation of terms that
refer to body, bodily form, corpse, “frame”/temple, and accordingly, their possible use and
appearance may originate in Greek Patristic and/or philosophical literature. I wish to examine
terms for body, bodily form in themselves first, and then I wish to see how the concept is
adapted to refer to its relation to the divine (whether the divine/God may be/have a body or
not). I will examine whether ‘body, bodily form’ i.e. badan vs. Eirm vs. Easad vs. %ism have
any specific connotations in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text, and then contrast them with Muslim
usage. | intend to investigate them — where possible — in their “clear” form, where they appear
in themselves. As a second step, I will cite examples where more than one term is mentioned,
and try to demonstrate if and to what extent they might be considered synonyms. Then, the
most important issue in this chapter will be the incarnation or humanisation of Jesus Christ,
i. e. ta’annus — ‘humanisation,” taEassud — ‘incarnation,” and ittilA4& (governing one of the
following terms: basarD, hay’a basariyya, etc.) — ‘assuming, taking (the form) of a human.’

At the same time, I am interested in the way these terms may be contrasted to Islamic
use, and in how interaction or influence may be observed in this very field. I also aim at
examining the question if Christian understanding of the relation of the divine and a bodily
form, or more specifically, God’s assuming a human body/form, i.e. His incarnation, may be
paralleled to Islamic anthropomorphic ideas, ascribing human attributes to God.”” Prior to
Arabic Christianity, John of Damascus already wrote in his De Fide Orthodoxa on the human

need to conceive of God metaphorically in human terms. It can be found in the 1 chapter,

% According to van Ess, the Qur’An is transcendentalist, but uses anthropological language as a reference to
God’s actions and qualities. It caused tension later on, when Islam expanded, and both transcendentalist and
anthropomorphist tendencies were sharpened by the religious ideas prevailing in the new environment. C.f. VAN
ESS, J., TashbPI wa-tanzPI, In: EI, Second edition, vol. X., 2000. Leiden, E. J. Brill, pp. 341-44., p. 342. (Later
on: VAN ESS, J., TashbPI wa-tanzPI.) Martin claims that likening God to humans was already well-known in
the Middle East prior to the rise of Islam in Christianity. The formation of Muslim discourse on
anthropomorphism and corporealism in the first three Islamic centuries resembles earlier discussions among
Christians, Jews, and pagan Greeks. C.f. MARTIN, R.C., Anthropomorphism, In: The Ecyclopaedia of the
Qur’An, Brill, Leiden — Boston — Kéln, 2001., Vol. 1., pp. 103- 107., pp. 103-104. (Later on: MARTIN, R.C.,
Anthropomorphism.)
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i.e. TOV copatikdc €ni Ocod Aeyopévev (De his quae modo corporeo de Deo dicuntur). He
says that in Holy Scriptures we may read symbolical references to God’s body or figure; but
we need to know that we are corporeal human beings who could not understand divine things
and the actions of an immaterial divinity, or could not comprehend His sayings without
images and figural language. That is why whatever is told of God’s corporeality, it is
figuratively expressed, and it is to be understood in a “higher” meaning. Eyes, vision should
be meant as a figural expression for God’s potency to inspect and thus know everything. Ears
refer to His “listening” to humankind’s appeal and His forgiveness, etc.”

According to Martin, such Christian and some Neoplatonic influence on Muslim
thinking in this field is possible, but the problem in Islam is basically linked to disputes about
how to interpret passages in the Qur’An that ascribe human attributes to God.”” Van Ess,
however, underlines that what influenced most Islamic thinking was Neoplatonic philosophy
in the form it had assumed in Christian theology.”® By an examination of sources, I try to find
evidence for Christian influence. E.g. Binyamin Abrahamov studied a Muslim author, al-
QAsim ibn IbrAhPm al-RassD, whose refutation of tasbPh follows MuYtazilites, who were
influenced by Christian theology and Greek philosophy in this field.”

If we turn to terms of bodily connotations, we may know on the authority of T. de

100
Boer,

that in the understanding of Neo-Platonizing philosophers and theologians, there was
a distinction between heavenly and earthly bodies. The latter were composed of the four
relatively simple bodies (elements, in Aristotle dmhd cdpata: Arab, al-bas4 ’iO). Heavenly
bodies were simple; to describe them the term %rm (plur. a%4Am) was often used, which
otherwise is synonymous with %sm. ‘irm, badan and Easad are used as synonyms of Eism, the
two latter ones are usually applied to the human body, badan often only to the torso. While
badan is also used for the bodies of animals, “asad is rather reserved for the bodies of higher
beings (angels etc.), but a’%Ad is used particularly for minerals. It may also be mentioned that
haykal (plur. hayAkil) means with the Gnostics and mystics the physical word as whole as
well as the planets, because the world-soul and the spirits of the stars dwell in them like the

soul of man in its body. I am going to examine whether YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s terms can be

placed in the same framework.

% DAMASCENUS, Johannes, De Fide Orthodoxa, In: Migne, PG. XCIV., 1860. cc. 841-44.

 MARTIN, R.C., Anthropomorphism, p. 104,

% van ESS, J., TashbPI wa-tanzDI, p. 342.

“ ABRAHAMOV, B., Anthropomorphism and Interpretation of the Qur’An in the Theology of al-QAsim ibn
IbrdhPm, Leiden, E. J. Brill, 1996. pp. 8-9.

1% de BOER, T., Djism, In EI, Second edition, Vol. IL, Leiden, E. J. Brill, 1965. pp. 553-555. (Later on: de
BOER, T., Djism)
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. 101
1. Yirm'°

According to Afnan,'” Eirm was used in the translations to express Greek
philosophical terms such as 16 otepedv and odpa; but this does not mean that there is a total
agreement in their meanings. If we look at the same terms in Greek Patristic usage, we will
find that the first one appears with the following meanings: firm, solid, substantial
[firmament, divine nature, which is not liable to change].'” For copa, Lampe brings a lot of
meanings in Patristic literature, the most typical among them referring to man, earthly body,
the body of Christ.'"™ However, though scarcely, but meanings such as ‘figure of three
dimensions,’ ‘corporate body,” ‘body, unit,” ‘reality,” and ‘bodily aspect or form,’ can also be
found.'®

As far as we can judge it from the scarce appearance of the term in the Kitdb al-
MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba, °irm is used in a philosophical sense. YAmmAr al-BaOrP uses it in
the following meanings: ‘the body of an atom,’ or ‘the subject/substratum, carrying something
that cannot subsist in itself.” As for the first meaning, let us examine the context in which it
appears: “You may find many kinds of mortal creatures that are praised for various things.
E.g. the Sun is praised for the beauty of its light, the radiance of its glow and its sublime
disposition. The fire is likewise praised for the subtlety of the body of its atom, the power of
its heat and its beneficial effects. Thus, it is called a glowing, lucid, glorious, burning,

ripening body...”%

It was said above that the simple heavenly bodies were described by the
term %rm (plur. a%Am) in Neo-Platonizing philosophy, and though the atom of the fire is not
a heavenly body we may find some similarity here taking the simplicity and subtlety of this
unique atom into consideration. The term is sometimes synonymous with “%sm in Neo-
Platonizing philosophy, and it can be observed in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage, as well, as in
the following examples:

“These four things comprise everything that can be imagined or perceived. There is nothing

that could be perceived by imagination or sensory perception except for these four categories,

necessarily. Two of them subsist in themselves: the substance and the individual Aypostasis.

"Y' HAYEK does not provide a translation for this term.

192 AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, pp. 48-49.
103 LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 1257.
% Ibid., pp. 1362-66.
1% bid., p. 1366.
1% al-BANRI, YAmmAT, KitAb al-MasA’il wa-’l-aEwiba, p. 155,12-15 )
po Adlhl JUIS s dlein Cads b5 slers Lot sun Jlan A sdaall GualllS 35 slatly e il sall FAN g1 5if (e THES (g gan3 28
o i 18 ae Ligs |y Uinas Laja cllil o sand L U0 dalaa g b ya (el g Loy sa
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The other two cannot subsist in themselves, and they can only exist in something else. These
two are: the simple faculties and the accidents that befall bodies and entities.”'"’
Here, body refers to the earthly, sublunar body, which carries accidents. It expresses body in a
philosophical sense, as a substrate, parallel to an entity, which appears as the subject which
can carry accidents. As for the synonymity of Eirm and %sm, it will show in another similar
example, in which body, as the entity, the carrier of accidents (i.e. with the same meaning as
we could see in this last example) is expressed by “ism: “as the simple faculties and necessary
accidents that cannot subsist in themselves without different bodies.”'*®

These meanings that appear at YAmmAr al-BaOrD are not closely related to the ones
we could see in Patristic use, as far as 10 otepedv was concerned. The other meaning, i.e.
oduo, as a synonym of physical body, %sm is more likely to have influenced his
interpretation. Looking at the connotations of c®po we can see that these have a similar
meaning to those used by YAmmAr al-BaOrD.

As for his Christian contemporaries, to the best of my knowledge, they don’t use the
same term. With regard to Muslim uses, YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s contemporary, al-KindD
defines only the term Eirm of the ones listed above. It is described from the viewpoint of
extent, saying: “Body is what has three dimensions.”'” In this sense, Eirm proves to be a
synonym of Eism, which is also a part of al-KindD’s vocabulary,''® but no definition is given
for it. This definition is exactly the same Aristotle gives for body (cf. De Coelo, 1, 1, 268a, 7 £.,
and Metaph., v, 13, 1020a, 7): a body is what has three dimensions (dimension: 6146TaG1G,
diotpo, Arabic buYd, imtidAd) and is a continuous, therefore always divisible, quantity

111

(moodv ovveyéc, kamm muttaOil).''" This meaning can also be found in Patristic literature,

though its appearance in al-KindD’s definition might have originated in the philosophical

tradition. Al-KindD mentions Eirm another time, right before its definition, in the definition

112

of anima, nafs, where the author considers it to be the completion of a body. “ In the same

17 al-BANRI, YAmmAT, KitAb al-MasA’il wa-’l-aEwiba, p. 162,12-15
OUls Allae Y laall dxy )Y o2 3 JAls 585 V) Gens pb s dy sed puls Ousenas ashse sb La JSy Aaima Lol Ay )Y 02gd
ol e s Algal) (5 il Lot s Lty 8 Y) Glam s Vs Legilly Slasiy ¥ )5 cmlal) o sill 5 alall 5 sall et 5 claguiily (o s Leia
oke ¥ @IJ;YI (b A yiaall
% bid., p. 163,14-15
L AR lal) e Leninly s Y )8 haaall il je W15 Aapall (5 8IS
109 al-KINDI, RisAla fb TudUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA, p. 165.
e 23 41 La g sad)
% ¢.g. when defining nafs, ‘anima’. Mufammad Y Abd al-HAdD AbU RDdA, the editor, adds in a footnote, that
al-KindD mostly uses Eirm, not Eism. According to the editor’s view, Eism became more widely used later. He
also draws attention to the former term’s disappearance, and as a proof, he mentions that al-EurEAnD does not
define it. C.f. p. 165.
"1'de BOER, T., Djism, p. 554.
12 al-KINDI, RisAla 1D IudUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA, p.165.
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description, it is used as a synonym of Easad: since soul is defined as the completion of the
body (%rm), and then as the integrity of the body (“%sm). This synonymity can also be found at
YAmmAr al-BaOrD, but the understanding of Eirm as having dimensions is not present in the
Christian author’s text.

Eism is the only term Ibn SPnA defines among the ones under investigation in this

chapter, but at the same time, Eirm also appears in his use, as it is the case in the definition of
13

0,

fire, ~ with the meaning of one of the elements, the Aristotelian anAd coupato, as %irm
basPO. Tt means then that he also relies on the Aristotelian tradition. YAmmAr al-BaOrDb
used it in the context of the Sun as a burning, glowing “body,” and Ibn SPnA’s usage in the
description of fire is really similar to that of YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s first example. On this
basis we may say that the Aristotelian classification was not only known to Ibn SPnA, but
already to YAmmAr al-BaOrD, a Christian in the first half of the ninth century, which cannot
be interpreted as a proof for the existence of direct influence, but indicates that a common
tradition was shared by Muslims and Christians. To the best of my knowledge, there is no
definition of this term in the other authors’ texts.

. 114
2. lism

In philosophical language the body (oc@®pa) is distinguished from the incorporeal
(doodpartov), God, spirit, soul, etc. In Neo-Platonic influence on Muslim thought two features
were emphasized: the incorporeal is simple and indivisible in nature, while the body is
composite and divisible; the incorporeal is in spite of its negative character the original, the
causing principle, while the body is a product of the incorporeal.'"

On the authority of Afnan, the term Eism is considered to be the translation of the
following Greek philosophical concepts: odpa and 16 otepedv.''® Given that these two terms
are exactly the same that were translated as Eirm, it is not unexpected to find them in similar
contexts, as synonyms in Arabic texts, too. In Patristic literature (as seen above) 16 6tepedV

may refer to a solid, firm body, while c®pa has a plurality of meanings in Patristic literature,

as well. Now suffice us to mention that c®po may mean a solid figure of three dimensions as

23a 493 e & patie e 8 sa (A Uy 3581 Bl (63 anha pmad sl JleSiul (a1l slall 08 AT (53 auls o dsala i)
iy
" Ibn SINA, KitAb al-fudUd, p. 27. ) o
el 358 s jitaad Jasgl) e @il 1S i Ly Tl 0685 ) 4ol Loy a2 (4 )
HAYEK does not provide a translation for this term.
"5 e BOER, T., Djism, p. 553.
1% AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, p. 51.
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understood by Church Fathers (and it is also used in this sense by Johannes Damascenus, as
indicated by Lampe).'"”

Eism appears more frequently in a variety of contexts, implying a variety of
connotations. Early in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s book, %sm means a(n inanimate,) physical body
(as such it must be created and thus stands in opposition with the simple, uncreated, and
incorporeal). The following quote deals with a body’s coming into being out of hyle:

“In what way is your statement similar to the first one? What similarity is there between your

claim: that hyle resulted bodies out of no body, spirits from no spirit, and life out of the lack

of life; and between the clay of the ceramist? It will remain clay forever, if the ceramist leaves
the clay of the forms — out of which he forms his pot — in its original state. And if he burns it
in fire and causes the humidity in it to cease, by this, he will bring it away from the
substantiality of the clay which then becomes ceramics.”''®
On this basis, body is material in nature, and it consists of /4yle and form. This approach is
close to the approach of Muslim philosophers, because they, as de Boer attests it, say with
Aristotle that the body is composed of matter and form (hayUlIA or mAdda and OUra).'"’

As for YAmmAr al-BaOrD, the creation of bodies, aEsAm, is a sign of omnipotence
(i.e. as contrary to the lack of potency) in his interpretation: “this is the attribute of a failing,
contemptible [being] that persists in his action by the domination of someone else, and he
does not deserve to be described by the power to create bodies if he is impotent to enforce his
will in what he wants.”'?° This quotation does not clarify what kind of body is referred to, but
as the object of creation, ‘body’ may simply refer to a physical unit. The significance of the
example lies in the idea that ‘body’ as a result of a creative action proves divine omnipotence.

Body, “%sm has the attributes of partition, and can only be created in time. Its being a
body excludes the possibility of pre-eternity: “As for parts and divisions, they are not
attributes of something which is not a body and has always existed in His pre-eternity.

Instead, it is the attributes of bodies that are created in time, and which are composed and

combined.”'*! Neo-Platonic ideas are clearly reflected here, as well as they are in Muslim

1 LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 1366.
18 al-BANRT, YAmmAy, KitAb al—MasAi il wa-"l-aEwiba, pp- 98,20-99,3
Qe (g Bls sla Y‘ s sl 255 Y O Lilal awd ¥ (0 ‘—\M‘ Lol aSae 5 o il8 ;L,Si} ‘.“;\}‘YL{ 228 eS-umﬂ el 4l L
Fu el Zysha )l I3 UL LS s gl bl paall cad della e aisl ) sea e (Al JSEY) Ah Jaal 8 ol ¢ ) Al Calia
SRl cplall 48 ga e I Lol g Leie Led
"9 de BOER, T., Djism, p. 554.
120 a-BANRI, YAmmAT, KitAb al-MasA’il wa-’l-aEwiba, p. 103,12-13
A1 L o el il e o jne e pbesd¥) 18 e 8380l i o O o W g oy 5al (B0 e 8 Jsmmn (s A Aim 02g
2! bid., p. 152,17-18
Ao el Al gal) Biaaall pluaY) i e clld dy a3l Tasm 00 I Al Lo s sty Gl Lo Gl (g0 Gl (a5 61 3aY) Ll
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thought; in this, the two parties rely on shared sources. The same is true the other way round,
if something is not a body, it cannot be partitioned:
“As their Creator is seen never to have ceased existing, it is right for us to establish life and
rationality for Him necessarily. I do not know why some refute — though they ascertain a pre-
eternal Artificer — that He should have pre-eternal life and pre-eternal wisdom. Do they
consider this as something that would introduce parts and divisions in His substance? If so,
they should annul their fear, and they should know that what is not a body, cannot be
partitioned and divided.”'*
The example introduces the concept of body through a declaration that division and partition
are physical actions or states that can only be traits of physical, combined and composed
entities. In this context “%sm is to be understood as an inanimate, physical entity; its being
animate or inanimate is irrelevant. However, we need to be aware that this evidence,
establishing that physical entities can be divided, while division is meaningless outside the
connotation of the body, is accepted by Muslims, too. This mutually accepted basis serves
here to defend the Trinity. The establishment of God (the Father), His Son, i.e. the pre-eternal

' is rebutted by Muslims as introducing

Life, and the Spirit, i.e. the pre-eternal wisdom
division in the Godhead, but Christian polemics, on the basis of mutually accepted Neo-
Platonic teaching, according to which the incorporeal is in its nature simple and indivisible,
try to demonstrate that this cannot be considered division, otherwise, if insisting upon it,
Muslims would be accused of turning the incorporeal into a corporeal entity.

If a body can be divided, it can even intermingle with another,'** but a body may
never reach the pre-eternal, and the bodi(ly) can never mix with the divine. This preliminary
gains special importance in the Nestorian teaching on the two hypostases of the Messiah: “the
substance of the Pre-eternal transcends the tangibility by bodies, [stands above] intermixing,
intermingling with them, being limited by them, and receiving accidents and contingence

55125

through them. On the other hand, it can be paralleled to the teaching of the Muslim

2 al- BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-’"l-aEwiba,, p. 153,13-17
aL\AL_AJY\@L.aﬂLqLu\ ‘U})S-““” A{,A JSJ\?SLSJA\(—LHJ) \J\).Lu.a\ du\jah;.“‘dc_\;yu\ud;ch;d\)?.‘\.@lb@ﬂ J\Jhl
OISl 30 Lo 85 o) L ol alngy il sllasdd i3 Vgt ofs Lolasly 21300 000 sn (8 can 3 o @yl 33 50 Sy 30
Staal 4 sl 5 o5 3al

12 According to M. Hayek, in referring to the Word by the term wisdom and the Spirit by the term life,
YAmmAr al-BaOrD shares the Catholicos Timothy’s practice. C.f. HAYEK, M., YAmmAr al-BaOrP, La
premiere somme de théologie chrétienne en langue arabe, ou deux apologies du Christianisme. In:
Islamochristiana, (1976) 2, p. 81.
124 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p- 189,13-15. “If a body intermingles with another,
the result is more probable to be heavy and to [be ready to] mix than the two [original] bodies out of which it
resulted.”
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2 1bid., p. 215,1-3
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counterpart (MuYtazilites and other theologians), who claimed that a God limited by a body
could not be omnipresent, consequently God’s being a body, or God’s inhabiting a body is
impossible. Let us examine another example, which highlights the same idea and plays an
important role in disputes. God’s (or the Word’s) dwelling in a physical entity, being
surrounded (as just referred to in the previous paragraph) by a body appeared both in disputes
among Muslims, and between Christians and Muslims. If the Son is considered to be divine,
the same problem arises as far as his inhabitation is concerned. In this example we may find
the same teaching: God is not restricted by the body. The problem is resolved by introducing
the idea that the divine may appear through the body. Interestingly enough, in the last case in
this example, body is referred to by “asad instead of %sm, which will indicate differences in
their connotations:
“There is no modality of the Pre-eternal and His actions, and there is nothing similar to Him or
to His deeds. Just as in the case of light: He created it as clear light in the beginning of creation
(as He said in the book of Genesis), then, this light dwelt in a small, thick, dense body. He
linked and combined them; and made this body a dwelling place and source for the light. Out
of this body the light can pour out for the benefit of the earth and its magnitude, without the
body’s limiting or restricting the light, or any place surrounding it. Instead, it is the light that
limits, restricts and contains the body. The Pre-eternal substance can also do the same, and
even more. He is not surrounded or limited by any body, nor is He contained in any place. He
could assume a human [being] for Himself by way of His incarnation, or a temple in which He
can dwell, or a dwelling place out of which he can address people. The body he took as a
garment for Himself did not contain Him, His dwelling place did not restrict or guide Him, His
temple, out of which He addressed people, did not limit Him. Instead, He surrounded and
restricted this body, and He appeared through it.12°
The first sentence shows that YAmmAr al-BaOrD aims at disputing on a mutually accepted
basis. The bi-I4 kayf idea of Muslims is expressed in a similar way: i.e. I4 kayfiyyata li-'I-
AzalD; and he also emphasizes that nothing can be similar to God or His actions. However, he
introduces the issue through an analogy. The first part of the analogy introduces the light to
which the divine is compared to, as being created and existing without a body. This body

comes into being later, and instead of containing the light, it is contained by the light. The
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phrase I4 kayfiyyata li-"I-AzalP was necessary, since the divine cannot be fully compared to
it, because the divine is not created; but it has always been existent, even before the creation
of the Messiah’s body, in which He later dwelt, as the light did in its body. Though it will be a
second step to compare terms that appear together, we may see that “asad and “%ism are used as
synonyms, however, the human body, more specifically the one that was taken by the divine,
is not referred to by “%sm, but by ‘asad instead. ‘ism is still used as an inanimate, physical
entity, whereas “asad appears as the human body, or more specifically, the Messiah’s body or
flesh. The analogy of the light and Sun frequently appears in Patristic literature, so the
imagery YAmmAr al-BaOrD (and as we will soon see: AbU RA’iOa) uses here relies on
Greek roots.

YAmmAr al-BaOrD makes the term %sm the basis of distinction between person and
hypostasis, as we can see it in the demonstration of divine hypostases for the opponents: “We
have not named them three persons, and nobody should imagine out of what we said that we
named them persons, since person means body for us, which is limited by its diameters and
limbs, which distinguish them in contrast to other bodies. Instead, we have called them three
hypostases in Syriac: (~=ass).”'?’ In this case, body is a physical entity with dimensions and
parts. If §alO is translated as person, this body can also be imagined as an animate one, but it
is more probable that this occurrence refers to a living, biological-physical entity or a unit
which has parts and dimensions. It is also noteworthy that “%sm is used in a definition where
divine Aypostases are introduced, since it offers a parallel with Muslim anthropomorphism,
%ism being the term used by Muslim authors to refer to God as (having) a body.'*® YAmmAr
al-BaOrD, as well as Muslim orthodoxy rejects this view. (‘Person’ as §alO is rather used by

Jacobite theologians, when they refer to the three hypostases; as an example, let us mention

"7 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-’l-aEwiba, 162,1-3
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On the question of ousia-hypostasis see VANYO, Laszl, Bevezetés az okeresztény kor dogmatorténetébe,
Budapest, Szent Istvan Tarsulat, 2009. p. 415.
128 Martin asserts that anthropomorphism appeared first in the claims of some Muslims declaring that God has a
physical body (Eism). “Corporealism ... was not based on any occurrence of the term with that sense in the
Qur’An, but on literal understandings of Qur’Anic descriptions of God as having a physical body, ... on the
ground that God exists and only that which has physical extension can exist.” C.f. MARTIN, R. C.,
Anthropomorphism, p. 103.
As for the verses: “Often cited were such passages as the Throne Verse (2:255; cf. 20:5) which suggests that God
is seated on a throne in heaven and the passages that suggest God has hands (e.g. 3:73; 5:64; 48:10) and eyes
(e.g. 20:39; 52:48; 54:14).” C.£. Ibid. p. 103.
The explanation of the term can be found at van ESS, I., TashbDI wa-tanzPI, pp. 341-44; p. 342., too, in a
similar sense.
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AbU RA’i0a.'® This term, if used in relation to the divine, however, is rejected by Muslim
theologians, too."*")

Concluding we may say that %sm in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use is a corporeal entity, a
physical being, which is created (in time), and cannot be pre-eternal. It is inanimate,
composite and compound, is subject to partition and division. A body is capable of mixing
and mingling, but cannot affect or limit the divine principle. Its creation is a sign of divine
omnipotence. In the majority of the cases no special reference is made to its being a body of
an animal or a human, so a physical corporeal entity is the best circumscription we can give
for it. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Eism is close to the 10 otepedv of Patristic literature in
connotation with the meaning of a solid, firm body, and we have seen various collisions with
the plurality of meanings of c®pa, as well.

YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Jacobite contemporary, AbU RA’iOa uses the term frequently
in his treatise on Incarnation, in a way that offers ground for comparison. But while the body
of the Messiah is mainly referred to by the term Easad, other bodies and their embodying are
expressed by Eism and taEassum. In one of his analogies, he talks about the fire that cannot
be perceived due to its subtility, unless it embodies in any body (referred to as Eism). But the
fire does not change away from its essentiality in the embodiment, neither does the body in

B! The bodies that are referred to in the action of embodiment are wood,

which it embodies.
candle, gold, or silver, so ‘body’ is used as a reference to a physical entity, just as in the case
of YAmmAr al-BaOrD. Another example needs to be mentioned since it is really similar to an
example by YAmmAr al-BaOrD, thus its Patristic origin may be confirmed by its collective
usage in Christian circles. The example is that of the light and the Sun. AbU RA’iOa refers to
the creation of the Sun’s light three days before that the body as dwelling place would have
been created, establishing that neither the body nor the light of the Sun changed away from

132

their essentiality.>> A difference is to be remarked, though: while YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses

12 AB@ RA’IOA, Die Schriften des Jacobiten labPb Ibn Eidma AbU RA’iOa, Ed. GRAF, Georg, Corpus

Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium vol. 130.; Scriptores Arabici tom. 14., Louvain, Peeters, 1951., pp. 11,

107, 109, 110, 11, 163-65.

B C.f. HAYEK, M., YAmmAr al-BaOrD, La premiére somme de théologie chrétienne en langue arabe, ou deux

apologies du Christianisme. p. 83.

Bl ABO RA’IOA, al-RisAla al-*Aniyya li-AbP RA’iOa al-TakrPtP fP al-taFassud. In: Die Schriften des

Jacobiten labPb Ibn Eidma AbU RA’iOa, Ed. Georg GRAF, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium vol.

130.; Scriptores Arabici tom. 14., Louvain, Peeters, 1951. pp. 27-64., (Later on: ABO RA’IOA, FP al-

taEassud.) p. 31.
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B2 ABQ RA’IOA, FP al-taEassud, p. 31.

42



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2013.009

this example to elucidate dwelling, AbU RA’iOa applies it as an analogy for incarnation, and
to demonstrate that this occurrence does not infer change upon the “participants.” AbU
RA’iOa also refers to the Torah, to give the example a greater emphasis.

The Melkite counterpart, Theodore AbU Qurra uses the term rarely, with the meaning
of a physical entiy. He divides corporeal entities to animate ones, aEsAm nafsAniyya and
inanimate ones, aEsdm Eayr nafsAniyya. He then places human bodies parallel to them
(referred to by the word Easad), and then establishes that all these are made up of the four
elements: fire, air, water and earth.”* In this, he resembles YAmmAr al-BaOrD: a common
heritage must have been known to Christian authors, without respect to the denomination they
belonged to.

As for the Muslim counterparts, it was already mentioned above that al-KindD uses
the term Eism, but no definition is given for it. However, when al-KindD defines the soul,

13% The same term is to be noticed in the

nafs, he mentions Eism and Eirm as synonyms.
definition of place, makAn.">> On the basis of the context, Eism is a physical (probably
inanimate) body which has dimensions. When describing elements, the author refers to them
as the smallest constituents of bodies: here, Eism is to be understood again as an inanimate,

136 .
The same could be our conclusion

physical, and composite body that is made up from parts.
on the basis of the definition of contingence,137 odour,13 8 and cleaving.13 % In the definition of
nature, body appears as governed by a faculty.'*’ In a definition for philosophy,'*' it can be an

inanimate physical entity or a human body, as well. Man consists of body, Eism; soul, nafs,
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133 AB@® QURRA, Theodore, Maymar fP wuEUd al- EAlig wa-"I-dPn al-gawPm, p. 178.
13%* al-KINDI, RisAla /b IudUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA, p.165.
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and accidents. According to Mulammad YAbd al-HAdD AbU RPda, the editor of RasA il al-

142 This then means that

KindP, the broad use of Eism as a term is a later development.
YAmmAr al-BaOrD attests to the term’s early formation, preceding Muslim authors in its use.
His exact, consistent use of the term with the meaning of a physical, biological entity seems to
correspond to al-KindD’s interpretation (even if the latter author does not consider this term
of primary importance). However, al-KindD’s usage of the term when referring to an animate
body is not paralleled by Christian examples.

In al-EwArizmP’s MafAtPI al-YulUm, Eism is defined according to different fields:
we can see it in kalAm first: “According to the theologians, bodies are composed of parts that
cannot be [further] divided, and these are the atoms. ... According to them, body is a
collection of atoms, which has length, breadth, and depth.”'* In philosophy, he gives a

definition for the natural body and another for the mathematical body.'**

Body may belong to
human beings, too, but it is rather the physical body itself that is concentrated on. The ‘body’
referred to in the field of handasa is also a physical one that has three dimensions.'* In the
light of al-EwArizmD’s definitions, it is the field of theology in which some interaction might
have taken place. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage of Eism as a composite and compound
physical entity may be paralleled with al-EwArizmBD’s definition for the term’s theological
use.

Ibn FUrak’s Kitdb al-ludUd highlights only one aspect of the physical body: its being
composite.'** In this respect, he reflects Neo-Platonic classification, and might be paralleled
to YAmmAr al-BaOrD. We have seen though that the latter’s understanding of the concept is
much richer and appears in a variety of contexts: in this, he seems to precede Muslim authors.

In his KitAb al-fudUd, Ton SBnA gives three definitions for Eism."*’ Just like in the
case of the intellect, Ibn SPnA is aware of the confusion concerning the various

understandings of Eism. He says that people call continuous and limited quantities that have

12 al-KINDI, RisAla fb ludUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA, p. 165.

" al-EWARIZMI, MafAtbI al-YulUm, p. 83.
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three dimensions bodies. Another understanding defined by him comprises limited forms in
which dimensions may be imposed in length, breadth, and depth. And a third meaning of
Eism in Ibn SPnA’s description refers to composite substances that are made up from matter
and form. In the light of this classification, YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation belongs to the
third group. Ibn SPnA goes on to explain that different meanings are due to a difference in
approach: the core of the interpretation may either be the quantity or the substance. But this is
more elucidated than YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s concept, given that YAmmAr al-BaOrD is
representative for the early formation of the concept and term, while Ibn SPnA for a later,
more developed stage.

Al-AmidP, in his al-MubPn, defines body as a compound (physical) entity that
consists of at least two atoms.'*® (By this time, this interpretation must have become widely
accepted, since even his contemporary, MUsA ibn MaymUn (d. 603 AH/AD 1205) also refers

to it in the Guide for the Perplexed.'®

) He then goes on to define the mathematical body on
the basis of dimensions and the possibility of division."”® All these examples show that the
differentiated definition of ‘body’ as expressed by the term Eism is a later development in
Muslim thought.

And finally, let us see how al-Eur®’AnD defines this term in his al-TaYrPfAt. He puts
down that a body is a substance, which can receive three dimensions (i.e., as accidents), and it
1s a composite, compound substance. He also defines the mathematical body saying that it can
be divided in all three dimensions. According to this description, the end of the surface is the
end of the natural body, but it can be used as a demonstrative subject for sciences.'”' These
two descriptions show that Eism is an inanimate, physical body here, as well. As for its being
a composite and compound substance, this idea had already been present in 9th-century
authors’ works.

YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation and usage is recurrent in all these later works, so

an early Muslim — Christian interaction is likely to have happened in this field. Later Muslim

8 al-AMIDI, S., al-MubPn fP sarl maYAnP alfAU al-TukamA’ wa-’"I-mutakallimPn, p. 110.
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works are more detailed, but it is due to an elaboration that is a result of a long-term

development of kaldm and philosophy.
3. ‘asad"™?

According to de Boer, Easad is usually used as a synonym of Eism, applied to the
human body, or even for the bodies of higher beings (angels etc.). In its plural form, as a%Ad,
it is used for minerals, t00.!>* On the basis of Afnan’s lexicon, we also know that it is the
equivalent of the Greek term o@®po.'>* If we turn to Lampe’s o®ua, we will see that some of
its meanings (neglected so far) will offer parallels to this term. Lampe brings man’s body at
the first place, subdivided into the earthly body, (related to soul and their connexion), then its
relation to Christ (His human body, similar to all men’s bodies, not converted into divine
nature, indwelt by Logos, united with Logos, in relation to deity; Logos not sullied by contact
with body)."

Furthermore, it is the Greek term, cap&, which allows us to understand better the
meaning of Easad. The Greek text of the Gospel of John (1,14): “Kai 6 Adyog capé yéveto
Kol Eoknvooey €v Nuiv” is particularly illustrative. According to Lampe, this word can mean
‘flesh,” ‘body, as an integral part of man.” It appears many times in relation with ‘its
resurrection.’ It can also mean ‘man,” and as for Christological texts, they use this term to
refer to the ‘action of Incarnation,” or the ‘human nature of Christ,” and ‘Christ’s body.’

In YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text, when appearing alone (i.e. without being accompanied
by other terms referring to corporeal connotations), Easad is mostly used to raise the question
whether the body assumed by the divine may be considered the body of God. It also refers to
human body, as an entity that will resurrect. As for the first field: the analogy of the relation
of the body of light and the appearance of light through it was introduced above to describe
the body of the Messiah and the divine appearance through it. We could see in that analogy
that the body of the light was referred to by the term Eism, but when the body of the Messiah
was mentioned, the author switched from the usage of Eism to the term Easad. In the
following example we can observe the same thing: when the body the Messiah took for

Himself is referred to, it is again the term Easad which is used:

2 HAYEK does not provide a translation for this term.

133 de BOER, T., Djism, p. 555.
3% AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, p. 50.
ST AMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 1366.
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“It is astonishing that some people may claim that what made them call him one substance,
one hypostasis, is the will to make the verity of unification between the divine and the human
necessary. [By this, they also wanted to make] the rules of duality [necessary] in every respect
concerning the unity of the one Messiah, who consists of these two. Then they called the body
of the Messiah the body of God, and thus, though they wanted to escape from establishing two
hypostases, and setting up two substances and denying the unity of the Messiah, they fell into
something even more severe. It is because in their calling the body the body of God, there is
an establishment of the duality of the two substances in the one Messiah, necessarily: i.e. God,
and His body. And this would mean the establishing of their duality together with the negation
of the unity of the Messiah who consists of them, and to whom the substance of both is
attached.”"®

Interpreting the body of the Messiah as the body of God would imply a dualistic approach.
This argumentation might not only be addressed to Muslims, but fellow Christians, namely
the Orthodox. Nestorius had taught that in the incarnation two distinct hypostases were
conjoined in Jesus Christ. The teaching of Chalcedon, according to which there was one
hypostasis in Christ, was denounced by Nestorians. The example aims at demonstrating that
that such a unity would actually imply a dualistic interpretation.

Right after this part, as an explanation for this idea, another analogy is introduced in
the text,”’ relating that a human being consists of his body and soul, and if his body were
considered as the body of the soul, and his soul as the soul of the body, it would be dualistic
as well. Interestingly enough, when talking of the human, both Easad and badan are used to
refer to his body, though badan prevails, as the word mostly used for human beings, or their
torsos. In the end, a conclusion is drawn, as follows:

“If not, then where is the unity of the human being, who has a soul and a body, if the body of

the Messiah is called the body of the pre-eternal God, and the Pre-eternal is called the divinity

of the body? By this, the unity of the Messiah, whom both His divinity and humanity is
attached to, would get invalidated, and by this, the duality of the divine and the human would

. . L . 5,158
become necessary, because this would necessarily exclude their unity and composition.”

15 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-bl—abﬁﬂvyiba,;pp. 197,15-198,2: ‘
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We can see that this conclusion of the above-mentioned analogy uses the term badan, when
referring to the body of the human, and Easad, when the body of the Messiah and the so-
supposed “body of the pre-eternal God” is described. There seems to be a differentiation
between the two terms’ denotations, as well as it can be considered a hierarchy of meanings.

The question may be investigated from another approach: the body as the body of
“God” may only be referred to if the Son is specified among the three Aypostases. “The
Messiah — eulogy — is God, but God is not the Messiah, since the name ‘God’ refers to the
Messiah, and to others: the Father and the Spirit. This is why it is impossible to say. “the
body of God” or that “Mary born God” without first pointing at the Messiah and saying that
the body is the body of the Messiah who is God in all.”">’ In every instance in this quotation,
the “body of God” or the body of the Messiah is described by the term Easad. (At this point, it
is important to refer to the specifically Nestorian nature of the argumentation, as far as Mary
as God-bearer is concerned. Nestorians taught that the Virgin was a woman and gave birth to
a human being in the nature of his humanity, so she cannot be called Theotokos.'® This
example is probably not articulated against Muslims, but Orthodox Christians instead.)

The body as the body of God is examined through scriptural evidence, too. Examples

163

are cited from the Gospel of Matthew,161 Luke,162 Finally, let us remember, that it is the

term Easad, which appears when it comes to the body of the human being that will resurrect:
“the Messiah is who vivifies the two worlds by His power, and the cause of His appearance on
the world was that He wanted to save humankind from their error, and to drive them from the
obedience of Satan to the obedience of their Lord, and to fill their mind with certainty
concerning what He had told them: that their bodies would resurrect and go to the [eternal]
happiness, which He had prepared for those who are the first among them regarding
. 2164
godliness.

This is the first instance that we have seen the term Easad as referring to human bodies, but

apparently what justifies it is the fact that a resurrected body is beyond the earthly sphere; it is

139 al-BANRI, YAmmAT, KitAb al-MasA’il wa-Pl-aEwiba, p. 199,7-10
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' The author probably used an Arabic translation, though it is not explicitly laid down. Arabic translations of

the New Testament are numerous and rather diverse, thought to have been made from Greek, Syriac, and Coptic

exemplars. The earliest manuscripts seem to date from the ninth century. The oldest dated manuscript of the

version (Sinai Arab. 151) comes from 867. The translations probably are not more than a century or two older.
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a higher form which is then worthy of being referred to by the same term that delineates the
body the Messiah took.

Concluding we may say that the body, or flesh is the object of assumption, and as
such, must be clarified whether is or is not the body of God. The term usually refers to the
body of the Messiah, and scarcely to an entity which is to resurrect. In this sense this is an
organic body, which does not have a soul in itself, so it might be compared to the Latin term,
caro. On this basis, we can already understand why it is chosen as the basis for the derived
form, incarnatio, i.e. taEassud.

Patristic connotations as mentioned above on the authority of Lampe are similar to
these ones expressed by YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Easad, so Patristic use of c@®pa may have had
an influence on the Christian Arab understanding of Easad, either as the Messiah’s body or
resurrection body. But in so far the Messiah’s body is concerned; it is even more probable that
the term capé had the primary influence on its formation.

As for YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Jacobite contemporary, AbU RA’iOa, he is not as
consistent in the use of terminology as the Nestorian author. He sometimes refers to the
Word’s incarnation in a body by the word Eism,'®> while incarnation itself is referred to by the
term taFassud. In other instances he uses the same roots to give a description for the action of
incarnation by the body, referred to as Easad, e.g. when the Muslim opponent asks if the
incarnation of the incarnating one is an action or a part of the incarnating one. The response
first concentrates on the incarnating one, establishing that His essence comprises both the
body (Easad) and incarnation (taEassud). As for the incarnation of the incarnating one, it is
neither an act nor a part, but a way to the action. As for the body, two approaches are
possible: if the divine essence is concentrated on, it cannot be taken for His part, but if the
combined one (i.e. the Messiah that is the combination of the divine essence and the body) is
in the centre, then the body is considered to be its part. In this, AbU RA’iOa may be
paralleled to YAmmAr al-BaOrD, since Easad is the body of the Messiah, or His flesh.'®

As for Theodore AbU Qurra, he uses this term more frequently. In some instances, a
differentiation between kinds of bodies can be observed: suffice us to refer to the example we
cited above, in which we could see that corporeal entites are referred to by the term Eism in

general, while human body is expressed by the term Easad. In other instances Easad denotes

15 AB@ RA’IOA, FP al-taEassud, p. 31.
BIPWERYUINNES JRP N

1 bid., p. 28.
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a physical entity, e.g. when he speaks of the earth.'®” The unity of the human is described as
consisting of an inner soul and a visible body, Easad.'® In the other appearances, the term
always refers to a body of a human being. So even if some inconsistency can be noticed, the
average denotation of the term is that of a human body in Theodore AbU Qurra’s text.

The absence of Muslim use of Easad as a theological term until al-EurEAnD could be
seen as an additional proof for its presence in Arabic language in a Christological sense as
caro for the first time. Early Muslim authors ignore it as a theological term. As for al-
EwArizmD, he uses it in its plural form, in his chapter on al-kPmyA’,'®® with the meaning of
‘elements.” As for al-EurEAnD, he has an entry on Easad as a living body and incarnated
being. The core of his definition is a spirit, »UJ, which manifests in a body (it can be of fire,
ndrp, then it is a demon, Einn; or it can be of light, nUrD, then it is an angel or a human

70 1t is to note that al-EurEAnD defines here the theosophical use rather than the

being).
theological. If we concentrate on a spirit’s appearance through a body, in this respect
YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use and al-EurEAnD’s definition show close similarity. Thus, its later

appearance in Muslim Sufi terminology indicates a possible Christian influence.
4. Badan '

According to Afnan, even this term can be considered to be the translation of c®dua,
but we can think of a parallel with capé, too. As for cdpa, the following meanings mentioned

> will appear in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text: ‘the earthly body of man, its

by Lampe'’
connexion with the soul;” ‘its moral nature.” Lampe mentions meanings in connection with
‘resurrection,” ‘the body of Christ: as created, hungering, suffering and dying: in
contradistinction to the divinity, similar to all men’s bodies.” As for cap&, the senses that are
in connection with Incarnation offer parallels: the human nature of the divine, Christ; Christ’s
body.’

Our first example introduces badan as a corporeal entity, a body, and as such, it is

composite, set up of its elements:

17 AB@ QURRA, Theodore Maymar fP wuEUd al-EAliq wa-"1-dPn al-gawBm p. 181.

%% Ibid. p. 206.

199 al-EWARIZMI, p. 258.

170 al-EBUREANI, Kitdb al-TaYrPfAt, p. 86.
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" In HAYEK s translation: ‘corps;’ C.f. Ed. HAYEK, Apologie et controverses, p. 86.

21 AMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 1366.
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“Sometimes the Wise, the Preacher was harmful in His providence, when He brought forward
heat or cold, or when He delayed them from their [ordinary] timing; this is what the intelligent
and the learned can take as a sign for the fact that there is no benefit for their living, and the
elements of their bodies cannot subsist without the contrariety of these times and the
difference of these periods that befall them.”' "
Apart from being a composite entity, in this quote, badan is referred to as the body of human
beings (since it belongs to the intelligent and the learned, i.e. to a group of human beings), so
we may say that this term refers to an animate, intelligent body. This idea is more explicitly
expressed by YAmmAr al-BaOrD when he introduces the composite entity of badan as a
result of divine combination enlivened by a knowing soul: “His wisdom, as it can be
understood from the perfect execution of His composing their bodies, and His enlivening
them with a knowing soul, is a sign that He is not miserly in His keeping them alive.”'”* This
point is emphasized elsewhwere, too, since a composite body, if looked at from the aspect of
its being made up and combined, will be a sign for the existence of the Creator.

“These four elements that the world is composed of are present in the structure of your body,

your mind cannot deny it. You do not need a clearer and more evident sign for the existence of

your Creator than the testimonies of the intellect based on the Creator’s composing your body

out of these contrary and opposing elements, and His combining it with a knowing soul that he
has inserted in it by His power and wisdom.”'”?
Badan denotes a structured human body, composed of elements, and combined with a soul,
i.e. it is described as an animate entity. Its being set up from the four elements may remind us
of what Theodore AbU Qurra referred to when describing Eism and Easad. Though terms
may differ, ideas expressed by them run parallel. Turning back to badan, however, it is not
only the soul it may be combined with, but instead of being animate, if referred to as being
combined with spirit, it will denote a spiritual entity, created by God:

“We do not know the modality of His setting these or those in order, nor [His order]

concerning the illnesses that befall them or their children. Likewise, if we knew necessarily

' al-BANRI, YAmmAT, KitAb al-MasA’il wa-’l-aEwiba, p. 100,18-21
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that God had created the world and that which is in it, and He had created our bodies and
combined them with spirits, we still do not know how he created the world and how he
combined spirits with our bodies, nor do we know when death befalls any of us. But this does
not nullify our knowledge concerning His creating us or His creating these and setting them in
order...”'"®
YAmmAr al-BaOrD sometimes uses badan as an animate entity, combined with a soul, nafs;
but in other instances, such as this latter one, body is combined with a spirit, Ul so it is then
a “spiritual” entity. In every instance, badan denotes the human body. The author uses the
same combination when declaring that badan and spirit form the unity of man; emphasis
being laid on unity and the way this unity comes into being:
“had it not been understood from us when we informed you on [the fact that] as the spirit of
man has incarnated by his body; and as his body is animate by his spirit: the two of them set
up the unity of man by their combination, by the body of man and the spirit of man. And it is
not the body of the spirit and not the spirit of the body. Even if a man dwelt in a mansion, he
and his mansion would never make up a single unity. The mansion would be attached to him
forever, but the mansion would be attached to its inhabitant as a property, but not to a single
unity, which is set up from the inhabitant and the mansion.”
This point will also be illustrative when we look at the question of the unity or duality of the
Messiah. It is to note that when the body as “flesh” is referred to, as taken by the Messiah, it is
usually the term Easad which is used, but the body of a compound human being that has soul
or spirit, 1.e. which is animate or spiritual, is rather described by the term badan.
Badan may be combined with a soul or a spirit, then they form a compact entity, and
are even born together, but YAmmAr al-BaOrD emphasizes that the spirit is not born of flesh.
“If you know the truth of these things according to the verity of the states in which they
[exist], you will be sure that your mother — even if she gave birth to you as a complete man
with body and spirit — did not give birth to you by body and spirit. She gave birth to you as a
man with body and spirit only by your body that is subject to birth, growth and decrease or

increase, and not by your spirit which transcends these things, these states and disabilities.”'”®

176 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA’il wa-Pl-aEwiba, p. 120,10-16
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This statement is already preparing the establishment of the unity of the Messiah. Human
unity of body and soul or body and spirit offers an analogy for the Messiah’s combination of
divine and human parts. It is also significant in establishing that the divine part is born
together with the human, but is not originated by the human. In disputes with Muslims, such
an establishment is of crucial importance; but at the same time, it serves to elucidate why
Nestorians do not consider Mary Theotokos.

We have seen that YAmmAr al-BaOrD pairs body sometimes with soul, in other
instances with spirit. Though soul and spirit have differing senses in his usage, let us draw
attention to the fact that as far as their connection to body or man is concerned, YAmmAr al-
BaOrD does not make a strong and consistent distinction. However, the idea of body
combined by spirit and soul comes from Greek thought, prevalent in Patristic usage, thus
familiar to Christian authors from Patristic schools; and is to be further elaborated in Muslim
thought later on. As an example, let us refer to the tenth-century scholar al-TawiDdD, who
distinguishes between the roles of the two. He says that it is soul what makes a man, but it is
spirit which makes him alive.'”

Human body, badan is important as an entity subject to perception, feeling,
experiencing pain and joy as a first step of deduction or drawing conclusions:

“As He wanted them to be the ones who take these virtues by way of acquisition through their

deeds, so that their exultation and happiness should be perfect, he moulded them in a form that

can receive pain and joy. He then filled the world where they were born, and in which He
executed their creation, with useful and harmful things. If they bear the pains in their aching
bodies for Him, they will deserve compensation from Him for this. If they get trained by what
reaches them from this world’s joys and pains, they will get to know the quiddity of happiness
and hardship, and will infer from it the modalities of their Lord’s reward and punishment.

They will try hard to satisfy Him due to their wish [to acquire] His reward, and to avoid His
discontent for fear of His punishment.”l80
We have seen in the chapter on intellect that in the argumentation and allegorical story of

Theodore AbU Qurra experience and bodily perception may be a source for gaining
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knowledge of the right or forbidden things. Theodore AbU Qurra’s approach was rather
ethical, based on reciprocity, but experiencing harm or goodness could lead to an
understanding of good and bad, reward and punishment. In this example badan is used as a
starting point, the approach is not ethical but rather sensory, but sensation can serve as a basis
for an analogy which leads to a knowledge of reward and punishment as well. The two
analogies show similarities, so we may think of rhetorical schools and Patristic tradition as a
shared source for Christian authors in this field.

Badan, as human body is occasionally even used metonymically: as a part it stands for
the whole of a human being. It appears as something that God set free to take what it wants
[!], but given that a body does not have will, it is clear that what is referred to is the whole
human being: “He let them know, including what is possible for them to get rid of in many of
their situations, that as He created them to be able to commit what is beneficial for them or
what corrupts them, He also set their bodies at liberty to take things that may do harm for

them or that which is beneficial for them.”'®!

It is obvious that not bodies but human beings
are set at liberty. The parallel which we saw in the allegory of Theodore AbU Qurra, i.e.
human beings are free to choose between right and wrong (ethically as well as physically),
further confirms this interpretation, since the means of differentiation is the intellect in both
cases.

Badan, human body offers opportunity for Divine providence to show: “He created for

them the food and drinks that nourish their bodies.”'

If looked at from the viewpoint of the
outcome, then this example implicitly gives a proof for the existence of the Creator, who
wants the benefit of His creatures. Human body and its needs can serve as signs for intellect
to arrive at a proof for God’s creative action. At the same time, divine providence is a
manifestation of divine goodness, which is central in Christian teaching.

Badan is a part of the Messiah, and as such, is of great importance: “As for the
growing body that is formed of matter, its creation and unification happened at the same time,
after that it had not been existent in this structure and form.”'™ Body is described as growing,

i.e. subject to change. As it is formed out of matter, it is created in time, which is the time of

its union with the divine substance as well. The Messiah’s unity is frequently paralleled to the

181 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-bl-aEwiba, 118,18-20:
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unity of man, consisting of body and soul or spirit. Apart from being described as consisting
of a human and a divine part, He is also described as a combination of a body and a spirit,
which left His body at the time of death. “Had he come down from the cross alive in a form in
which His spirit had left His body...,”"* as if the divine part is to be compared to the spirit
and the human to the body.

We need to investigate the Messiah’s body, badan as a means: a way for the Messiah
to appear, in order to deliver the message to humankind and to be sacrificed. As for body as a
means, a frame or ‘temple’ in which the divine could appear, it can make us remember what
al-EurEAnD wrote in his entry on Easad. Terms differ, but ideas are close. In YAmmAr al-
BaOrD’s interpretation, body as the means for the Messiah to appear is further detailed: “He
had even earlier known that there was no way to dismiss their doubts concerning His death

185 Body is not only a means for manifestation and

except for His own, bodily appearance
appearance, but also for sacrifice:
“Till He [the Son] sacrificed His body and blood as a sacrifice for Him [the Father], according
to the custom that the Father had imposed upon them earlier/in the time of the Old Testament,
i.e. to sacrifice the bodies and blood of animals, in order that He should forgive their sins. By
His incurring the viewers of His death on the cross, which was followed by the resurrection to
life, abolishing the pleasures, he contradicts this desire which is followed by the strike of
death.”'®¢
This quotation indicates that there i1s difference between badan and “ism, since the latter is
used to denote the body of animals, while the former refers to the (human) body of the
Messiah. Till now, %sm was seen as an inanimate, physical body. As the body of animals, it
could be considered animate in this case, as well. Humans’ bodies are referred to by the word
“asad, so a hierarchy of meanings is discernible here. Remembering the previous metonymical
use of badan, we can interpret the sacrifice of the Messiah’s body as more holistic, probably
as a total surrender of His self, or his human part.
If we accept that there is a hierarchy of meanings as far as different kinds of bodies are

concerned, it is no wonder that the term badan is used when YAmmAr al-BaOrD establishes

that the bodies of human beings will appear in a new, spiritual form after the resurrection:
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“the bodies will be regenerated in a new, spiritual structure, which stands above and
transcends enjoying desires and pleasures.”™ It implies that this kind of body, i.e. the
resurrected entity is of a higher kind, probably equal to the Messiah’s human part.

So, according to YAmmAr al-BaOrD, badan is a composite entity, a result of divine
combination (which is a proof of the existence of a Creator and divine providence); combined
with a soul or a spirit. It is sometimes used metonymically, referring to man. It is also a part
of the Messiah, too.

YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Jacobite contemporary, AbU RA’iOa, uses badan for human
body only if it is contrasted to the body taken by the Messiah, which, in this case, is expressed
by Easad. When discussing the incarnation with the Muslim opponent, he says that the Word
was born from Mary only by His body (expressed by Easad), which was taken from Mary,
and with which the Word unified; so the Word was born of her in a spiritual-bodily
(expressed by EasadAnP) way. AbU RA’iOa compares this to human birth; since human
beings are born of their mothers as embodied (expressed by mutabaddin) spirits. Without the
unity of spirits with bodies (badan), the birth from mothers would be impossible.'®® We need
to remark that there is difference between the Nestorian and the Jacobite authors’ approaches.
While Nestorians refute the idea of Mary’s being Theotokos, Jacobites, on the basis of their
belief in the hypostatic union of the Messiah, accept Mary as Theotokos. YAmmAr al-BaOrb
uses the term badan to express one of the two “components” of the Messiah, while AbU
RA’iOa strictly uses it in order to refer to a human body, though, in more general terms the
two authors agree in its use as human body. As for the use of Easad, both of them use this
term in order to refer to the flesh of the Messiah when contrasted to other bodies. Apart from
the terms, another similarity is to be discerned here. Argumentation is based on the analogy of
a human spirit embodied in the body in both cases. It shows that this argument must have
come from a common source, probably from Patristic literature, upon which Christian authors
relied without respect to the denomination they belonged to. I have not found representative

examples for the use of badan in Theodore AbU Qurra’s works.
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Turning to Muslim thinkers, we see that al-KindD does not provide a definition for
this term, but it appears in his definition for other terms, especially in medicine,'® where it is
a term that refers to human body; two times in the definition of philosophy,190 where it refers
to an animate body, which has soul, nafs. In the definition of human virtues'®' and

chastity/righteousness'**

it is the body of a human being. Al-KindD also refers to the
definition of nature according to Hippocrates,'®” in which he uses badan to express the human
body. Other Muslim authors of books of definitions do not define it, since by later stages Eism
became the standard theological term for body. However, early MuYtazilPs used badan as
“the instrument and matrix of spirit”, Alat al-rUI wa-qgAlibuhA."** This shows similarities
with YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage, since badan both in the case of the human and the Messiah
serves as a basis of the combination with the spirit. Christian influence on MuYtazilD usage is

thus very likely in this field.

5. Terms appearing together: synonyms or terms with differing connotations?

In this part, terms that appear together will be examined, in order to see how their
5

denotations may be compared to each other. In the following example the terms “%sm, lilga,”
and Euxxa'® appear as synonyms:
,»Then you find that the thickness of the elements of the earth that your bodily form was
formed of is present in you. Your body accepts growth, and your corpse accepts weaning after

[the time of] childhood and infanthood in order to be fed by the plants of the earth and the

189 al-KINDI, Risdla fb fudUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA, p. 171.
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strength of its herbs. You will infer from this that you are formed the same way [as the earth
is] and your disposition comes from its soil. You will then know that you have subsistence and
existence only in it, by it, and upon it
It can be seen that in this case the three terms all refer to the body or the bodily form of the
human being and no great difference is discernible on the basis of the context. Bodily form,
lilga is a term that is to be introduced here. Its translation as such is taken from Afnan, and it
can be considered to be the translation of the Aristotelian 1 popen."® Since this form — to the
best of my knowledge — does not appear again in the text, it is hard to draw further
implications on the basis of this sole example. It may probably be understood as the outward
form, appearance, or as a synonym of other terms that have bodily connotations. The other
new term is Eux xa that can be translated as body, cube.'” So it is not necessarily a living,
organic body, but a solid body that has three dimensions. Yet, YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses it to
refer to a living body, so we may interpret it as an animate body or a corpse. The two terms
introduced here could not be found in the Muslim authors’ books of definitions. It may imply
that these were not crucial in Muslim philosophy and theology in the 9" and the following
centuries.

Used together with badan and %sm, Euxxa can also mean a form that consists of a
body, badan and soul, nafs, as in the following example:

“Whatever is united with the soul (the share of humanity and the portion of sonship which are

necessary for him), like other bodies of beasts and the other bodies of animals, then,

according to the necessary truth, it is right for the body of the human to be called one of the

two parts of the form of the human, and one of the two substances of the human’s sonship.”200
Badan and “ism, as bodies of beasts and animals are used as synonyms in the first part of the
quote. The corpse or form, i.e. Eux xa includes the meaning of badan, since the latter is just
one of its two parts. The usage of this term attests to the initial confusion of terminology,
since on the authority of Afnan we can see that this term comes to denote a physical entity, a
cube in translations, while a ninth-century theologian uses it to denote a form that comprises

human body and soul. (In this part of the quote, badan is used as the human body; referred to

as a substance.)

197 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-’l-aEwiba, pp. 96,19 — 97,2
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The following examples show a close link between the connotations of %sm and
badan: “And this is despite of the difference of these times: dryness of the summer and its
heat after the humidity and cold of winter and the rigidity of the countries of daylight, which
is for the sake of the bodies of men and the corpses of animals and their comfort, it is what
mind cannot imagine.”*®' As seen in examples that contain just one of these two terms, the
body of human beings is referred to by the term badan. As for %ism, we have seen above in the
examples where it was used on its own, that it meant an inanimate, physical body. Here, as
related to badan, it gains a new meaning: an animate body, that of an animal. The second
quote does not seem to differentiate between the two terms, since both of them express the

3

idea of an animate body. ... this would make his corpse weak and his body sick™*** We
may consider them synonyms. When used together, the connontations of these terms is
relativised, and may gain new meanings.

The terms ‘asad and badan as synonyms may be approached from more than an
aspect: “If bodies remain without what is enough for them, or, I mean the least of the quantity
upon which their bodies can subsist and their flesh may survive, they will die, if they get less
than this as their food.”** The two terms are used with the same meaning in this case, as
bodies of human beings. They are also similar in connotation, as far as divine transcendence is
concerned, which stands above them: “The divinity of our Lord is greater and higher than
every analogy, [it] is like the place of the spirit in the human, since it stands high above the
things that befall [their] flesh and bodies.”*** In this respect, there is no difference between
the meanings of the two terms. Another approach where the parallel appearance of “asad and
badan may be examined places these terms and then nafs and »UI as pairs of synonyms: “You
subsist in your body and spirit; and your humanity can only exist in the combination of the
two natures and the harmonisation of the two substances: the flesh and the soul. Do you claim

69’7205

that your mother gave birth to your body and soul together, at the same tim This citation

shows first that the pairs badan — rUI and “asad — nafs are synonyms, and in the third case

1 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 100,14-16:
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their use is that of a hybrid type when badan is paired with nafs. As it is demonstrated by
Lampe under the heading of oo, there existed a Patristic tradition in interpreting the unity
of body and soul and their simultaneous creation. If we take into consideration that both terms
may be regarded the translations of the Greek c®dpo, then we may suppose that the same idea
survives in Arabic Christian literature.””® The last approach for the two terms’ parallel
appearance shows synonymity. When used on their own, they were seen as human body and
the body of the Messiah; used together; their similar meanings are further enhanced.

“As He had promised people that He would vivify their flesh after the death, and He made

them see a proof for that in the resurrection of his flesh ... from death, the same way, as He

had promised the resurrection of their bodies and their diffusion in the soil, He wanted to

show them a proof for that in His body. So he was buried in the grave dead, and He

resurrected from the soil alive.”"”’
Here both terms may refer to the body of man, but also, even to the body of the Messiah.
Again, on the authority of Lampe, it is to be remarked that copo is widely used in Patristic
literature, too, in order to express Christ’s and man’s resurrection body. Given that the idea is
broader than the term, it would be exaggerated to suspect direct influence on the basis of this
similarity, but a parallel is undeniable.

Finally, “asad and “ism also appear together, but the previous differentiation between
them recurs: “He is nothing else but the Messiah and the Son of God, and He is not like the
other human bodies and corpses of animals which have a portion of the sonship related to

God and its share.”*”® As seen when appearing on its own, “asad refers to human body, flesh,

and “ism to a lower category, to the bodies of animals.

6. Derived terms: %ismAnP*” and “asadAnD*'’ i.e. bodily and corporeal

An examination of derived forms (e.g. by the addition of the nisha ending) can
contribute to our understanding of terms with bodily connotations. These terms mostly appear
together with other simple ones already examined above, or in themselves, as synonyms,

contrasted to concepts meaning ‘sapiential, spiritual.” Let us first see an example for the latter

26t LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 1362.
27 a-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 237,3-6 )
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case: “If His potency and faculty are mentioned — eulogy —, we do not imagine them as
corporeal and bodily potencies or faculties, like the potency of the camel, the elephant, the
lion or the bull, or whatever may resemble them; but we can be certain that they are spiritual
and sapiential faculties and not bodily, corporeal ones.”*'" In this context, it is not possible to
differentiate between the meaning of the two adjectives. On the basis of their roots, %smAnD
could translate as ‘connected to a physical entity’ and “asadAnP as ‘belonging to flesh.” This
minor difference, the relatedness to an inanimate or a living body, cannot be felt in the given
example. But as the two adjectives stand in contrast to ‘spiritual’ and ‘sapinetial,” they are
probably meant to refer to living, organic (animate) bodies.
As for %ismAnD and ‘asadAnP when appearing with other terms: we may see them
with the term “%sm in connection with causes and faculties:
“As for potency, faculty, and ability, they have two causes. One of them is bodily, corporeal,
and this is the faculty that is there in the bodies of animals as a disposition. We may see a
camel as it carries a thousand mand ’s,”'* or an elephant that can strike a camel by its strength,
or a lion that can take a bull as its prey. [We could go on with] similar actions that are related
to the faculties of bodies. The other [cause] is psychical, spiritual, namely the intellect, which
is the faculty of the soul that creates these subtle things out of nothing, as we can see in the
making of the bodies, the moulding of forms, the composition of (bodily) structures, and
similar things that the wisdom of the soul and the reflexion of the intellect is capable P A
Here we could see that %ismAnD and EasadAnD, as adjectives referring to kinds of faculties,
were contrasted to psychical, spiritual. In this context, there is no distinction between the
meanings of the two adjectives; both express relatedness to the physical world. We also get to
know that bodily faculty, potency and ability are present in the body, and have no connection
with the soul. As the body to which these features are related is a living, organic one,
%ismAnD and ‘asadAnD are likely to refer to relatedness to living, animate beings, like the
ones enlisted in the example.
lasadAnD appears alone, too, as contrasted to the spiritual, 7Ul4nP in the definition of

hypostasis, gqanUm: “[everything is necessarily one of the following four things: substance,

accident, faculty...] Or it may be a hypostasis of a substance. Like YAbdallAh by his anima

2 a1-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 132,17-20
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and body among men, or Gabriel, the angel, by the property of his Aypostasis among angels,

2214 11 this definition

or any other spiritual or corporeal hypostasis that is similar to these.
corporeal and spiritual are adjectives of hypostases. It is to note that in the example which is
to explain the meaning of the hypostasis the name YAbdallAh is used. It implies that
YAmmATr al-BaOrD addresses this elucidation to a Muslim counterpart. YAbdallAh’s body,
as a human body, consistently, is referred to by the term badan.

The same terms (EasadAn® and rUIAnP) are contrasted in the following extract, but
this time stress is laid on the lack of any relation between them. This is why there was no
point in incarnation by an angel, it had to be a human being instead: “If He had incarnated an
individual of the angels instead of His incarnation by a human individual, His life and dignity
would not have included all the creation, since there is no relationship between the purely
spiritual ones and the purely corporeal beings concerning the essence of their substance, at
all.”*'> A similar classification was seen in the previous example, Gabriel being the spiritual
hypostasis and YAbdallAh the corporeal one. In spite of the nisba-ending, the plural forms
show that the two terms are not used as attributes here, but as nouns. What corporeality and
spirituality refers to in this case is the substances of these beings. (As for the question of
incarnation, it will be investigated in the next subsection.)

This differentiated usage of derived terms is quite unique. I could only find a parallel
at Theodore AbU Qurra, who enlists the five senses and tells which body part they belong to.

216

Parts of the body are referred to as aYAA’ EasadAniyya, i.e. limbs belonging to the body.”'° In

this, no further special implication may be observed.

7. Ta‘assud — incarnation

Though we have seen various terms for body and corpse, when it comes to in-
carnatio, it is “asad which forms a basis for a derived form to express it: i.e. fa’assud.*"” This
term and the concept it refers to appear in various contexts. First of all, it is a cause of new

revelation on sonship and the relationship between the persons of the Trinity:

214 a1-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 162,9-11
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“We inform you that in the previous periods of mankind there has been no specific reason for
notification, but when the incarnated Son appeared, His contemporaries needed to be talked
to and be informed on His great grace, i.e. His incarnation by a human [being] of their
substance; and thus He needed to inform them on his sonship related to His Father, and the
fatherhood of His Father which is related to Him, and the pre-eternity of the Spirit that
emanates from the essence of His Father for them.”*'®
The first term in this quote is the active participle, which could be circumscribed on this basis
as ‘taking flesh for Himself.” The second appearance is an infinitive form, governing an
object. Its circumscription would be ‘His taking a human for Himself as flesh.” In this case the
human’s body is referred to, i.e. his flesh as a means for the Messiah’s appearance. Given that
incarnation made the Messiah perceivable for humankind, further revelation became
necessary, in order to make the complexity of the Trinity known to people.

Incarnation, fa‘assud mostly refers to a necessary step for the Messiah’s coming into
being. It is thus a happening, or an action. “As soon as He had been conceived in a human
being, created in time, and he grew in him, by His incarnation and by the taking of that being
for himself, the Pre-eternal and the human became one Messiah, created in time.”*"”
Incarnation is the clue to the Messiah’s unity; it is the starting point of His existence as a
unique being. This fact is further emphasized in other instances, e.g. in the following case:
“the pre-eternal substance — in the eternity of His pre-eternity, before His incarnation by a
created human [being] and His unification with him — had not been Messiah, and not even
inside the meaning of ‘the Messiah.””** This approach looks at incarnation and the existence
form another point of view. It places the Pre-eternal, i.e. the Son in the centre, who, without
incarnation, cannot be considered Messiah.

Incarnation is not the action of the Godhead, and is not carried out by all the three
hypostases, but is exclusively the action of the Son: “And He didn’t say anything that would
imply that all the three hypostases had incarnated and taken Him with themselves. He

testified of Himself as being a unique Son by His divinity and humanity, but not as [being] a
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unique Father or a unique Spirit.”**' Later on a more detailed justification is given to show
why the action of ta‘assud is impossible on the behalf of the Father:
“Had the Father — eulogy — incarnated in the human instead of the Son, and had He taken the
human into His Fatherhood with Himself as the Son has taken him with Himself into His
sonship, then — similarly — he should have called the human Father, together with the Pre-
eternal. It would have been impossible to relate the sonship of the temporal human to the
fatherhood of the Father in this statement.”***
The impossibility of the Spirit’s incarnation is justified the same way: “And also, had the
Spirit incarnated [in the human, then the human] would have deserved to be called Holy
Spirit with Him, but this is a name that transcends being given to composite, combined

things,**

and it is impossible to be described in compound bodies that were created in
time*** This latter case also shows that corporeal nature excludes to share spiritual features.
Given the fact that in the Messiah a divine and a human substance form a union, it
must be clarified that 7a‘assud cannot affect the divine or interact with it:
“As the Son incarnated by this human [being] and took him with himself to his sonship; the
partial came to be called the Son of God (the Father) together with the Pre-eternal. No
absurdity follows from it regarding the Father, and no lack can enter [the essence of] the Son
because of this. In the previous eternal duration He had always called the ones close to Him
and those who obey Him his Sons and beloved ones — out of grace and generosity. It did not
enlarge his glorification and did not debase His generosity and grace. But it had never been
possible to call any of His creatures Father or Spirit.”225
This quote does not emphasize the unity of these two hypostases, but accentuates the action of
incarnation as the starting point of the human’s taking a share of the divine sonship.
Incarnation paves the way for the partial or relative, i.e. the human part, to be attached to the
divine Son, but as he is the one being attached to the pre-eternal; the other one is the active

one who takes it for Himsef as flesh, no real, substantial interaction is possible between the
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two. In the Kitdb al-MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba, divine transcendence is always stressed, so it
must be made clear that incarnation is a deliberate action on the divine’s behalf, which does
not change this transcendence. Divine transcendence is equally important for the Muslim
opponent, so it is not surprising that this idea, as common ground between them, is
highlighted to such a degree.

The subject of incarnation raises several theological questions; one of them is its
cause. As we will see it later in the chapter on creation in details, divine generosity is of
fundamental importance in every action God carries out towards humankind; the same
motivation is beyond incarnation.

“Isn’t it that the Wise — eulogy — stands above doing anything in vain, without aim? His

incarnation and union were not in vain or without an aim, either. His generosity, open-

handedness, goodness, and might were those [factors,] which enticed Him to create His
creatures and bring them into being, and these are also what enticed Him to fulfil His grace
and complete His beneficence by His incarnation in a human [being] of His creatures. This
was in order to make the portion of sonship, the splendour of His lordship necessary for the
human, too, by His incarnation in him. [And also in order that] the honour that He gave to
that one human individual, representing all of them, should prevail over all creation.”**®
This description contains ideas that can be considered common ground with the Muslim
opponent. Such is the thought that God does not do anything in vain. But it is Christian
teaching which gives divine goodness a central role in motivation. Incarnation is seen as the
fulfilment of beneficence, as the ultimate goodness towards creation, since this is what makes
humankind take share in the Son’s lordship and sonship.

Another group of theological questions deals with the outcome and results of
incarnation, such as the fact that fa“assud in one individual made it possible for all humanity
to share the Messiah’s grace of resurrection (just as the sin of Adam resulted in consequences
that are shared by all human beings).**” The reason why only one individual was chosen as a
subject of incarnation is also investigated (in a similar way and with a similar outcome).”**
The question whether incarnation made humankind free from sin or not is of theological
nature, as well, with a strongly dialectical argumentation.”*> On the other hand it is important

to know whether humankind deserved the Incarnation, because if so, than it is not necessary
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to give thanks for it, but if not, then God’s gift was not properly given.** All these questions
may be easily answered by declaring that incarnation is a grace.”' Grace will play an
important role when examining creation, as well. On the authority of Lampe, we may say that
the same idea had been expressed by cap€ in Patristic literature.”*

AbU RA’iOa, as we could see it above, uses various terms for incarnation and
embodiment. We have seen that he used the terms faEassum and tabaddun as embodiment,
but when referring to the Messiah’s taking flesh, he also uses taEassud. In the example we
have seen above he concentrates on the quiddity of incarnation, which is neither to be
described as an act nor as a part, but as a way to the action: i.e. manifestation, appearance,
etc.”>’

Theodore AbU Qurra scarcely uses this term. A representative example would be his
summary for what Christians teach: i.e. that God sent His Son from Heaven to a pure woman,
by whom He incarnated, from whom He was born as God and human, and then grew in this

world like any of us.**

We cannot find further implications in this example; but it is
undeniable that this term must have been widely used in Christian circles to express
incarnation, without respect to denomination.

The reason ta‘assud is not a term to be found in kaldm is Muslim rejection for
incarnation. The question of incarnation is a Christological issue, and it is not unexpected that
approaches differ. Islam refuses the Trinitarian Christian teaching, according to which Jesus,
the Logos, (as established in the Gospel of John,) was God; and the Word became flesh: i.e.
Jesus was God incarnate, and the Son of God. The Qur’An says that Jesus never claimed these
things. In Muslim theology, the Kalima is created, and calling Jesus the Word of AllAh
cannot mean his deification; it is merely a confirmation of His being a prophet. As a prophet
of God, Jesus is a manifestation of God, who transmits God’s message. The fundamental
reason for the Muslim rejection of the Incarnation is that Jesus’ divine filiation is explicitly
rejected in the Qur’An, as well as it states that God neither begets nor is begotten.”*> As for
YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s epoch, the ninth century, Incarnation was a central theme in disputes
between Christians and Muslims. On the authority of Beaumont we may say that Christian

teaching relied upon the fact that Jesus did not have a human father, while Muslims, e.g. the

20 Ibid., pp. 221-22
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ninth-century apologist, YAID ibn RabbAn al- al-OabarD (d. c. 870) appealed to Adam’s lack
of human parents as a refutation of the Christian idea of Incarnation.**® Also in this epoch,
MuY'tazilites and other theologians argued that a God limited by a body could not be
omnipresent;*>’ and given that the same agument was present in Christian authors’ works, too,

interaction is likely to have happened in this field.

8. IttilA4 — assumption:>® the Son’s action of taking, assuming a body for Himself

This term rarely occurs on its own. It is either used together with incarnation, as a term
of a similar meaning, or together with governed nouns as objects: i.e. any of the terms of
bodily connotations, meaning the Son’s taking, assuming a body/a form/an abode etc. for
Himself. In the first examined example ittilAZ appears as the action of the Son: taking a
human form in order that the Messiah should come into being: “The existence of the complex
Messiah in His complexity was due to the assumption and unification as well.”’ We must
underline that assuming [a form] is used together with unification, and it lets one interpret the
two actions as complementary.

IttilAZ usually governs the noun Easad. This complexity raises the question whether
the body should be called the body of God.** I#ilA£ governing the noun Easad gives the
reader the impression that it might eventually be replaced by ta‘assud, as well:

“But, as the Father — eulogy — wanted to complete His eternal generosity towards His creation

and fulfil His previous grace upon His whole created world, and wanted to inform all the

angels and people on the splendour of the name of His Fatherhood that He had concealed
before: He assumed a body by His pre-eternal Son, who is born of Him. [This body is] of His
creation. He took it with Him into His sonship, and by this he made for Him and for everyone
of the same substance (angels and men) the share of His Fatherhood necessary. By this, they
all deserved the heritage of His valuable and noble treasures, which he had prepared for them

in His kingdom. His assuming the body for His Son (and not for Himself or for His Spirit) fit

¢ BEAUMONT, Mark, Christology in Dialogue with Muslims, Oxford, Regnum Books, 2005, pp. 2-3. (Later
on: BEAUMONT, Mark, Christology in Dialogue with Muslims, 2005.)

“TMARTIN, R.C., Anthropomorfism, p. 106.

% In HAYEK ’s translation: ‘assomption’ C.f. Ed. HAYEK, Apologie et controverses, p. 85.

* al-BANRI, YAmmAT, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 185,3
0 Ibid., p. 196,3 )
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His wisdom and greatness and is more proper for His grace and clemency than its assuming
for Himself and for His Spirit.”241
This quote demonstrates that our hypothesis concerning the possibility of replacing ta‘assud
with this compound structure is verifiable. Assuming a body for the son/for Himself expresses
the meaning of incarnation.

The object of the action of assuming, i.e. the human [being] whose body is taken, has
power over the others consequently: “The human [being], selected from our substance turned
to have power over all the creatures right after that his Artificer had assumed it as a body [for
Himself].”** Given that the same consequence is mentioned in the case of incarnation
elsewhere, assuming and a governed noun is seen synonymous with it. In the case of
incarnation we have seen that it is a way of the Son’s action and manifestation, a method of
His conveying the divine message. His assumption, being a way to similar outcomes is
synonymous with it in this, as well.

A last remark to make: the use of this term is significant in the debate of Christians
and Muslims concerning Jesus as the Son of God, since this idea is not acceptable for
Muslims. But the Qur’An also uses the verb ittala/a, as an action of God, who took Jesus for
Himself, which does not suggest physical generation but a relation of adoption.”* YAmmAr
al-BaOrD uses this term to refer to an action of the Son of God, the object of which is a body,
so there is a difference in denotatios. Yet, the use of this very term by YAmmAr al-BaOrD,
i.e. expressing an idea by a terminology known to Muslims, might be an attempt to find

common ground with them.
9. taEassud, ittilA4& and their composition or parallel with other terms

TaEassud, and ittilAZ are used together or alternately when the author cites Scriptural
evidence in His answer to the supposed Muslim opponent’s question. Citations appear from
the Old Testament (Yald lisAn DAwud; wa-yaqUI I§Yya), and from the New Testament
(Matthew, John).***

! Ibid., pp. 205,15-206,1-2
Lt olial IS L (e oL 5 RS (lay 5 4% 53 RIS e AR Aans a5 488 o il 03 sa Qe of Ala e Y a1 Y o8l
M}.\\L;JJJUMY\JAS.})\A\L}AAJAPJAY)U“J\}MF@WMAUMLUA\MMJJ}J\Q)‘Y\A_\JMJM\ M_g;\‘».»\ oqua
Lialae o 4iaSay JSG 4n 59 dndi (g0 A dwaldl oS (<8 mjsl.q‘#gajux_\ il Ao SN dsgill o LAY &) g agraaly ) atiad
dn g4l o2ad) (e 4l ) 5 aliady

2 Ibid., p. 226,9-10 ) )
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3 BEAUMONT, Mark, Christology in Dialogue with Muslims, p. 9.
¥ al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, pp. 206-9
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As for non-scriptural appearances: our first example shows how taEassud, ittilAZE,
and badan are rendered side by side.
“Due to His grace and might, He sculpted a pure and clean form of their substance, and He
incarnated in it, and assumed it as a garment for His divinity, in order to make the right of
pre-eternal sonship necessary for him, and to make him equal to Himself in this sonship. We
know that the matter out of which your body was formed, is of the solidity of your father,
then, out of the sperm were formed a body and limbs. After the creation of the body and its
parts had been fulfilled, a living soul was created in it, but not from the solidity of your father.
... Your soul was not begotten by your father, and it is not of the nature of the sperm, and yet,
you became a son of your father, verily.”245
This extract introduces new ideas, since incarnation happens in a form (Sabal), not a body this
time. As a parallel for the Son’s incarnation in the pure form, the composition of the human
body and soul is presented here. Human body is expressed by badan and it is combined with
nafs, while incarnation, the Messiah’s taking flesh for Himself is still derived from Easad, so
this is what refers to His flesh. A hierarchy of meanings is discernible here. Another point
which is worthy of examining here is the sequence of man’s creation and growth, as it is
described here, since it may paralleled to the fadD x on man’s creation: “The creation of each
of you is completed in his mother’s womb for forty days in the form of a drop, then he
becomes a clot of blood for the same interval, then a morsel of flesh for the same period,
.72 Of course, the establishment of a direct relationship between the two would be far-
fetched. However, this tradition may be found in al-BulArD’s and Muslim’s OalPIs, al-
TirmiZED’s Sunan, etc. which implies that this tradition had been widely known and accepted
in the ninth century, when YAmmAr al-BaOrD wrote the Kitdb al- MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba.
When explaining Christian teachings, he might have used deliberately an imagery known to
and accepted by Muslims.
Many terms appear in the following example: e.g. incarnation and assumption are used
together, and body, as ‘asad, is governed by the verbs or verbal nouns of fa‘assada and

ittala/a. The quote raises the question whether “asad is the body of God.

** al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 193,12-18
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“We would say: we establish and believe that God assumed a body for Him, but it is not

necessary to call it the body of God. That is, as He raised a single Messiah and a single Son

when He incarnated by it, the body has to be attached to the Messiah, because if it’s not, [it

will have to be called] the body of God, even if the incarnation was on the behalf of God

originally, and not on the behalf of the Messiah, and even if God has never incarnated.”"’
Here ittilA4 is the action of God, as it is in the Qur’An’s terminology. But the object, instead
of the person of Jesus, is a body, or flesh. It is elucidated here that at the moment of
assumption and incarnation, a single Messiah came into being, thus the body is attached to
Him, and not to God. According to both Christian and Muslim teachings, God cannot have a
body.

If assumption, ittilA& is used together with Easad, haykal, malall: it raises the
question whether this action introduces any change in the divine nature, and if there is any
composition between the two natures. This is examined in the next example:

“As the Word of God assumed this human [being] as a body, frame and abode for himself,

the human [being], who was the object [of this assumption], deserved the right of sonship and

its portion together with the other, the incarnating one; and they became equal in this sonship.

He equalized him in everything we have mentioned: lordship, possession, power and property.

It was impossible to make him equal to Himself in the pre-eternity of His essence and the

spirituality of His substance. [This happened] without the Pre-eternal’s being affected by any

contingence, composition, mingling, commixing, corruption or anything that comes from the

created bodies, their consequences and transformation, since He transcended and stood above
everything that the created and generated estimative faculties may perceive.”248
The main idea of this example is that divinity excludes tangibility by the corporeal nature. As
for the terms, let us remember that the Qur’An uses the verb ittala/a, as an action of God,
who took Jesus for Himself. In this example ittilA4 is an action of the Word of God,*® i.e.
the Son. Replacing God with the Son, by adding the word Kalima, and then using the term
ittilAZ, is a fruitful “manipulation” of terminology, in which YAmmAr al-BaOrD probably

aims at expressing a Christian idea in a way acceptable for the Muslim opponent. The objects

27 a-BANRI, YAmmAr, Ki‘tA'b a‘l-MasA' il wa- 'l—aEAw‘iba, 196,3-7 )
Cas 4ie ooy bl By b il 3) 4 @l A e e of L8 die ang ol il e o 41 MRS A L ey L 8 T Y) L
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¥ Ibid., p. 213,11-17 S
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(@l 5 ga Apla 555 4313 A 51 (e 4 43l gl Sy ol Le calle paan s 4ildals mian 5 4Ska g A sy (ga LSS La JS (3 ol b Loyl clilia
(PRLS Pt FON INDVER, P PR DURPIIIIP\ BE W BRI WA IS L EU R IR I WDURCI LT I ' I S BV
4 5Sall Aanall ala Y1 43S ol e JS (e a5 el Uy clgillain
2 The phrase is LAIAR al-Kalima” in the original text. But instead of translating it as God, the Word, I interpret
it as the Verbum Dei, the Word of God. I followed this practice in each case.
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of assumption are Easad, haykal, malall, which, being used in the same syntactical role, are
synonymous in the first sentence. Body means a frame, a dwelling place in this context.
However, as we could see it on the authority of de Boer above, haykal is used in Muslim
philosophical terminology as a term referring to the physical world as whole as well as the
planets, because the world-soul and the spirits of the stars dwell in them like the soul of man
in its body. Here we may find a parallel with YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation as far as the
dwelling of a spirit in a body is concerned, but the meaning of haykal is more specific. It is to
be noted here that haykal is usually not defined in Muslim books of definitions, and may
originally be a specific Christian (Nestorian) term. Boer interprets its Muslim usage on the
basis of dwelling, so quite probably there is Christian influence in this field. Only al-
EwArizmP mentions it when classifying Christian groups, but he introduces this term with

the meaning of a temple.”"

The term is probably not widely used in this sense in the ninth
century, either; at least, I could not find any occurrences in the other two Christian authors’
texts, which may imply that its use by YAmmAr al-BaOrD is his own invention due to a
Nestorian tradition. J. Pelikan emphasizes that in the Council of Ephesus in 431 an anathema
was pronounced upon the “man-worshipper Nestorius” and his theology of the incarnation as
the indwelling of Logos. Orthodoxy identified itself with the anathema, while Nestorians
continued to resist it and to declare that their view of the relation between the divine and the
human in Christ was the only correct one, and that they hold the truth of the gospel. It was the
council of Nicea to which Nestorian theologians declared their loyalty, the first two synods
being normative for Nestorian teaching. In disputes with the adherents of Ephesus and
Chalcedon, the common starting point of Nestorians were “the dogmas that are in accordance
with the faith,” namely those of Nicea and Constantinople. It was the continuity between the
first two councils and those that followed at issue in the disputes. Nestorians denied
continuity, so they repeated and preserved most of the emphases characteristic of the theology
of the indwelling Logos in the fourth and fifth centuries. Many of the favourite biblical texts
were the same. Prominent was the use of John 2:19 “Destroy this temple and in three days I
will raise it up.” In many ways it was the key passage in Nestorian definition of the nature of
the union between divine and human in Christ. Almost verbatim from Nestorius, the leading
Nestorian theologian of the seventh century, Babai the Great declared: “Thus we adore God in
the temple of his humanity, because he dwells in it as in a temple, united with it eternally.”

The sixth-century Thomas of Edessa and the seventh-century Babai held it that the

20 al-EWARIZMI, MafAtPI al-YulUm, p. 90.
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frankincense presented to the Christ child by the Magi had as its purpose to show that he who
was born is the temple of God.>' It is then not unexpected that haykal, the word of Syriac
origin meaning temple is employed here as “temple.” The second half of the quote introduces
body, Eism as created, and as such, it is subject to contingence, composition, mingling,
commixing, corruption and transformation. All these kinds of change are body-related. The
hierarchy of meanings appears in the phenomenon that the Messiah’s body is referred to by
the word Easad, i.e. flesh; while human bodies, or more generally, created bodies are denoted
by the term Eism.

Incarnation (taEassud) takes place together with assumption (ittilA4), which has as its
objects ‘temple’ (haykal) and dwelling place (malall):

“We have informed you in the beginning of our treatise that He had not made him equal to

Himself in substance, but only in what the substance might be described by: i.e. might, grace,

majesty, and greatness. [And He did not make him equal to Himself in things] that belong to

nature and substance. So this is what He took for Himself as a garment, and incarnated in and

assumed for Himself as His temple and dwelling place.”252
The first sentence of this quote refers to the intangibility of the divine; in a dispute with a
Muslim opponent it is crucial to emphasize that nothing can affect the godly substance. Thus
incarnation is compared to taking on a garment, which further accentuates that no inward or
substantial change may reach the divine substance. Incarnation at the same time may be
replaced by assumption and an object, which is the assumption of a frame or a dwelling place.
Reference to the body by the name ‘temple’ is from the approach of the divine substance,
since the divine cannot have a body. ‘Dwelling place,” malall refers to the state of
inhabitation, dwelling, i.e. ulUI, in this sense the body is a sign for the existence of the
divine, it is a means in which He can appear.

It is established concerning both incarnation, fa‘assud and unification, ittilAd that it is
impossible to know their method/modality, as we can see it in the following example.

“There is also no answer to the question of the mode of God’s incarnation and the union of

the body with the incarnating [one] from the aspect of this sonship. What we are obliged to

answer is the question whether He incarnated and whether He unified [with the body]. As for

the meaning of His incarnation and union, we have already given an answer to it by the one

»! PELIKAN, J., The Spirit of Eastern Christendom (600-1700), Chicago — London, The University of Chicago

Press, 1975. pp. 39-40.

22 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-’I-aEwiba, p. 224,15
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that you have heard. As for how He incarnated and how He unified [with the body]: there’s
no way to perceive and answer it.”2>3
This extract is of interest due to two reasons. One of them is that incarnation implies the union
with the body. The other reason is a parallel it offers with Islamic thought, as van Ess assumes
it: “Theologians, however, used bi-I4 kayf rather in the sense of “without qualifying God in a
way only to be applied to His creation; they presented it as a middle course between a literal
acceptance of the anthropological statements in the Scripture (= takyBf, tasbDh) on one side
and their metaphorical interpretation in the MuYtazilD sense (ta'wPI = taYOPI) on the
other.”* YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s example does not refer to God’s essence when emphasizing
the bi-I4 kayf approach, instead, he refers to God’s creative action. However, the approach is
the same, and we may see that Christian-Muslim parallels are offered in approach and
methodology besides terminology.
The difference between haykal and Easad as well as the difference between taFassud
and [ulUl can be understood on the basis of this example:
“If he said: why do you call it the “temple” of God and not His body? Yet, you claim that He
dwelt in it as well as He incarnated by it. We would say: don’t we say that He incarnated in
it and dwelt in it at the same time? This is why we called it God’s “temple” and not God’s
body. Incarnation makes the unification of two substances necessary, while dwelling
doesn’t. That is: incarnation by two substances in the unity of the Messiah attaches body to
Him, whereas dwelling does not make a unity of the two, thus “temple” is attached to it, and
it is established for the one who dwells in it, forever.”>>>
According to this example, incarnation implies unity of the two substances, but dwelling
doesn’t, so in this case body needs to be called the temple of God. The difference between
haykal and Easad is not in the very thing they refer to, since it is body in both cases.
Difference is between the action that is examined, since incarnation implies unity, so the body
can be referred to in the genitive construction: the body of who incarnates. Dwelling implies

another kind of attachment, when body has to be referred to as a manifestation, a temple in

which someone or something dwells or appears. This distinction, and calling the body the

3 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 214,12-20
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temple of God (i.e. the means by which He can manifest and convey His message) is
important in a debate with Muslims, who can not accept God’s having a body.
Another difference between taFassud and fulUl can be approached from the viewpoint
of the incarnating divine person:
“Had the Father and the Spirit also incarnated by him [the human] and taken him into their
property the same way as they dwelt in Him [the Son], he [the Messiah] would have called
himself Father and Spirit in many cases. Had the inhabitation made the same thing necessary
as incarnation and union do, he would not have rather called himself pre-eternal Son instead
of calling himself Father and Spirit, since the Father and the Spirit dwelt in Him, just as the
Son dwelt in him.”**®
Christian teaching of Trinity implies that all three hypostases are one, thus the Father and the
Spirit dwell in the Son. If the Son dwells in the human, then the other two Aypostases dwell in
Him as well. Dwelling does not imply a bodily attachment (as seen in the previous paragraph,
where body could be referred to by the genitive construction as the body of God), so the
Messiah’s body is only attached to the Son, who incarnated in it. Dwelling does not even
imply unity, as seen above and as demonstrated in the following quote:
“We have to know on the basis of this that it is not due to the dwelling of the divinity in
humanity that the unity of the Messiah and the unity of His sonship came into being. It is due
to the Son’s specification by the property of humanity by way of incarnation and their unity.
This is why we could speak of the body of the Messiah and not the body of God. And as the
unity of the Messiah is not due to the dwelling, this is why the “temple” is called the “temple”
of God and not that of the Messiah.”>’
There is a point to remark here, namely that dwelling is on the behalf of the divinity, and not
only the Son. This is why the body, which is the body of the Messiah, cannot be attached to
the Messiah or to the Son only as a temple, but has to be referred to as the temple [not body!]
of the divine, or God. Another remark we have to make here, is that incarnation is described
here as the specification by the property of humanity.
Since dwelling, inhabitation has turned up in various contexts; it is time for us to

concentrate on this term a bit more. First, we need to mention that the use of the term is

unparalleled in the contemporary authors’ texts, but it is not unexpected if we consider the
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term as a Nestorian one. /ulUl is not widely defined by Muslim authors either, which may
imply its being a Christian technical term, even if its use is not widely documented in the 9™
century. It is not unexpected, since, as van Ess puts it, Islam rejects, under the notion of JulUl
(évoiknoic), the form of anthropomorphism typical for Christianity, namely, incarnation.”®
The only exception in SunnP theological definitions is Ibn FUrak, who defines it as an
attribute of a substance, as dependence on place and firm, fixed existence in it,> in which he
shares YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s approach. However, pantheistic Sufis and extremist ShDYD
theologians used extensively the term either as an infinitive noun, /ulUl or as a verb, Jalla. On
the one hand, ninth century Sufism, uses ulUI to express the idea of divine infusion®* while
later Sufis meant intrusion by it.**' On the other hand, extremist ShDYDs used the verb falla

262 1t is obvious here that

to indicate that God takes place in the persons of the ShDYP imams.
Muslim uses of /ulUl are under Christian influence. Needless to say that both pantheistic Sufis
and extremist ShDYD theologians are condemned by Sunni and ShDYD theologians and
accused of importing Christian ideas. As an example, let us examine how al-EurEAnD defines
Ll
“Circulating inhabitation is the expression of the unity of two bodies in a way that one of
them is a sign for the other, as the inhabitation of the water in the rose, the circulating one is

the inhabiting one, while the one in which circulation is taking place is the dwelling place.

Inhabitation in proximity expresses that one of two bodies holds the other; like the
inhabitation of water in the jug.”263

Al-EurEAnD uses the term Easad when he refers to body, so it is a physical entity that we
need to think of, but it might be a sign of Christian influence that he used the term which
denotes ‘flesh’ in Christian usage. Especially the first definition, working with the simile of
the water in the rose, referring to one of the two components as a sign for the other, is very
close to the interpretation we saw in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s case. Even if the Word is not a

body, but is present in the flesh as water in the rose, i.e. the flesh is an outward sign of it, as it
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> Ion FORAK, Kitdb al-fudUd P "l-uOUL, p. 24.
Glia e e@lldg byl (G opall dag el A elall o agd 8 dlay caid G sSidl g adde aldie W15 ISl 8 ¢ SU ga 1J glall as
»sl
280 MASSIGNON, Louis, Essai sur les origines du lexique technique de la mystique musulmane, Paris, Geuthner,
1922, p. 223.
%1 Ibid., p. 236.
62 al-ASYARI, AbU ’l-fasan, MagAlAt al-isiAmiyyPn wa-iltilAf al-muOallPn, Ed. RITTER, M. Hellmut,
Wiesbaden, Steiner, 1963, p. 14.
93 al-EUREANI, Kitdb al-TaYrDfAt, p. 104.
s gl o a1 (8355l ele JslaS AN 5 L8 Lanaal (U5 LY ()55 Camy Cppamsad) 2l (e 8 e 1Sl el Jslal)
Slae 14 (5 meall
DS G el Jslas Gk cpanall aal 58 e 3k 1l sal) Jslal

75



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2013.009

is the case of the rose the inhabiting water. Christian influence is very probable in this case, as
well.

IttilAZ is what leads to humanisation, fa’annus, but at the same time this action
results in union between the two hypostases: “We can also say that the Word of God, who
stands above every analogy, is the one who originated and assumed the human for Himself as
humanity. By His humanisation (i.e. His dressing in armament) their union was necessary,
and the unity of the Messiah originated in their combination.”*** Assuming a human for
Himself, i.e. dressing in him, as one takes on armament, is synonymous with humanisation.
Humanistaion implies the unity of the two hypostases, at the same time it appears in the text
as being on the same level with combination. Thus the combination of these two parts is also
synonymous with humanisation.

Four terms: taEassud, badan, ta’annus, Easad appear in a long description. This
example contains descriptive parts, as well as similes.

“the soul incarnated by the body and the body by the soul, and by their combination a single

human being originated. Thus the body was called the body of man and the soul the soul of

man, and not the body of the soul or the soul of the body. If the soul had not combined with
the body, the unity of man would never have come into being out of them. We can say it in
other words and ways, too: the Word of God became human, but not in the following ways,
as one can say e.g: the water froze, i.e. congealed in itself/its essence and became ice. Or not
as milk became cheese, i.e. it clot in itself and thus turned cheese. Or as one can say: the
youngster turned into a man, i.e. he grew up in himself and became a [grown] man. It is rather
in the meaning when one says that someone armed himself, i.e. he wore armament, or
someone equipped himself: i.e. he dressed in armour, or someone wore a turban, i.e. he put on

a turban. It does not mean that this person became a turban or weapons or armament. It is this

way when we say that the Word of God incarnated and became human, that is: he created a

body and he put it on. He created a human being, and wore it as an armament, combined it

with His hypostasis in order to appear in it, and in order to make His words and deeds appear
through it. He also did it in order to unify this human being with Himself in His sonship.

Beginning with the time of the assumption and unification their position is that of a single

Messiah. It is necessary to speak of the body of the Messiah and the humanity of the

combined Son; and it is not the humanity of God, or the humanity of the divinity, .08

** al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 197,9-10
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The first sentence sets incarnation in a new context, since it speaks of incarnation as a
reciprocal action of body and soul: it elucidates that from the approach of the coming into
being of the single human being, incarnation is a mutual action shared by both components.
The second sentence obviously serves dialectical purposes. As Muslim accusation of belief in
corporeality of the divine needs to be turned down, it has to be demonstrated that the
Messiah’s body is not God’s body. (This part may be addressed to other Christian
denominations, as well.) The simile of the body’s and soul’s reciprocal incarnation, which
results in the origination of a single human being, serves as the basis for establishing that the
body is the human’s body and not that of the soul. This analogy is necessary for
demonstrating that Christians (especially Nestorians) do not claim God’s having a body in the
person of the Messiah. The example of the human being is of fundamental importance, since
in the following the Logos is introduced as having become human. Similes play an important
role at this point in demonstrating that humanity and body did not become integral parts in the
divine; but are taken up without changing anything inside. Examples of water turning ice,
milk turning into cheese, youngster turning into a grown person imply an interior change, but
the Son’s incarnation and humanisation is not so: these have to be contrasted. An interesting
parallel is offered by A. S. Tritton, who examines what nafs, »Ul, and Yagl mean for Muslims.
As for nafs, he defines it in the following way: “It is primarily a knower (YallAma) and
knowledge is its form; it clothes itself with body which thus becomes man.”**® In this, he
relies on the work of a tenth-century Muslim author, AbU fayyAn al-TawiDdD (d. c. 1023),
who uses the word badan for body, and the word labisa for clothing, as done by the soul.*’
Though direct connection cannot be demonstrated in this field, the similarity in the usage of
terms is striking, so Christian influence in the formation of the idea is possible.

Humanisation, ¢a ‘annus is only possible through a human body, Easad: “He appeared
[in a] humanised [form], in a body coming from the world, in order to save them all through
it.”?°® The example further accentuates that this action is not an internal change, but needs an

outward “tool,” as well.

o Gl o A1S s Tale sl 413 Ghaen (sl el elall 1A U e o Y oulll S ) o AT pay (5 AT il Ll 53 8
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266 TRITTON, A. S., Man, nafs, rUI Yaql In: Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University
of London, 3 (1971) 34, p. 492.
7 al-TAWHIDI, AbU HayyAn, al-ImtAY wa-"l-mu’Anasa, Cairo, 1939-44. p. 202.
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Incarnation (taEassud) is in a complementary relation with ¢a’annus. A necessary
means for these actions is a human body (Easad) which, through the state of dwelling (
TulUl), comes to be interpreted as the ‘temple’ (haykal) of the divine:

“As the Word of God incarnated by the human [being] and there the Divine humanised by

the human [being], and the human [being] divinised by the Divine, the two of them made up

the unity of the Messiah by their union: both the human and the divine were attached to the
one Messiah, who came into being as [a result of] their combination. Thus the body may be
called the body of the Messiah, and the divinity is the divinity of the Messiah. They did not set
up from this dwelling a unique Messiah to whom his dwelling place would be attached
according to his divinity, forever. The dwelling place of God was called his “temple,” and not
the dwelling place of the Messiah.”*%’
Reciprocity is emphasized here: as the divine humanised, the human divinised in this action.
The Word’s incarnation means the humanisation of the Divine as well. Dwelling, inhabitation
does not mean an everlasting attachment, it just implies a temporary attachment of the body as
a temple to the divine.

Since humanisation has appeared in several instances as related to incarnation,
assumption or unity, it is worth looking at it in detail. We have seen that in YAmmAr al-
BaOrD’s use it does not appear on its own, and it means the taking of the human as a property
for the divine. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Jacobite contemporary, AbU RA’iOa also uses it in a
similar meaning. We can mostly see his ta ‘annus by the side of taEassud, incarnation, mainly
with the meaning of humanisation, sometimes with the meaning of humanity. E.g. we may see
a question-answer dialogue with the Muslim opponent concerning the motivation for
Incarnation. AbU RA’iOa first uses the structure yaOBr insAnan and then the term ta annus,
so ‘becoming human’ and humanisation are synonyms. (The motivation, according to the
Christian part’s answer, is grace,”’" in which YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s standpoint is paralleled.)
This is a shared Christian teaching, which apparently needed to be emphasized in discussions
with Muslims. AbU RA’iOa also uses ta ‘annus in order to express the Messiah’s humanity,
e.g. when he describes His death: “His death is a human death from the viewpoint of His

99271

humanity, and it is not divine, from the viewpoint of His divinity. In this example
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ta’annusihi is contrasted to IAhUtihi, so it denotes the result (i.e. the human part) instead of
the action (becoming human, humanisation). This interpretation is unparalleled at YAmmAr
al-BaOrD. Joint appearance with taEassud can be discerned when AbU RA’iOa writes of the
One God of three hypostases among which one, the Son of the Father, the Word incarnated
and humanised by way of the pure Mary.”’> Both in the use of fa’annus together with
incarnation, and in the context (i.e. by way of Mary) this example can be compared to those of
YAmmAr al-BaOrD. Another point of similarity is that just as YAmmAr al-BaOrb, AbU
RA’iOa also emphasizes that humanisation cannot affect the divine: “Saint is the God who
became human for us without change and He remained in His divine state.”””> So the
transcendence of the divine is always emphasized in debates. A last example for similarities
between them (due to the congeniality of Christian teachings) shows that incarnation and
humanisation are a way for the divine to appear.”’*
Ta‘assud and ‘asad are a necessary step and a necessary part of the Son of God, as it is
demonstrated in the following example:
“We have informed you that there is no Son of God except the Messiah, and there is no
existence for the Messiah except by the joining of the two Aypostases. Thus it necessarily
follows from this that the one born of Mary and taken in this union is not the Son of God on
his own, without the other. The other is also not the Son of God on his own, without the body
that He made his dwelling place, after His union with the body. After the time of the
incarnation, the dwelling, the union, and the pregnancy, whenever the Son of God is
mentioned, the one and the other which was taken in the union are mentioned together, in one
name and meaning. If it were right to call only one of them — on his own, without the other —
the Son of God after the time of their union, then the one who had always been the Son of God
would be more worthy to be called the Son of God without the other, even after the time of the
union and incarnation of the Son of God.”*"
First, let us remember, that according to AbU RA’iOa, the essence of the Messiah comprises

both the action of the incarnation and the body — as we have seen it above. In this, there is an

undeniable parallel between the two authors. As for the rest of the quote, it introduces a new

712 31-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 70.
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approach as far as the denotation of the name ‘Son of God’ is concerned, i.e. what it means
after the occurrence of Incarnation. He equates the Messiah with the Son of God; at the same
time he differentiates between the pre-incarnation Son of God and the post-incarnation Son.
The latter only refers to the divine substance, the Second Person of the Trinity, while the
former, as it is equal to the Messiah, comprises the divine as well as the human substance.
When describing the human hypostasis, YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses the expression ‘the one
born of Mary and taken in this union.” Reference to the human part of the Messiah as such
may be a sign that the author had in mind a Muslim reader. Jesus, as a prophet is often
referred to as the son of Mary in Muslim usage; such a reference could be a common ground.
YAmmAr al-BaOrD then goes on to emphasize that the one born of Mary, i.e. the son of
Mary is not the Son of God (on his own, without the divine substance). In this, we may see
again an implication that a Muslim reader is addressed; at the same time, this part may target
fellow Christians. The one born of Mary is not the Son of God, thus Mary is not Theotokos: a
specifically Nestorian idea is also emphasized here. Incarnation and union happen at the same
time, and the use of ‘dwelling place’ for body refers to a union in which the divine is not

affected by the body.

Conclusion

We have seen a variety of terms in a variety of contexts in this chapter. Most of the
terms appeared in discussions of the Messiah, His body, incarnation, and humanisation.
Analogies, human, bestial or inanimate physical bodies were introduced as parallels. Their
denotations are not always the same; however, the exact understanding of the concept may
always be derived from the context. In the case of terms that refer to body, there is a hierarchy
of meanings, and the majority of terms had a meaning in which it was most frequently used in
spite of slight differences in different contexts. Eirm is the “lowest,” used in a philosophical
sense and with the meaning of an atom, or a substrate that can carry accidents. However,
Muslim authors’ interpretation of Eirm as having three dimensions is not present in Christan
authors’ works. Eism is a corporeal, physical, inanimate and composite entity, created in time;
and in some instances it refers to the bodies of animals. In this field, some interaction might
be discerned, since both Christian and Muslim authors consider Eism a composite and
compound entity, but the descriptions of Muslim philosophy that refer to dimensions can not
be paralleled with Christian examples. Easad expresses human body in the majority of cases,

it can refer to the resurrection body, it has a higher rank in this hierarchy; and it is also the
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object of assumption as the Messiah’s flesh. The term that expresses Incarnation is derived
from this one. Badan is the composite entity, combined with soul or spirit and mostly used to
refer to the body of the human, or the human body which is assumed by the Son of God. In a
high portion of examples examined above we could see these last two terms appear as
synonyms. As for the actions, assumption (and an object) and incarnation were seen as
synonymous as well. In some contexts other terms appeared: dwelling, inhabitation, frame,
and bodily form were introduced. We have seen that ideas expressed by the Greek
equivalents in Patristic literature may have influenced the use and reference of the same
connotations in 9-th century Christian use. In some cases, Muslim terminology could be
paralleled to that of YAmmAr al-BaOrD, but in many cases the same terms were missing in
contemporary Muslim usage; thus, their later appearance in Muslim authors’ works might

have been influenced by earlier Christian interpretations.
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Chapter 111

The Terminology of eternity (azalD, azaliyya — pre-eternal vs. sarmad — perpetuity vs.

276

gidam, qadPm — eternal’’® vs. bagA’, bAgin — permanent)

The terms azalP, azaliyya; sarmad;, gidam, gadPm; bagA’, bAgin are frequently used
ones in Islamic philosophy and kaldm, meaning eternity and permanence. In his notes to Ibn
Rusd’s (d. 1198) TahAfut al-TahAfut, Van Den Bergh refers to three terms as frequently used
by the twelfth century in Islamic philosophy: gidam as eternity in general (Greek didiotng);
and, as Aristotle distinguishes it: azalD, as eternal a parte ante, the ungenerated (dyévntov)
and eternal a parte post, abadb (6pBaptov). Van Den Bergh adds that dahr, timeless eternity
(aimv), which stands for aevum in scholastic philosophy, is used by Plato and Aristotle, and

2 In the ninth century, as attested by

becomes especially important in Neoplatonism.
YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Kitdb al-MasA’il wa-’"l-a’wiba, two of these terms (gidam and azalD)
can already be found in Christian usage. Apart from these, YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage
includes sarmad and bagA’ as well. Two of YAmmATr al-BaOrD’s terms are frequently used
ones, appearing in various contexts, indicating that they, as well as the concepts expressed by
them, are already well-known and widely understood ones. The other two terms are less
frequently used, thus only minor implications concerning their 9"™-century use and
understanding can be recognized here. I will first examine the two terms that are not
frequently used, later on, I will investigate those ones that are used in a variety of contexts and

study their implications. Then I aim at drawing parallels with the Muslim counterpart’s use of

the same ones.
1. Sarmad®"™®- perpetuity

Let us start with the term sarmad — perpetuity, as YAmmAr al-BaOrD understands it.

9

Sarmad is considered to be the translation of the Greek term afd10¢,””> which, as Lampe

%70 In translating azalP, azaliyya as pre-eternal and gidam, gadPm as eternal, I benefited from M. E. Marmura’s
translation of the same terms as such. C.f. al-GHAZALI, The Incoherence of the Philosophers, ed. and Tr.
MARMURA, M. E., Provo, Utah, Bringham Young University Press, 2000.

*"" AVERROES, TahAfut al-TahAfut, Ed. Van Den BERGH, S., London, Gibb Memorial Trust, 1978. p. 54.

*® HAYEK does not provide a translation for the term.

2 AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, p. 125.
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demonstrates it, is used in Patristic literature in the following senses: ‘eternal, everlasting’ in
general, referring to the Trinity, to God, to the Son, or to the Holy Ghost; or it may appear
simply as a substance. Lampe also refers to a second meaning, i.e. ‘perpetual’. If used as a
noun, it means eternity in general, or that of the Father, sometimes shared with the Son,
sometimes only that of the Son. It can be a divine quality bestowed upon man.**

To the best of my knowledge, there are only two loci in the Kitdb al-MasA il wa-’I-
a‘wiba, where the author uses this term. The first /ocus is the following: “We would say: You
have laid down that hyle is created, created in time, and it is the origin of elements. But what
has the Creator of the hyle produced it of? Is it of another — earlier — matter? Or is it [made] of
another, even earlier [matter]? [If so,] you refer to the endless perpetual.””®' The second
appearance is in this context: “Whenever God placed them [the righteous] on a higher rank,
He would have to make the erring ones equal to them in what [the righteous] deserved from
Him for their righteous deeds, then He should raise [the righteous ones] a degree higher again,

1.°2%2 It seems that YAmmAT al-BaOrD uses this term in

and it turns into the endless perpetua
the meaning of infinity, instead of /4-nihAya. Interestingly enough, we may see the phrase
“alla/EP 14 nihAyata/intihA’a lahu” in his text sometimes, but the abstract noun: (al-)/4-
nihAya is not used. These two examples do not imply specific philosophical or theological
connotations, so we do not have to consider this one a technical term. However, it is used in
the sense of ‘perpetual,” which offers a parallel to one of the senses in which its Greek
counterpart is used in Patristic literature.

Among the Muslim authors who are examined here, al-EurEAnD is the first to define
sarmad in its adjectival form (“Perpetual is what has no beginning or end.”)*® It may imply
that till the 14™ century this term may not have been used widely, in this, we clearly see
Christian usage preceding the Muslim one. On the other hand, as we could see it in the
introduction of this chapter, didt0tng might have been generally translated as gidam, eternity
in general, so its translation by the term sarmad, consequently its use might have been

secondary.

0 LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, pp. 47-48.

81 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-"I-AEwiba, p. 99,18-21
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2. bagA’, bAgin — permanence, permanent

According to Afnan, this idiom is used as the translation of the Greek philosophical
terms 1 povi or 16 eivar’® As for the latter, Lampe enumerates its several meanings in
Patristic literature in connection with the ‘being’ of God and His creation,?®* while the former
appears as ‘abode, lodging; dwelling place.’**

BagA’ or bAgin is rarely used by YAmmAr al-BaOrD. To the best of my knowledge,
this is the only locus:

“We would say: as for the permanent structure, and the perfect world: all [the people] are

equal in them. The difference is that while these will be happiness and joy for the righteous;

they would be suffering and sadness for the erring ones. Since permanence in Heaven and the

knowledge of its continuity is happiness and joy for those who stay there, while all the

permanence in suffering and the certain knowledge of the continuity of punishment is
suffering and sadness for those who stay there.”*"’
We may notice that no philosophical terminology enters here; only theological influence may
be observed, given that YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses the term in the meaning of the hereafter, not
as a technical term. If we now return to its Greek counterparts, we will see that these
examples do not indicate the same connotations that 16 eivar does, so it will be left out of
consideration now. As for n povr, with its meanings ‘abode, lodging; dwelling place;’ it
shows a similarity of meaning with the bagA’ of the example we have examined above. The
term of the citation was translated as ‘permanence,” in a special context referring to the
hereafter; so in this sense it may also be interpreted as ‘dwelling, abode.’

As for the Muslim counterparts examined here, Ibn FUrak is the first among them to
define al-bAgP as a technical term denoting permanence: “the definition of the permanent: it
is what exists without being generated.”**® As we will soon see it, this meaning is quite close
to how YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses the term azalP. If we compare Ibn FUrak’s understanding of
al-bAgP to that of YAmmAr al-BaOrD, we may also notice that while the former emphasises
its being not generated, i.e. its existence without beginning, the latter stresses its being

endless: the aspects differ. The same can be noticed in an example by an extra Muslim author,

2% AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, p. 32.
> LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, pp. 417-19.
% Ibid., p. 880.
7 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-AEwiba, p. 124,7-10
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al-MAturDdD (d. 944), whose definition is as follows: “Permanence is generation in the
beginning of time.”**’ Later authors do not define the term. We may thus see that rare and not
specific Christian usage (as it can be seen in the example of YAmmAr al-BaOrD) and the
scarce appearance in Muslim books of definitions show similarity; but it also needs to be
emphasized that while the Christian author approaches it as endlessness, Muslim writers

understand it as having no beginning.

3. AzalD, azaliyya — pre-eternal®”’

According to Afnan, azalD may be the translation of @fdtoc,””’ which has a variety of
meanings in Patristic literature. Among them is ‘eternal, everlasting’ in a general sense, or
more specifically, it was also used when referring to the Trinity, to God, to the Son, or to the
Holy Spirit. It appeared also as a substance. Lampe refers to a second meaning, i.e.
‘perpetual’. If used as a noun, it means eternity in general, or that of the Father, sometimes
shared with the Son, sometimes only that of the Son. According to Van Den Bergh, azalD, as
eternal a parte ante corresponds to ungenerated (&yévnrov). This term, in Lampe’s
classification means the uncreated, unoriginated. Its general implications are ‘eternal pre-
existence, unity, and immortality.” In Non-Christian usage, in Greek philosophy, whence it
entered Christian terminology, it was not only applied to the divinity, but to matter and the
soul. In Christian theology it usually refers to the divine nature of Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit, or the whole Trinity.>”

YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses this term in seven main contexts.

1. First we see it when he disputes the pre-eternity of matter: “from this approach, the
claim of those who say that Ayle is pre-eternal is refuted. [They] claim that the
Artificer made a variety of substances out of [the pre-eternal /yle], merely outlining
the forms of ideas [out of the already existing Ayle]. But the praedicatum of what has
always existed is pre-eternal transcendence and impossibility to receive contingence

or to change from a state to another.””’ Another example: “What share does the

% Reference in: MaEmaY al-BulUx al-IslAmiyya, Sarl al-muOOalalAt al-kalAmiyya, Maghad, 1415/1995, pp.
60-61, which cites al-MAturDdD saying: ‘ ‘
gl e dna s gl Cailine A S ga oAl
2 HAYEK ’s translation for azaliyya is ‘éternité.” C.f. Ed. HAYEK, Apologie et controverses, p. 85.
1 AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, pp. 5-6
2 LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 15.
% al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 98,1-3
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eternity of the syle have in the eternity of pre-eternity if they claim that it is forced
by and obeys to Whom differentiates it and divides it, and creates accidents in it (i.e.
by delineating forms and changing it from a state to another)?”*** On the basis of the
above-mentioned examples, pre-eternal is an attribute or a praedicatum; it is used in
the meaning of ‘without beginning,” something that ‘has always existed,” ‘had not
been preceded by non-existence.’ It is also important to note, that on the basis of these
pieces of textual evidence, one may clearly discern that pre-eternal cannot be affected
by contingence, change, and division. Though it is usually kawn (generation)
contrasted to fasAd (corruption) in philosophical texts, YAmmAr al-BaOrD expresses
this contrast by establishing that something that is not generated, can not be affected
by change, i.e. corruption. Till now we could see that once azaliyya, pre-eternity
appeared alone, and two times together with gidam, eternity. When used together, no
overt difference can be recognized, gidam and azaliyya are used as synonyms. The
joint appearance of the two terms is also remarkable, since they usually appear
separately in philosophy and kaldm terminologies, because gidam usually denotes
eternity in time, while azaliyya refers to eternity out of time. On the basis of Lampe’s
classification it is understandable why the pre-eternity of matter is discussed. It must
be an echo of Greek philosophical ideas whence dyévntoc was applied to matter. Since
the discussion of the eternity of matter is not a crucial question in a debate between
Christians and Muslims, we may think of a heritage that YAmmAr al-BaOrD
transmits here. It can be considered as a proof for his being educated in a rhetorical
school, and being trained in Hellenistic knowledge. Another point to be made here is
that Lampe translates dyévntog as ‘eternal pre-existence.” There might have been a
word combination also in Greek that is reflected in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s gidam
azaliyya.
2. We can find the term in a similar context later on, when YAmmAr al-BaOrP disputes
the pre-eternity of creatures:
“If you could say: why hadn’t He created them ten thousand years before the time He
created them? Then you could also say: and why not one hundred thousand years
before those ten thousand years? Then you could even say: one hundred thousand

times thousand years or even more than that. In the end of your question you could say

that creatures are pre-eternal, they have no beginning. This is clear ignorance, and

" al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 98,12-14 ‘ o
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impossible, unattainable that something that was created in time and the making of
which has a start should become pre-eternal that has always [pre-eternally]
existed.”*”
Created beings cannot be pre-eternal, since that would mean they have no beginning.
This is a contrast which is not acceptable. Laying down that Christians refute such
ideas creates a common ground with Muslim opponents in disputes. Another example:
“If we said: He has always been creating His creatures in time and He has always been
generating them, like the elements that carry out their actions according to their nature,
all the time; then the claim would be impossible and would contradict to itself. It is
because when we said that He has always been creating His creatures in time, we
made both pre-eternity and createdness-in-time necessary for His creation. And it is
the same to say that the Creator has always created His creation in time, or to say that
what is created in time has always existed.”*”°
In these examples we could see that azaliyya means to have no beginning; the term is
used as an attribute. In both cases it can be understood that azaliyya excludes being
generated and having a beginning in time. At the same time, it is important to put
down that Christians, as well as their Muslim opponents in disputes, do not accept the
eternity of matter and creatures, since the only eternal substance is God. The second
example contrasts pre-eternity, azaliyya with createdness-in-time, /udUx, which is
remarkable, since philosophical texts usually juxtapose eternity, gidam with creation
in time i/dA x. On the basis of this pair of opposites and the one YAmmAr al-BaOrD
used in the example of the previous point (the contrast of kawn and fasAd expressed
by azaliyya and contingence, change) indicates that the author is aware of the
existence of such opposing pairs, but uses his own terminology instead of the
canonized one. It may be due to the fact that YAmmAr al-BaOrD is an early author,
flourishing in the period when the delineation of terminology was still in progress.
3. YAmmAr al-BaOrD also uses this term in order to refer to the Creator, God. It can be
done in various ways. We will see azalD as an attribute, then as a divine name; then its

abstact noun form, i.e. azaliyya, as an attribute again.
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YAmmATr al-BaOrD mostly uses azalP as an adjective, attached to a word that refers
to God, this way the term describes a divine attribute. On the basis of its attribution to
names that refer to God by His essence or nature (i.e. names that describe Him as He
is, namely: God); and names that describe Him on the basis of his actions, we will see
what other meanings pre-eternity may imply. First, let us see the use of pre-eternal as
an attribute, attached to a divine name.
“If you said that [the ceramist] turned [the /yle] away from its materiality by inserting
accidents in it, this way you would affirm that contingence and corruption enters
matter. You would attach the possibility of change and corruption to every essence
that have always existed and have always been perfect [i.e. the /yle]. At the same time
you blame the claim of those who say that the Pre-eternal Artificer inserted accidents

into the essence of His substance, and he produced these elements and forms and
figures out of it

The Creator (i.e. the Artificer) is the only one that can be pre-eternal, He cannot
introduce accidents into his own essence, or substance. Pre-eternity and creation are
related, and pre-eternity excludes the introduction of accidents to this substance. In
another instance ‘Pre-eternal’ appears as the adjective of divinity, God, too: “It is the
essence of one divinity, one substance, one Creator. They named what they mentioned

of it a Pre-eternal, Creator, Worshipped God.”*”®

Pre-eternity, creative nature and the
state of being worshipped are introduced as being on the same level. (As for the last
two adjectives: Creator and Worshipped, it shows that the argumentation addresses a
Muslim opponent, on the ground that God is to be worshipped for His creation.)

In the next quotation it is Artificer again whom pre-eternity is attributed to at
first, but it is the term’s second appearance what we are going to focus on this time:
“Your question is also impossible [when you ask:] Does the Pre-eternal Artificer
need what is substantial and natural for him? It is the same for you to ask: Does the
Living, Rational, Pre-eternal need his Spirit and Word? Or to say: does the fire need

its nature and essence?””>”” The second appearance of the term stands here as a noun, a

divine name. Its being a divine name would imply its theological nature. However, in
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general we need to know, that this term cannot be found in the Qur’An, but appears
early in translations, so it must be a philosophical term in its origin. This divine name
describes God by His essence or nature. Another implication of this example lies in
the context: pre-eternity excludes need. It can also be matched with the action of
creation (since it is the attribute of NAniY), and be paralleled with the following
attributes: Living and Rational. (At the same time, this question serves the apologetic
aim to defend the teaching of the Trinity: God, as a single substance has always had
His Spirit and Word — but this question will be discussed in the chapter on Trinity and
unity.) Pre-eternal, as a divine name may also stand alone in order to refer to God, as it
does in the following example: “We would say the answer: there is no modality of the
Pre-eternal and His art, and no similarity of Him or His actions.”**’ This last example
for azalP as a divine name shows that pre-eternity must also mean transcendence,
since it is not perceivable. It offers an interesting parallel with the teaching of those
Muslim theologians who stood up against takybPf, tasbbPh, i.e. the acceptance of the
anthropological statements in the Scripture; as we could see the parallels “bi-I4 kayf”
offered, in the previous chapter.

When used as an abstract noun, i.e. with the nisba ending, azaliyya appears as
an attribute. “In the eternity of His pre-eternity there was no-one to whom He could

. . 1
have been generous by creating His creatures.””’

Eternity, gidam and pre-eternity,
azaliyya appear together as divine attributes, they are used as synonyms. Pre-eternity,
as an attribute, is in close relation with another attribute, generosity.

Finally, given that we have classified Pre-eternal as a divine name referring to
God’s nature, we can get to know that this nature is unique: “We are sure that He is
One in His essence, unique in His nature and pre-eternity, unparalleled in His
substance, and there is no similarity between His acts and those of His creation.”*"*
This uniqueness is closely related to pre-eternity and stands in opposition with
anthropomorphic ideas.

Concluding we may say that pre-eternity, when referring to God, appears as a

divine attribute and a divine name.
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4. In some instances it is not God, but God’s divinity, attributes and properties that are
referred to as pre-eternal. E.g.:

“These are statements that refer to accidental divinities that are derived from worship
and adoration, but it is not a substantial, pre-eternal divinity. It is not possible that the
Wise should really mean when He says “I exist, but only for you,” especially since He
is a pre-eternal, substantial God. It is also not possible that He say: I am [a] Living
[God] for you, but I am not [a] Living [God] for others, since life is substantial, pre-
eternal for Him. David also did not mean by saying “Beatitude for the people whose
God is the Lord” pre-eternal divinity, since the meaning of pre-eternal divinity has
always been substantial — even before the creation of peoples, and he will always

5303

remain like this.

This example shows us that God’s divinity and life are both substantial and pre-

3% In the case of God,

eternal; as for Life, it may eventually refer to the Holy Spirit.
what is substantial for Him, it is also pre-eternal; so in this special case substantial and
pre-eternal are of equal importance. Let us mention that YAmmAr al-BaOrD
implicitly refers to the Arabic grammatical presupposition which casued problem for
the Muslim mutakallims, according to which verbal adjectives, OQif4t, are derived from
nouns, which in turn indicate entities.’” So if God says he is Living, he must be
Living in all relations, hince his being living implies His having life. The next
quotation shows the correlation of the pre-eternity of God’s life (eventually referring
to the Holy Spirit), His Word (eventually referring to the Son) and wisdom (identified
with the Word**®):
“In the first investigation, witnesses of the bodily forms of creatures made the intellect
affirm that there is a substance that created them in time and brought them into being.
In the second investigation, the fact that in the eternity of His pre-eternity he
abstained from creating [his creatures], but later on he carried out their making as a
donation, [made the intellect] render pre-eternal life necessary for him. And the third
investigation, on the basis of his perfect government, and of what had previously

shown of his care, guided [the intellect to accept] that he carries this out in order to be
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generous to others. It witnesses to the substantiality of his Word and the pre-eternity
of His Wisdom, necessarily.”307
This example was already introduced in our investigation of intellect, Yagl, which
implies that senses and intellect together can lead to an understanding and cognition of
the pre-eternal, creating substance. The first appearance of gidam azaliyya implies
more than ‘existence without beginning,” it is rather a long period of pre-existence
(compared to the world’s creation in time) which is referred to. The substantiality of
the word and the pre-eternity of wisdom, as in the previous example, is of the same
degree here, too.

Let us now turn to the pre-eternity of the properties (in God): “As each of the
pre-eternal properties deserve to be called perfect substances due to their greatness,
because they stand above names of faculties, necessary accidents, and partition; and
there is no distinction or difference in their substance: they will not be three perfect

3% The properties already

substances if counted together, just one general substance.
refer to the hypostases, as pre-eternal properties are considered substances, but the
question of the pre-eternal Trinity and the persons will be discussed later. Suffice it to
mention that properties stand above names of faculties, accidents, and partition, and as
such, can be considered pre-eternal. God’s Word (Logos, eventually the Son) is also
described as pre-eternal: “In the eternity of His pre-eternity, He (eulogy) has not
been void of His wisdom in a way that he would gain it later for Himself by way of
acquisition; instead, we mean [by His wisdom] His Pre-eternal Word that has always
been a substantial property belonging to the entity of His substance and the essence of
His nature.”*” According to this quotation, God’s Word is pre-eternal, and it indicates
that the second hypostasis has no beginning, has always existed, and it is not

generated. Not only is His Word pre-eternal, but also His other attributes as well. We

may also see what attributes cannot belong to God: “As for pieces and parts, they are
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not attributes of who is not a body and who has always existed in His pre-eternity.
Instead, these are attributes of composite, compound bodies that were created in
time.”'" Here God is defined as pre-eternal, and at the same time we understand that
pre-eternity and distinction or division exclude each other.

5. The question of the Trinity, its pre-eternity, and the pre-eternity of its hypostases is a
crucial question for Christians. Sometimes we read Scriptural evidence for the pre-
eternity of the three hypostases, e.g in the following case: “their Gospels inform us
about this and things like this altogether and in detail, too, when they call the Pre-
eternal, Living, Speaking [one] Father, [when they call] His eternal Word [!] and his

95311

Pre-eternal life Spirit. We can observe the parallel appearance of gadPm, eternal

and azalb, pre-eternal, used as synonyms in this context, as well. Both terms refer to
the persons of the Trinity, meaning that they have no beginning, and are not generated.
Sometimes the pre-eternity of God’s fatherhood, sonship and Holy Spirit all appear
together:
“As He wanted to prove its truth in their hearts, He informed them on the pre-eternity
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, in order to warn their minds of the verity of
the sonship, which belongs to their humanity that is unified with the pre-eternal Son,
who declared that He had descended from Heaven and had already existed before
Abraham.”*"?
In other instances when pre-eternity of the hypostases is referred to, it is only
concerning fatherhood and sonship:
“If we set up an analogy to [grasp] what intellect cannot understand, contrasting the
contrariety and difference between two different and contradictory things with the
difference between the Fatherhood and Sonship of the Pre-eternal, and the created
beings and their sonship, [we would see] that the difference between the two [kinds of]
fatherhood and sonship is innumerable times greater and further than the farthest

difference between two contrary and different things.”313
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The quotation informs the reader on the fatherhood and the sonship of the Pre-eternal,
as compared to human, or more generally, worldly relations. It can be understood that
both persons (Father and Son) and their relationships to each other (relation of Father
to Son, relation of Son to His Father) are pre-eternal. This relation’s distance from
worldly fatherhood-sonship is incomprehensible, as it can be read in the introduction
of this quotation. The establishment of this distance is essential; it is to make the
Muslim opponent understand that Christian teaching does not include a worldly father-
son relationship, i.e. begetting and generating. Pre-eternal fatherhood and sonship are
inconceivable; this is why Y AmmAr al-BaOrD’s main demonstrative tool is used here,
which is analogy, giyAs.

Another example for the pre-eternity of the hypostases according to the Scripture is the
following: “He said: Go, and baptize the peoples in the name of the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit, and know that the pre-eternal Father has always had a pre-

314 It can be seen then, that though YAmmAr al-BaOrD aims at disputing

eternal Son.
in a rational manner in order to transmit his message to the Muslim opponent, his book
is also designed for the Christian reader, who may be enforced by examples based on
the Scriptures.
The next example shows the correlation of divinity, substances, hypostases, and
properties: “As each of them[: the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit (eulogy)] is a
perfect god, i.e. a perfect, pre-eternal substance, a perfect, pre-eternal hypostasis, the
three of them do not form three perfect gods or three perfect substances; rather, they
are three perfect hypostases and three perfect properties together.”'> All the four
aspects are equal in pre-eternity.
The following quotations show the correlation of pre-eternal divine properties and
hypostases:
“If one says it is [true for] every substance that there is no possibility for partition and
division in it, and there is no possibility for the existence of countable Aypostases in it,
then we answer that we have adopted for these pre-eternal properties the names of

known hypostases, for they are perfect, stand above names of faculties and necessary

accidents, and not because they are /sypostases like the known hypostases.”316
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The persons of the Trinity are referred to as properties of the substance. Their pre-
eternity implies perfection, transcendence, so they cannot be called faculties or
accidents. Pre-eternity makes a property equal to a hypostasis.

The next example shows that pre-eternity, in the case of a property, excludes
division, partition and change. “If it is possible for the properties of limited created
beings who were generated in time to unify with one another in some bodies without
any difference coming into being in them because of this, then it is more possible and
necessary in the pre-eternal properties that stand above division, partition and
limitation.”"” It is is obvious on the basis of these examples that a pre-eternal property
is a circumscription for divine Aypostasis. This second example contrasts pre-eternity,
azaliyya with createdness-in-time, since the created beings which are generated in time
are referred to by the term mulda xa, so it confirms our previous remark, according to
which YAmmAr al-BaOrD replaces the pair of philosophical texts gidam — ildA x, by
azaliyya — ildA x. (The latter term and its Greek equivalent will be examined in the
next chapter.)

There are other examples where God’s substance is called pre-eternal. Both the
individual Aypostases and the Godhead are referred to as pre-eternal substance(s). All
the three hypostases are one in pre-eternity, they have the same substance; pre-eternity
is the aspect of their unity, as it is in the following example: “It did not deem
permissible for the Messiah — given that a cause appeared, due to which there emerged
a need to explain the quiddity of the pre-eternal substance — to mention the names of
the Father, the Son, and ignore to mention the name of the Spirit.”318 The Godhead is
referred to by this adjectival phrase: pre-eternal and substance. The unity of the pre-
eternal is fundamental in the debate with a Muslim opponent, this is why its union is
emphasized before speaking of the three “names,” i.e. the three hypostases. The pre-
eternal substance is one,”'” while Trinity can be referred to by pre-eternal properties,
as seen above, or pre-eternal essences, entities as the following example demonstrates:

“Altogether we describe them One Lord, One God, One Creator, One Worshipped,
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since you know that each of them in his property is a pre-eternal, perfect entity, and
the three of them together are unified in one divinity, one substance that includes
countable hypostases.”*® We have to add a remark here: i.e. entity/essence and
property are mentioned together, on the same level.

The pre-eternity of the Son, or the Messiah deserves a section of its own, since it may
be even further differentiated, as referring to one of the Messiah’s two substances or
His birth. The divine, pre-eternal part of the Messiah may be defined as a disposition:
“The human unified in his sonship with the pre-eternal disposition, which is related
to His Father, but He did not unify with the human sonship, which is related to the

human’s mother.”>?!

We can see here that the divine part of the Messiah is considered
to be a pre-eternal disposition. At the same time, it is emphasized here that the divine
is not affected by this union. We can find pieces of scriptural evidence, too, where the
pre-eternal “constituent” of the Messiah is referred to as a substance:
“Can’t you see that Matthew witnesses to His humanity originating from the human
substance, descending from David’s seed, from Abraham, and John [witnesses to] His
pre-eternity and eternity that belong to His divinity, the Creator of everything, by
whom it is possible for everything to subsist, and in whose hand there is the reign of
everything. Mark and Luke witness to the unification of the Pre-eternal and the
human in one sonship and one Messianic being, as they completed their statements on
Him and named Him Jesus, the Messiah, Son of God.”**?
YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses the four gospels in order to support the dogma of the unity
of the Messiah. He cites gospels that confirm either the humanity or the divinity of the
Son, and together they attest to the truth of the unity; while separate references to the
Messiah’s humanity and divinity confirm the Nestorian view according to which these
never mix. He also mentions two gospels that confirm the presence of both substances
in the Son, and in these loci, pre-eternity and eternity appear together again. In order

not to confuse the two substances, YAmmAr al-BaOrD makes their differences clear,

as well: “This is clear that the Pre-eternal God who fills every place with His

20 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 175,13-16 S
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2 Ibid., p. 208,14-17
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presence and does not change place, who raises the dead by His command through
understanding and power, is not equal to the human who has fears, who cries, and who
is affected by sadness.”**® This example also offers a parallel to another topic, already
examined above, i.e. anthropomorphism. As far as the aspects of Islamic
anthropomorphism — rejected by mainstream Islam — are concerned, we can
differentiate between anthropomorphism proper, concerning God’s outward
appearance, His shape (nopon)); God’s actions like speaking, sitting, etc.; His feelings
like wrath, satisfaction, the so-called anthropopathisms; and “passive”
anthropomorphisms inasmuch as God may be the object of human perception: when
He is seen, heard, etc. The third category is interesting for us here, since YAmmAr al-
BaOrD distinguishes between the Messiah’s two parts, i.e. the divine, omnipotent and
the one who has human feelings or emotions on this basis. In a disputation with a
Muslim opponent, it is essential to show that Christians are not to be accused of
anthropopathism. For the importance of this issue let us see an example by al-EATiU
(d. c. 868):

,We would not believe that a people of religious philosophers [mutakallimUn],
physicians, astronomers, diplomats, arithmeticians, secretaries and masters of every
discipline could say that a man who, as they themselves have seen, ate, drank, urinated
excreted, suffered hunger and thirst, dressed and undressed, gained and lost [weight],
who later, as they assume, was crucified and killed, is Lord and Creator and
providential God, eternal and not newly created, who lets the living die and brings the
dead back to life and can create at will a great deal more for the world, Lo

On this basis we may be certain that this differentiation, which appears in YAmmAr
al-BaOrD’s text, is an answer to such Muslim criticism of Christian belief,

A last aspect of the Son’s and the Messiah’ pre-eternity is that of His birth. In the case

of the Second Person of the Trinity it is essential to be laid down. As for the Messiah,

the author’s aim is to show that His divine part is pre-eternal, which has always been

3 Ibid., p. 211,10-12
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born. As for the Messiah, as the combination of the divine and the human, he is born
in time.
“We claim that the Messiah is born of His Father in a pre-eternal way, and we do not
say that His Father has born Him in both of His substances. We say that both
substances are born, [one of them] from His Father, and [the other] from His mother.
Both parents are His parents from the aspect which is substantial and natural for them.
His Father had eternally born Him in a divine way in His divinity, and His mother
bore Him in His humanity, in time.”*%>
His birth being eternal and pre-eternal is referred to together, so the two terms appear
as synonyms in this context, as well. However, distinction is made between the eternal
and pre-eternal birth, which takes place substantially in the divinity of the Father and
the Son; and the birth in time, which is substantial for the Messiah’s human part and
takes place by way of His Mother.
As it is usual, analogies are also used in the argumentation, this is what we can see in
the following example. “If examples and analogies fail, since they fall short to express
the greatness of this birth, we just use the analogy of the Sun and the soul to lay down
the pre-eternity of His birth, this is a unique state, without start, termination, change,

326
and end.”

The analogy of the Sun is a frequently used one in Christian literature;
however, it is adapted here to the birth of the Messiah; otherwise it is more generally
adapted to the Trinity.

The Messiah’s two hypostases are born in different ways. The pre-eternal part, i.e. the
Second Person of the Trinity has always been born, while the human part was born at
a given point in time. “As the One who has always existed (eulogy) was born of His
Father pre-eternally, he deserved the sonship due to the substantial birth from His
Father, then, because of his grace and beneficence, he wanted to share His sonship
with the human substance, in order to make the fatherhood related to His Father

9327

necessary for the human, too.”””" The example concentrates on the modality of the pre-

32 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 191,11-14
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According to M. Hayek, in expressing this idea, Y AmmAr al-BaOrD follows the Catholicos Timothy’s practice.
C.f. HAYEK, M., YAmmAr al-BaOrP, La premiére somme de théologie chrétienne en langue arabe, ou deux
apologies du Christianisme. In: Islamochristiana, (1976) 2, p. 81.

326 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-’I-aEwiba, p. 192,16-20
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eternal part only, and here we can see that pre-eternal birth is substantial birth, as well.
In such a context, when referring to the divine, pre-eternal and substantial are
synonyms.

7. We have already seen that the Holy Spirit appears as the pre-eternal Life of the divine.
His pre-eternity is our last subsection in the examination of azaliyya: “Then the Son
witnessed to whom is in Him: the Spirit and the pre-eternal Life, as he said to His
apostles that the Holy Spirit — being the Spirit — is the Spirit of Truth that emanates
from the essence of the Father.”””® Here we understand that Life and Spirit are
synonyms, and further than this, we get to know that this Life or Spirit emanates from
the Father. The Holy Spirit, as the third person is pre-eternal. The same statement on
the emanation can be read in the next quotation: “He declares His sonship in relation
to His Father, and the fatherhood of His Father in relation to him, and the pre-eternity

of the Spirit that emanates from the essence of His Father.”**’

The Spirit is equal to the
two previous divine persons in His pre-eternity: “As the Holy Spirit was like the

Father and the Son in His divinity, lordship, power, and pre-eternity,...””** So the

Spirit, as a divine hypostasis or a property is equal to the previously mentioned other

two divine persons in pre-eternity.

The meanings in which YAmmAr al-BaOrD used the term are similar to the ones
enumerated by Lampe, so the Nestorian author can be considered a continuer of Greek
Patristic ideas in this field. When discussing the pre-eternity of matter and creatures, he seems
to use azalD with the same meaning as that of the Patristic term dyévntov. In other fields the
meanings of both &yévntov and &idiog were carried on.

His contemporary Melkite Theodore AbU Qurra does not use the term as often as the
Nestorian author, but on the basis of a representative example we may say, that in his usage
‘pre-eternal’ is in contrast with ‘created in time’: “From this we know that what does not
receive change and corruption in anything is pre-eternal, and what receives change is created
2331

in time. Such a substance (i.e. the one that does not change and cannot be corrupted) is not
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generated. In this, he shares YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s view, but the latter uses this term in a
much wider range of contexts. Interestingly enough, the slight difference in the usage of the
philosophical pair of opposites (kawn - fasAd) is discernible at AbU Qurra, too. He, as well as
YAmmAr al-BaOrD, contrasts the receptivity of corruption (I4 yagbal ... fasAdan) to
azaliyya. This confirms our hypothesis, according to which Christian authors of the 9h
century flourished in a period in which the delineation of terminologies — philosophical as
well as theological — had not been completed yet.

As for the Muslim counterparts, we see that al-KindD gives a definition only for this
term out of the four. Does it mean that in the 9™ century, in Islamic use concepts and terms
concerning permanence and eternity were not further differentiated? As for al-KindD’s
definition, it is as follows: “pre-eternal is what has never been non-existent and what does
not need anything in his subsistence. What does not need anything in his subsistence does not

722 This definition shows

have a cause, and what does not have a cause is permanent forever.
a similar understanding of the concept with that of YAmmAr al-BaOrD, since both of them
use it as ‘having no beginning’, and al-KindD’s ‘having no cause’ may be paralleled to
Y AmmAr al-BaOrD’s ‘not having been generated.” However, this aspect is not emphasized in
YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s examples, who can be considered more theological in his approach,
while al-KindD’s definition is philosophical.

A century later: in al-EwArizmD’s MafAtPI al-YulUm, this term is described in the
field of kaldm (like gidam): the author puts it among the basic concepts of Muslim
mutakallims.* AzalP is given a brief definition as follows: “pre-eternal is an existent [thing]

»33* The meaning which is expressed in the

that has always existed and will not cease existing.
first phrase of the definition is reflected in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use, too, though the
connotations are much richer than merely ‘having no beginning.” However, the second half of
the definition, i.e. ‘will not cease existing’ is not implied by the Christian author. In this, he
seems to be more exact than the Muslim writer.

The other authors do not give definitions for this term till al-EurEAnD’s al-TaYrDfAt.
Before defining azalP, al-EurEAnD first defines al-azal, too: “Pre-eternity is the continuity

of existence in periods that are estimated to have no end in the past [= beginning], as

3% al-KINDT, RisAla fB TudUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA, p. 169.
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everlasting [perpetuity] is the continuity of existence in periods estimated as having no end in

the future.”*> Then, he goes on to define pre-eternal:
“Pre-eternal is what had not been preceded by non-existence. Know that the existent can be
categorized into three groups, there is no fourth kind. One of them is pre-eternal and
everlasting, and this is God (eulogy); the other is neither pre-eternal nor everlasting, and this is
this world, and the third is everlasting but not pre-eternal, and this is the world of the hereafter.
Its contrary is impossible, since what is said to be eternal is impossible to become non-
existent. Pre-eternal is what has always existed, and what has always existed has no cause for
its existence.”*
The connotations can be paralleled with those of YAmmAr al-BaOrD, even more than with
the definition given by al-KindD. Al-EurEAnD, like YAmmAr al-BaOrD, concentrates on the
endlessness in the past (i.e. “beginninglessness”), and leaves “will not cease existing” out of
consideration. The endlessness in the future is expressed by abad in his definition, which is
contrasted to pre-eternity. Even if contrasted in this case, the two meanings are rather
complementary, as the point which distinguishes between them is the present. As far as the
implicit allusion can be understood, the two make up a continuum.
No parallel appearance of gidam and azaliyya can be observed in books of definitions.
It is not unexpected, since gidam, as we will soon see, is not defined by the majority of these
books at all, or, if done so, only a general description is given. However, YAmmAr al-
BaOrD’s usage of the term azalP is more differentiated than that of his contemporary, al-
KindD, even if he leaves the possible reference to the future out of consideration. But calling
a substance the ‘One who has always existed’ may have the implication that He will always
exist in the future, as well. Given that both authors worked in the ninth-century, slightly
differing interpretations may witness to the process of the early formation of this concept. But
it is not to be questioned that YAmmAr al-BaOrD is among the earliest ones to have used this

term in such a wide variety of contexts, while a clear form on the Muslim side appears only

among the definitions of the much later al-EurEAnD.

3% al-BUREANI, KitAb al-TaYrDfAt, p. 27.
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4. gidam, gadPm — eternity, eternal®’

QadPm is the translation of the Greek term mpétepoc.™® Its verbal form, mpotepedo is

frequently used in Patristic literature with the meaning of ‘to be before time;’ sometimes

referring to the Son, or even to the flesh of Christ.**’

As for YAmmAr al-BaOrD, he uses al-QadPm as a name that stands for God: “It is
impossible [to describe] the Eternal, Omnipotent, and Wise (eulogy) by the qualities of need
and vanity.”**’ The term is also adopted as the attribute of the divine substance, i.e. the One:

“It is impossible that the One should be three and the three should be One. The number ‘one’

cannot be equal to the number ‘three’. What we mean is that this Eternal One substance has

always existed in three substantial properties, without distinction and difference between them.

The three properties together form this eternal one substance, which is not three in a specific

meaning, and it is not partitioned in its entity and integrity. It is not three from the aspect of its
unity, it is just three properties.”341
Eternal is an attribute of the One substance, but given that it is made up of the three
properties, they are also eternal on the basis of this context. As we have seen above, in such
contexts eternal and pre-eternal are synonymous; since YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses azalP, too,
in such descriptions. Just as in the case of azalD — azaliyya, the nominal version of gadDm,
1.e. gidam may also be used as a divine attribute, too:

“It is clear for reason that He had not been prevented in His eternity from creating what He

created (in time), and then He would bring them into life by His might — [sometimes] by

potentiality to generate them, [sometimes] restraining from their making. The fact that in His
eternity He abstained from creating [in time] what He later created [in time] is the sign for His
earlier deliberation in abstaining [from creation], and His intention, free will to create [in time]

what he later created.”>*?

THAYEK s translation: ‘éternité, éternel.” C.f. Ed. HAYEK, Apologie et controverses, p. 89. So he considers it

as a synonym of azaliyya.

% AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, p. 227.

39 LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, pp. 1189-90.

30 a1-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 104,13-14
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It is emphasized here that the Creator has not always been creating (i.e. in His eternity,
qidam). We have just seen in the previous subsection that azaliyya can also be used to express
the same idea. The two terms’ synonymity is thus further confirmed. At the same time, apart
from being a technical term, in this case we may think of an ordinary meaning, such as the
pluperfect.

The next quotation underlines the same idea, while it emphasizes that eternity
excludes acting because of need, or the incitement of nature:

“Is it possible to imagine of this eternal, living substance, the Artificer of these creatures, that

it was His nature to incite Him to create them, in order to keep Him subsistent and for the

benefit of His own essence? [He would then be] like these animals, which have to follow their

nature according to their disposition, and which need what keeps them subsistent. We have

found that in His eternity He had not needed what He created from them later [in time], and

He had stood above the need for what He brought into being of them afterwards.”*’
Eternity excludes need, just as we have seen above in the case of pre-eternity, azaliyya. In this
field, the two terms are synonymous, as well. Another possible interpretation of gidam in this
case is that it means the bygone time before creation.

The eternity of the Father is sometimes referred to, e.g.: “He is born of the eternal
Father...”* A specific aspect of the Father’s eternity is His eternal generosity:

“The Father (eulogy) wanted to fulfil His eternal generosity towards His creation and

complete His previous beneficence for all His created beings. He wanted to inform all the

angels and people on the splendour of the name of His fatherhood, which He had hidden

before [in [His] eternity]. So he took a body from His creation by way of His pre-eternal Son
who was born from Him...”**’
Here eternal appears as an attribute of another divine attribute. The second appearance refers
to God’s divinity, but at the same time, may be considered an appellative, in the meaning of
the pluperfect. Eternal fatherhood is related to pre-eternal sonship, thus we may see that the
two terms are used as synonyms again.

The eternity of the Messiah (or His divine substance) appears more frequently thus

indicating that this issue is of greater interest for the author. The idea of the Messiah’s eternity

* al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 151,12-18
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emerges first in a question of the opponent: “If he says: Inform us on this Messiah, who is one
with us in His messianic [being]. Is He eternal or created in time?*® The posing of the
question itself attests to its importance in Christian-Muslim Christological dialogue. On the
other hand, the Messiah’s pre-eternity was mentioned above, in a similar context, the two
terms thus appear as synonyms in this field, too. In the answer to this question, we get to
know that the divine substance of the Messiah is eternal. “This is why it must be said that the
Messiah in the meaning of His messianic [being] is created in time. The eternal of His two
substances had existed before the union. Just like an eternal fire and a piece of coal (which is
created in time) become one ember (which is created in time), or as an eternal fire and a wick
(which is created in time) become one lighted wick.”**” These analogies and similes are
common heritage for Christians, and they come from Patristic tradition, so it is not YAmmAr
al-BaOrD who invented them. Just as in the field of terminology, he is a continuer of Patristic
traditions in topology, as well. If we think of the examples that were mentioned above, we
may see that the term gadPm, eternal is used in the same meaning with azalP, pre-eternal.
This example is remarkable, since the metaphor of the fire and the lamp is widely used in
Arab Christian literature, but especially to refer to the Trinity. Here, we find them adapted to
the two substances of the Son. But to demonstrate how well-known and widely used these
analogies are, let us see an example how al-EATiU reflected on this:
,Despite all this, they believe that there are three gods, two secret and one visible, just as a
lamp requires oil, a wick and a container. The same applies [in their opinion] to the substance
of the gods. They assume that a creature became creator, a slave became master, a newly
created being became an originally uncreated being, but was then crucified and killed with a
crown of thorns on the head, and then disappeared, only to bring himself back to life after
death. ...
The eternity or createdness of the Messiah’s two substances are further elucidated: “Isn’t it

true that the humanity that is created in time and comes from Abraham is firm in Him? And at

** Ibid., p. 179.,4-5 ‘
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California Press, 1975, p. 45. See the Arabic text in: al-EAIIU, YAmr ibn Bair, Kitdb al-AlbAr, In: al-
[IMYARI, AbU SaYDd NaswAn, al-[Ur al-YPn, Ed. MUNOAFA, KamAl, Beirut, DAr AzAl li-’1-OibAYa wa-
’I-Nadr wa-"1-TawzDY, 1985, p. 282.
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the same time: the eternal divinity which is the Creator of Abraham is also present in
Him.”**’ In such a context pre-eternal was also used, as we could see it above; if they can be
used in the same context, it implies their synonymity.

Another similarity between the contexts of eternity and pre-eternity is the use of the
Scriptural evidence for them. In the case of eternity examples like the following one can be
found: “As you have heard it, John gives the euangelion of the eternal divinity of His essence

330 I this context eternal

that is of the substance of His Father and the nature of His parent.
refers to the divinity.

As a last parallel to azaliyya, we may mention that eternity can also refer to the birth
of the Son. Let us remember the example for the Son’s pre-eternal birth quoted above: in the
same example eternal birth was also mentioned. There is Scriptural evidence to accentuate it,
too: “From the Old Testament; the Father says it through the tongue of His prophet, David:
“0, Lad, you have been being born from eternity.” It is clear and obvious that the Messiah is
addressed here, who had been born of His Father in His divinity; and at the same time He is
found to be a child born of His mother in His humanity.”*"!

Among the Muslim authors who are examined here, al-EwArizmD is the first to
mention gidam. He puts it among kaldm terms, just as he did when describing azaliyya, but it
is placed among the specific terms of uOU! al-dPn,*>* and without being defined. If we look
at the context it is used in,>>> we will see that it appears in the meaning of an attribute. For
example, he mentions the dahriyya, who believe in the eternity of endless time; while there is
proof that the world is created in time by God. Qidam is contrasted to ‘beginning in time.” He
uses the term gadPm as a divine attribute, and then uses the term when he establishes that
God’s attributes, Oifdt are eternal. The way this term appears shows its importance in

dialectics, too, i.e. we may understand that eternity is a point of crucial importance for

different religions and denominations as far as the Creator and His creation are concerned.

% al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 212,18-20
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Ideas expressed by these two terms are similar to those of YAmmAr al-BaOrD. Al-
EwArizmP’s contemporary, Ibn FUrak, defines al-qadDm as follows: “eternal is what is

334 Tbn FUrak defines it on the basis of its

extremely earlier in his existence than others.
existence in terms of time, but leaves the question of being generated out of consideration.
From this point of view, we may consider it an attribute. His usage, compared to that of
YAmmAr al-BaOrD, is common usage.

In the eleventh century, as it can be seen in Ibn SPnA’s Book of Definitions, the terms
gidam, gadPm are defined in a more differentiated way.*>> We may see a definition according
to common usage, i.e. if something is older than another thing, thus this thing can be
considered gadPm, old. We then read definitions according to philosophical usage, in which
qadPm is defined as eternal concerning time, or eternal concerning essence. In the end, we
get to know that only God is eternal in essence, thus we enter the field of theology, too.
Eternal is used by YAmmAr al-BaOrD in order to refer to time, and it is an attribute of the
divine essence, as well, but his usage represents a momentum in the early formation of this
concept. The meaning of the term is more differentiated and the definition is more exact and
elaborated, but this is due to the fact that Ibn SPnA’s work was written in a later, more
developed stage of philosophy, while YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation reflects the
formation of early kaldm terminology.

Al-AmidP’s al-MubPn defines only one term among the above-mentioned ones, and

that is gadPm.>

He defines it on the basis of its self-sufficiency, since it does not need a
cause for its existence, so we can understand it to be a substance. As such, this term may refer
to God. The term may also indicate something that has no beginning in its existence. Both
philosophical and theological approaches are discernible here. As for its reference to God, this
definition reflects an idea that can be found at YAmmAr al-BaOrD, too.

The last example I am going to examine is al-EurEAnD’s al- TaYrDfAt, where we can

find the definition of gadPm, classified in the same way as we have seen in Ibn SPnA’s

case.”’ He defines gadPm as an existent (mawEUd), which does not need a cause for its

**1bn FORAK, KitAb al-TudUd fB "I-uOUI, p. 20.
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existence; i.e. it is a self-sufficient substance. QadPm may refer to its existence as having no
beginning, then it is to be understood as temporal eternity. Essential eternity is introduced
indirectly, as contrasted to essential createdness-in-time. Eternal in essence is more specific
than eternal in time. Eternal is also defined as a being whose existence has no beginning; and
also as something that has neither starting point nor end. This last approach is not seen at
YAmmAr al-BaOrD, whose use of eternity refers to endlessness in the past only. The other
aspects show similarities, but as al-EurEAnD’s work was written in a later, more developed
stage of philosophy, while YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation reflects the formation of early
kalAm terminology, obviously, the former shows greater elaboration and a higher degree of

exactness.
Conclusion

We have seen that the term ‘sarmad’ is not a technical term, and is scarcely used by
YAmmAr al-BaOrD. Still, he precedes Muslim authors, since the word is not found in
Muslim books of definitions till the 14" century.

‘BagA” is a rare term in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text, and it can either be taken for an
appellative, or as a term used in a theological sense, as the ‘hereafter.” We can also think of
Patristic influence if we interpret it as the translation of ‘dwelling’ [in heaven or hell]. I
demonstrated that YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text shows ‘bAgin’ as having no end, while Muslim
interpretation emphasizes its not being generated. I considered this difference as an indication
which shows that YAmmAr al-BaOrD used the term in an early stage, and which attests to the
early formation of its denotation. Muslim examples show a later understanding of the concept.

‘Not being generated’ or rather ‘not having a beginning’ is the meaning that gives the
core of YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s understanding of azalP, which I introduced in its various
contexts. We have seen it as a divine name, a divine attribute, an attribute of a substance, a
property, or of another attribute. As a term referring to God and the divine Aypostases, it can
be paralleled to Greek Patristic terms. When compared to Greek Patristic use, we have seen
that it appeared in a wider sense in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text. Muslim authors defined the

term as a self-sufficient being, as something that has no beginning, and what is not generated.
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These connotations could all be found at YAmmAr al-BaOrD, too. It is in fact not surprising
that we find much overlap at such a broad conceptual level, since all of these thinkers
presumably relied on identical sources translated from the Greek and Syriac and interacted in
a similar intellectual and cultural milieu.

QOadPm was used by YAmmATr al-BaOrD as the synonym of azalP, in the meaning of
‘ancient, having no beginning.’ It appeared in the same contexts as the previous one; and the
same parallels could be drawn on the basis of a comparison with Muslim authors as in the
previous case. We know that Muslim philosophical thought differentiated between the
meanings of the two (i.e. gidam and azaliyya), but YAmmAr al-BaOrP attests to the early

formation of this term, so this differentiation is not yet reflected.
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Chapter IV

The Terminology of Creation
(IbdA’ and ibtidA’ - beginning, commencement vs. ibdAY — direct creation vs. ibtidAY —
instauration vs. iltirAY — creation ex nihilo vs. lalq — creation vs. ifdAx - creation ex

nihilo vs. OinAYa, making vs. takwDn — generation vs. in§4’ — bringing into being)

YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses a wide range of terms to express the idea of creation. These
are ibdA’ and ibtidA’; ibdAY and ibtidAY: iltirdY: lalg; ildAx (and IudUx); OinAYa (and
OanYa); takwPn; and insA’. They can almost all be paired with a corresponding Greek
philosophical term (vid. Afnan), but most of the Greek terms can be found in Christian
theological works, too, as we can see it on the authority of Lampe. As a first step, I compare
YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use of these Arabic terms with the Greek ones, and then check their
special connotations according to Church Fathers. I also check how terms and concepts
appear in Muslim use, and try to find evidence that shows to what degree YAmmAr al-BaOrD
(or Christian authors in general) can be considered mediators between Greek and Muslim uses

in this field.
1. IbdA’ and ibtidA’, i.e. beginning, commencement

As for ibdA”™** (and ibtidA *>) i.e. beginning, commencement, in translations it
usually stands for the Greek philosophical term # apyn.*®® The latter appears in various
contexts in Greek Patristic literature’®' with denotations such as beginning (in time, or before
time, i.e. in eternity); a starting point; origin or source; cause. If referring to Creation, it can
be an action of the Father or the Son; and it can refer to Incarnation, too.

The IVth stem appears scarcely in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text. Literally, it means to
start, but it is usually used together with terms referring to creation more directly, so it
probably has a stronger connotation beyond the meaning of giving a start to something. E.g.
“Or do you averse from this [fleeing] to the acknowledgement that things were brought into

59362

being and commenced in time, [and] not of matter. The context here shows that YAmmAr

Y HAYEK translates it as ‘inauguration’ C.f. Ed. HAYEK, Apologie et controverses, p. 85.
3% In HAYEK ’s translation: ‘instauration’ C.f. Ibid.

% AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, pp. 24-25.

' LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, pp. 234-36.

62 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-’I-aEwiba, p. 99,9-10
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al-BaOrD uses inauguration, ibd4’ in a theological sense, namely that God created things.
Staying paired with in§4’, and appearing in a passive form, it is evident that inauguration is
carried out by an active performer of the act, i.e. the result is caused, originated or created.
InsA’ will be discussed later, but let us notice even at this point that the two terms are used as
synonyms. We have already read above on the question of the pre-eternity of created beings,
let us return to the end of the corresponding citation: “This is clear ignorance, and impossible,
unattainable that something that was created in time and the making of which was
inaugurated should become pre-eternal that has always [pre-eternally] existed.”*® All the
words in the direct contextual environment of this term (ild4 x, lalg, OanYa) refer to the
creative action. Though in this sentence ibdA itself is rather used in the meaning of a start,
together with the context it gains an extra connotation of the creative action. And finally: “life
is truly necessary for Him, who had willingly abstained from what he could have done, and
later inaugurated what he inaugurated deliberately and by His potency.”*** The wider
context discusses the question of creation — why God had not done it before the time He
decided to perform it — so inauguration gains a wider meaning that comprises the connotation
of the creative action.

The VIIIth stem of the same root can be found in the text many times. The first
example shows it in the meaning of ‘beginning, start:” “The same way, the receptivity of the
generated form that is made up of these four elements for contingence and accidents witnesses

to their creation in time and that their existence has a beginning.”365

It is worth looking at the
context, too, even if the other terms will be discussed only later in detail: ibtidA’ has a
concrete meaning of start, inauguration, but being used together with fudU x, it gains an extra
connotation which refers to the creative action. The object of the action is the existence of
other beings: this further implies the creative meaning. The next examples also show a
reference for the creative action: “We can also say that the Word of God who stands above
every analogy, is the one who originated and assumed the human for Himself as

humanity.”*%
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However, in some cases the term simply means beginning, as in the case of the
description of the Son’s birth: “The hypostasis of His divinity has always been born from the
Father and will always be born in one way/state. It has no beginning and no termination.”®’
Here ibtidA’ is used as beginning, and it can refer to either the birth or the Son. Since the Son
cannot be created, just like the birth, it must mean beginning here. The same meaning appears
in the description of His humanity,’®® where it is put down that human birth, as well as the
existence of the human part, has a beginning. The term appears in other contexts, too, with the
meaning of ‘beginning’, even if the context contains other terms that refer to the creative
action. Let us see some examples: “There is no modality of the Pre-eternal and His attributes,
and there is nothing similar to Him or His deeds. Just as in the case of light: He created it as
clear light in the beginning of creation (as He said it in the book of Genesis),”**’ In this case,
the term is used together with creation, but the meaning of the participle is ‘beginning.’

We can notice the same meanings that could be seen in the Greek philosophical and
Patristic usage. It was mentioned above that f| apyn could mean simply a beginning in time,
but also, the origin and source. YAmmAr al-BaOrP can be considered a continuer of these
traditions, since he used the term with the meaning of beginning, in contexts referring to
creation, so originating was also included in the connotation. As for the inauguration of
making and the beginning of creation, on the basis of what Gardet writes, we may even think
of a Qur’Anic parallel: the text frequently contrasts “the first creation” with “the second,” that
of the resurrection of the body. In this case the expression bada’ al-lalg, “he originates

53370

creation is used, so the root bd’ suggests the idea of a “beginning” which involves a

continuation.””!
YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Muslim contemporary, al-KindD does not define the term on its

372

own. But it appears as an attribute in the definition of causes (Yilal)."’* The direct translation

of the term as used by al-KindD would be inauguration, beginning, but as a cause, it implies a

%7 Ibid., p. 192,4-5
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more direct action, an effect, and a factor in the coming into being of the caused things. No
Muslim author dedicates an entry for this term till al-EurEAnD, who brings definitions for the
term from the field of poetry and grammar, but these will be left out of consideration. He then
introduces another concept, al-ibtidA’> al-YurfD’”, but there is no such term in the fields of
philosophy or kalAm in his classification. So we may say that YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use of
the term may be paralleled in his contemporary’s use, but in general, he seems to precede
Muslim authors. At the same time, as Qur’Anic parallels could be discerned, we may see that

when addressing Muslim opponents, he aimed at the use of familiar terminology.

2. ibdAY, ibtidAY - direct creation, original creation

Afnan does not offer a Greek equivalent for ibdAY; even for MubdiY a sole
hypothetical option is offered: yavvntﬁg.374 Lampe only offers translations and /loci for the
noun derived from the same roots: i.e. 1| yévvnoig. In Patristic literature it means generation,
engendering, birth; so accordingly, MubdiY as yevwntic is Generator or Engenderer.’”

The fourth stem — to the best of my knowledge — appears scarcely in YAmmAr al-
BaOrD’s text. The two examples I could find appear in verbal forms, as follows:

“By my life, if you thought that by the things He wanted to create, and the creatures He

wanted to bring into being, He only aimed at His own interest and the subsistence of the
essence of His own substance, like the elements we have mentioned, then it would be right for
you to say that perhaps his will had always been a will of necessity and not one of choice.”’

In this example no object is explicitly named for the creative action, but as it appears parallel
to ‘bringing into being,” which has creatures as its object; the context unmistakably makes it
clear that ibdAY expresses creation. A common feature in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage of
different terms denoting creation is that he emphasizes its not being a result of a need, but its
being urged by divine grace and goodness instead. This example shows the denial of need, but

the next one introduces the goodness, generosity as motivation:

" He then introduces another concept, customary beginning, which is a traditional formula, such as “in the
name of God” intended to introduce the following main formula or text, etc. C.f. al-EUREANI, Kitdb al-
TaYrDfAt, p. 18.
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“Isn’t it that the Wise — eulogy — stands above doing anything in vain, without aim? His
incarnation and union were not in vain or without an aim, either. His generosity, open-
handedness, goodness, and might were those [factors,] which enticed Him to create His
creatures and bring them into being, and these are also what enticed Him to fulfil His grace
and complete His beneficence by His incarnation in a human [being, one] of His creatures.”

The verbs translate best as ‘create,” and we have to note that the context introduces it
as a synonym of in§4’, i.e. bringing into being, in both cases. Given that MubdiY is a divine
name in Islamic use; its appearance here shows that AmmAr al-BasrP aimed at using familiar
terminology for Muslims.

The VIIIth stem also appears scarcely. In two cases the same meaning is used, in the
case of its third appearance, ‘introducing sg. new,” or ‘make up’ is a better translation. The
context of the first appearance is a discussion of the question if there are two creators or just
one.

“Making any useless thing cannot belong to the Omnipotent, Wise, nor can it concern His

creation. Had his intention by the creation of this been the will of creating the whole world,

and had He then created only a part of it, and then left another part to be completed by

someone else, it would have been ignorance and impotence, necessarily. And it cannot be an

attribute of Who had the potency — by His Wisdom — to create a part of creatures ex
nihilo."®
IbtidAY is used in a parallel manner with Jalg, in a synonymous sense. It is also used together
with the phrase I4 min Say’; so if it is to be translated ex nihilo, then creation denoted by
ibtidAY excludes pre-existent matter. This action, or the faculty, potency for this action
implies omnipotence. The second appearance is a transition between start and creation:

“If He — eulogy — had known that there could come a time in which their creation would be

more adequate for them and more proper for them than the time he instaurated in order to

carry their creation out in it, then he would have made use of this knowledge for his care for
them to intent their creation in that time instead of the time in which he brought them into
being, even if that would have been ten thousand years earlier, and He would have not put

them in a disadvantage by this.”"’

37 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al- MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, pp. 215,9-15
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Here lalg and insA’ also appear as parallel meanings, so even if ibtidAY waqt would read best
as producing time, it has an additional connotation which refers to the creative action.

The last occurrence of the word introduces it not as a term but as an appellative, since
it is evidently in the sense of invention: “The first [quality] is the existence of the legislation
of the religion of the truth, which matches the laws of the Benefactor, the Generous; not like
the aberrant legislation which was invented by the guides of aberration, as made up in their

scriptures and religions.”™

This usage may also be compared to Islamic terminology, since
this term carries a connotation like that of the Islamic bidYa.

So far, we have seen that it is possible to find similarities between AmmAr al-BasrD’s
terminology and Greek sources. Besides Greek origins that influence the formation of these
concepts and terms, we have to investigate their development in Muslim thought. /bdAY is

381

translated as absolute creation, primordial innovation by L. Gardet.”™ He then goes on to

assert that the term is not Qur’Anic; even if the Qur’An calls God BadPY, Absolute Creator,

382 On this basis, the maOdar of the IVth stem comes to express the actual act of

Innovator.
God. IbdAY belongs to the vocabularies of SPYism; falsafa and Yilm al-kalAm give it a
further technical meaning consonant with the SunnD idea of “creation.”*® In SDYD thought,
ibdAY is thought of in connection with the divine kum, the “Be!” word that brings into
existence.”®*

In philosophy, al-KindD, in his Risdla fB IudUd al-asyA’, defines ibdAY as the
displaying of the thing (the existent) from nothing, i.e. creating it ex nihilo.**> YAmmAr al-
BasrD does not emphasize the ex nihilo approach in his use of the fourth stem, only in the
case of the eighth. There is some similarity, but we cannot consider it a perfect agreement.

According to Gardet, for later falAsifa, Ibn Rusd, Ibn SPnA, and al-FArAbD, ibdAY

denotes the absoluteness of the creative (emanative) act in the production of beings that have

no reason for existing in their own essence, emanatism being of a Neoplatonic kind. But while

«Jlmu..cuyjsel.cuY\a).wuduas.uuls_,bsehhu\mdﬂ\c_\s}.‘\dhujduﬁ}“JJ@MWU\*M ?LJIL;;;\UKS.\

pele

380 a-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 129,18-19
Ll 5 L€y el Lagh A 310 Lgadl 5 (e ADLl) Aai) £l Lo ()50 Shann 4 ol sad) amial) el BBl Gl (i @) 5 39 5 (5
3! GARDET, L., IbdAY, , 663.
2 The two verses II, 117 and VI, 101 assert that God is "Creator (BadPY) of the heavens and the earth"
3 GARDET, L., IbdAY, pp. 663-64.
¥4 "The Creator (BadPY) of the heavens and the earth, when He decrees a thing, He says to it only "Be!", and it
is" (Qur’An, 11, 117)
*¥3al-KINDI, RisAla fP fudUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA, p. 165.

ol 02 et L) - g lay)
On this basis, GARDET says that al-KindD, like MuY'tazilDs, takes ibdAY in the sense of temporal creation ex
nihilo.
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SPYPD thought emphasizes the divine imperative kun and its immediacy, falsafa accentuates
an absolute production of being in the idea of ibd4Y.**

As for Ibn SPnA’s fudUd, it defines the term as a name that can refer to two concepts.
The first concept means the establishment of an existent out of nothing, without any
mediation; and the second concept is that an existent thing should have an absolute existence
coming from a cause, without a mediator; this thing could not exist [in itself], and it had lost
completely what it had in itself [after coming into being].”387 As for his first definition, he
shares YAmmAr al-BasrD’s interpretation, even if the addition of ‘without intermediary’
seems to be a later development. The second definition, which approaches existence on the
basis of causes, is clearly philosophical and more specific than YAmmAr al-BasrD’s usage. It
is not unexpected, since Ibn SPnA’s fudUd represents a later stage of philosophical thinking.

In Yilm al-kalAm, ibdAY was fully accepted into the vocabulary of the mutakallimUn.
It bears the same fundamental meaning, but its connotations are certainly closer to those it has
in al-KindD than to those it has in Avicenna or the SDYDs. The TaYrPfdt of al-EurEAnD
summarizes with precision the usage of Muslim theologians in this matter; he prepared a
rather detailed entry on ibd4Y. For him, the primary sense of the term is creation ex nihilo.

His distinction between ibdAY, takwPn and ildA x is particularly interesting.
“In the terminology of philosophers, ibdAY and ibtidAY mean the creation of a thing not preceded by
matter or time, such as the intellec‘[s.”388
So far this definition can be paralleled to what YAmmAr al-BasrD said and how al-
KindD defined the term. The previous authors mostly emphasized the ex nihilo background;
the lack of anteriority as such is a new element in the definition.
“...IbdAY and ibtidAY oppose takwPn, i.e. generation, which means creation preceded by matter. Also,
ibdAY and ibtidAY oppose ild4 x, creation in time which is preceded by time. The opposition between
them is contrariety, even if they [both] are [kinds of] existence, given that direct creation is
an expression of the absence of any anteriority of matter, and generation is the expression of
the anteriority of matter. The opposition between them is compulsory opposition, since one of
them is existential, while the other one is non-existential. This is known on the basis of the

definition of two opposing things. .. 38

3 GARDET, L., IbdAY, p. 664.

*¥7 Ton SINA, KitAb al-ludUd, pp. 42-43.

M e e sas e 28l G0 o (S o sedally st Aand s Vs ool 0o Y el Qi LaaT (e sedal o jidia aud glay)
Lals ToLa) 4313 cya 4l (o2l 8] 8 g 10 g g )5S Y ) 4313 8 45 s s

¥ al-EUREANI, A. i. M., KitAb al-TaYrDfAt, p. 18.

¥ Ibid., p. 18.
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YAmmAr al-BasrD also uses these terms in a differentiated way, or we can say at least
that he uses different terms for the creative action, and does not use only one of them to
express this action. However, he never contrasts these terms and their meanings in such a
way, he rather uses them as synonymes.

‘... ‘Direct creation’ is the bringing into being of an existent [thing] ex nihilo. ...

This portion of the definition is in perfect agreement with the way YAmmAr al-BasrD uses
the term.

(13

.. ‘Direct creation’ is said to [be] the foundation of an existent [thing] without another/out
of no-thing, while creation is the foundation of an existent [thing] from another. ...”*"!
This opposition cannot be found in YAmmAr al-BasrD’s usage, he uses the two terms as
synonyms instead.
“... God (eulogy) said: “the (‘direct’) Creator of the heavens and the earth” (Cow, 117). And
also: “the creation of man” (Palm, 4). So ‘direct creation’ is more general than creation, this

is why He said “the (‘direct’) Creator of the heavens and the earth” and “the creation of
man,” and he didn’t say the ‘direct creation’ of man.”"?

Al-EurEAnD’s examples demonstrate the differences between the two kinds of
creative action: the heavens and earth are created ex nihilo, while Adam was created from
dust. The former is expressed by ibdAY, while the latter by Jalg. YAmmAr al-BasrD also
refers to Scriptural evidence in some cases, but instead of the Qur’An, he cites Old and New
Testament /oci. E.g. in the case of bada’ the Book of Genesis is referred to, as we could see it
above. When using this term, no scriptural quotations are used. He usually uses scriptural
evidence to underpin something, but not in order to contrast meanings, so his approach differs
somewhat from that of al-EurEAnD.

Concluding we may say that YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use of the terms can be paralleled
to those appearing in Muslim thought. However, one has to admit that these terms came to be

much more sophisticated in later stages of kaldm as the latter’s terminology became

increasingly philosophical.

3% Ibid., p. 18.

I al-EUREANI, A. i. M., KitAb al-TaYrDfAt, p. 18.

% Ibid. p. 18.
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3. IIdA *, production, creation and TudUx, creation in time™*

IIdA %, production, creation and JudUx, creation in time can be paired with different
Greek terms. As for ildAx, it may stand for the Greek moiecOar; /udUx is moinoic or
yiyveoBar. As for the derived form, muldix, it corresponds to &idomotdc, momtucov.””t In
Greek Patristic literature moinoig is used in general to refer to making; to creating, the act of
creation, and to that which is created.**® T'iyves@ou appears as ‘being made/created, become’

396

in the Church Fathers’ texts,” while €idomoidg is the Creator, the Giver of forms,3 7 and

TomTkoV is creative, productive.’®

As for the Muslim counterparts, as it is asserted by Anawati,”””

the beginning of the
world,” fudUx comes from the maOdar of ladaxa, which signifies: ‘to appear, to arise, to
have come into being recently;’ ‘to take place, to happen.” Muslim thinkers use the term with
two meanings: one denotes the existence of a thing after its nonexistence, in a temporal
extension: this is al-fudUx al-zamAnD, to which temporal eternity (al-gidam al-zamAnD)
corresponds. For the mutakallims, ludUx al-YAlam bears only the sense of a beginning in
time. They take this “beginning” of the world as their basis for proving the existence of God.
The other meaning is that of the hellenizing philosophers, in particular Avicenna: fudUx
denotes contingency: the fact of a being’s existing after not having existed, but in an
ontological or essential extension, which does not necessarily involve time. This is al-fudU x
al-£AP. From this point of view the falAsifa affirm the fudUx al-YAlam and its eternity.**’

Let us now see if YAmmAr al-BaOrD can be seen a mediator between Greek and
Muslim uses of the terms under consideration in this subsection. Before examining his
examples, let us remember that an early (Christian) use of the term i/dA x with the meaning of
creation has already been established by M. Maréth, though he points at its not being widely
used before the eleventh century.*"

First we will examine examples for YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use of the first stem, for

which examples include the following: “The same way, the receptivity of the generated form

33 HAYEK translates ildA x as ‘production, création,’ TudUx as “création,” and fada xAn as ‘contingence.’ C.F.
Ed. HAYEK, Apologie et controverses, pp. 85, 87.

3% AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, pp. 67-68.

395 LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 1108.

% Ibid., p. 315.

*7 Ibid., p. 407.

% Ibid., p. 1109.

% ANAWATI, G. C., fudUx al-YAlam, In: EI, Second Edition. IIL, p. 548

40 bid., p. 548.

" MAROTH, M., The Correspondence between Aristotle and Alexander the Great, pp. 77-78.
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(of what was made up of these four elements) for contingence and accidents witnesses to their

7492 Here the term means ‘to

coming into being and that their existence has a beginning.
appear, to arise, to have come into being (recently); ‘the existence of a thing, after its
nonexistence,” but it is hard to judge whether this coming into being refers to time, or is meant
in an ontological, essential extension. It is not only the connotation of the term which has to
be observed here, but the argumentation, too: the beginning of the world could be a basis for
proving the existence of God. It is an argument accepted by both Muslims and Christians, so
in this case YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses an idea that is familiar for his opponents, too.

In the next quotation, the meaning of the term is the same: “If the praedicatum of what
has always existed is natural transcendence and abstention from receiving accidents, then the
same way, the praedicatum of what is found to receive the contingence of accidents is that its

403 o
7" However, it is to be noted here

existence came into being and was created, necessarily

that the term is used parallel to Jalg, suggesting that they have a synonymous meaning. While

philosophy usually contrasts ild4x with gidam, here its opposite is mA lam yazal, so it is
closer to azaliyya.

The next example is of particular interest, since the root /dx appears in different stems in it.
“If we said: He has always been creating His creatures in time and He has always been
generating them, like the elements that carry out their actions according to their nature, all the
time; then the claim would be impossible and would contradict to itself. It is because when we
said that He has always been creating His creatures in time, we made both pre-eternity and
coming into being necessary for His creation. And it is the same to say that the Creator has

always created His creation in time, or to say that what is created in time has always
existed.”***

We find the active participle of the IVth stem, meaning ‘Creator (in time), or originator,’
accordingly, the IVth stem verb means ‘to create in time, originate,” and the passive participle
‘created in time, originated.” Given that all the other forms have transitive meanings, i.e. there
is an actor carrying the action out, apart from ‘coming into being,” fudUx also gains an extra

meaning of being created, originated. No opposition to gidam is discernible; instead, it is

azaliyya which appears as a contrasting term.

42 a]-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-’I-aEwiba, p. 97,14-16
Tl aal g5 S ol 5 L pam (e ey Gl e W15 (lianll o Y1 laball (g0 e (o281 Lo 005811 58 SIS
“® al-BANRI, YAmmAT, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 98,10-12
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% Ibid., p. 150,18-21
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The first stem appears in two different forms in the following quote: “The Messiah —
as far as His being the Messiah is concerned — is nascent, he came into being after he had not
been existent.”** It is hard to judge whether merely coming into being in time is meant here,
or contingency in an ontological, essential extension without respect to time. As far as the
Messiah’s birth is concerned, coming into being is a proper translation, but coming into being
after not having existed may carry connotations of essential extension.

If the divine is concentrated on, essential extension may be the main meaning: “As for
what occurs because of this unity as an arising [thing] between them, it will be attached to the
human, who was brought to these privileges, who was granted these gifts uniquely, and
nothing can affect the Pre-eternal in this [unity], nor can anything come into being in
Him.”*® It is probably not only ‘coming into being in time’ what is meant here, but
contingence, too. “From that time on, the Son of God is not more related to his pre-eternal
substance than to his temporal one, and He is not more related to the name of divinity and
eternity than to the name of contingency.”*”” In this last example, the extension of time has
no importance; it is rather His existence after not having existed which is stressed here.

After having examined the infinitive of the Ist stem, TudUx, let us turn to the IVth
stem, aldaxa. Let us first see an example where alda xa appears among other terms referring
to the creative action: “This is clear ignorance, and it is impossible and unattainable that
something that was created in time and the making of which was inaugurated should become
pre-eternal that has always [pre-eternally] existed.”**® In this case, alda xa can also mean ‘to
start in time, make happen in time’, as uldixa lalquhu implies it. (Uldixat also appears
elsewhere as a synonym of being disposed; so this kind of creation my also mean a fashioning

409

of the created one’s disposition.)*” Uldixa, as usual in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage, is

contrasted to azaliyya. In another instance we may read an example in which corruption

43 Ibid., ,p. 179,11 )
@m@édim&h&abw&@w@@\@
6 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-’l-aEwiba, p. 183,9-11
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7 bid., p. 187,12-13
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appears as created in time in the earth, or this corruption may simply be understood as being
introduced, caused in the element.*"

Terms referring to the creative action usually appear in contexts that introduce signs
for the existence of the Creator. Our next example offers an interesting parallel with genesis,
generating and creation:

“then [if] he [i.e. the opponent] said: what can prove that the faculties of these elements (heat,

cool, humidity, dryness) are generated and created? We would say: the proof for this is their

subservience and subjugation for the combination, sequence, and commixion, which are

created in time in them, and their receptivity for the change and transfer from one condition
to another, to which they are exposed in this.”*!!
IIdA * can even be a sign or a proof for genesis and creation (takwPn, lalg), at the same time,
in this context, another possible interpretation of the passive form is just “happen.” If ild4 x is
a proof for the other two actions, it implies that there is some distinction between their
meanings in this case. If we approach the form on the basis of the first stem, which means
coming into being, then the fourth stem may be understood as ‘to cause to come into being,’
and its passive form may mean ‘be caused’ or ‘created in time’, or it may just be interpreted
as happen. Ild4 x is a sign for creation, which later becomes a proof for the existence of the
Creator. Apart from parallel meanings that show generation and creation are synonymously
used, we can see that a circumscription of corruption (subservience and subjugation for the
combination, sequence, and commixion, which are created in time in them, and their
receptivity for the change and transfer from one condition to another) appears as a juxtaposed
meaning. Kawn is usually contrasted to corruption in philosophical texts; but here, its derived
form, takwPn and the synonymously used ifd4 x appear together with the changes that may
stand for corruption.

Terms referring to the creative action usually introduce objects of creation. Let us
mention such an example, as the term appears when incarnation is described, as well: “It is
this way when we say that the Word of God incarnated and became human, that is: he created
a body and he put it on. He created a human being, and wore it as an armament, combined it

with His hypostasis in order to appear in it, and in order to make His words and deeds appear

M0 1bid., p. 97, 16-17 ‘ ‘
el e a5 (3R e L pm s el atg e (mall s Gl o 5 5 LB ad s Lanih o) ) e i LS
1 al-BANRI, YAmmATr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-’l-aEwiba, p. 97,9-11 ‘ ‘
048 gl 43 5K A sl 5 4 gl M1 5835l 5 81l e SV 028 (568 () (e Jall Lay 1 JE o5
SV s e JEl 5 Ll ey b Lgd e Lal Ll o ez W) 5 Jusbuill s Caallill (e L iaad Ll Lol 5 Ll clly Lo Jdal) L8
Ja

119



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2013.009

through it.”*'? In this case the object of creation is a human body or flesh, which became a
part of the Messiah. The quote also demonstrates that one of the Messiah’s two parts is not
pre-eternal.

Another field terms referring to creation usually appear in is the discussion of the
cause or motivation of creation. As for ildA4 x, it is an action of God, which he carried out
deliberately, not because of need or constraint.

“It is clear for reason that He had not been prevented in His eternity from creating what He

created (in time), and then He would bring them into life by His might — [sometimes] by

potentiality to generate them, [sometimes] restraining from their making. The fact that in His
eternity He abstained from creating [in time] what He later created [in time] is the sign for

His earlier deliberation in abstaining [from creation], and His intention, free will to create [in

time| what he later created.”*!

We may also see that ild4x appears together with gidam in this paragraph. But while
philosophical texts usually juxtapose the two (something is either created in time or eternal),
they are both referring to the same substance in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage: in his eternity
(gidam), God had refrained from creating in time (i/dA x), which he carried out later.

The same idea, abstention from creation, and then carrying it out later is a proof for
His deliberation and omnipotence (as we could see it in the case of gidam).*"*

Terms referring to creation also appear in argumentation concerning the means of
creation. In the following example aldaxa (as a synonym of kawwana) appears to
demonstrate that this action is volitional:

“we truly know, as we found His essence standing above these attributes, and we have found

that He has a creation that comes into being in time, and which had been created in time and

generated by Him, that He had created it in time by way of command and determination,
without movement and process, [He carried it out by His] will and intention, without effort

and support (by anyone else).”415

2 Ibid., pp. 196,8-197,3
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In the case of the most important terms for creation, YAmmAr al-BaOrD emphasizes that the
means of the creative action is not bodily. In order to avoid accuses of anthropomorphism, he
emphasizes the volitional nature of the divine action. (As for ildA4 x and takwPn, they are used
as synonyms even in passive participial forms elsewhere.*'®)

Finally, let us mention that the terms which express creation, often appear as
synonyms. As for lalg, it is a synonym of ildA x when the two terms are used as passive
participles.!” The Creator, when moulding and forming Ayle, introduces accidents in it, i.e.
He creates them in time in it.*'® The verb is synonymously used with ansa’, too:
“Vision/contemplation brought us [to establish] a source/entity, which is prior to them, and
who created them in time and brought them into being.”*"* A similar example was cited in
the chapter on Yagl, but it was a substance (and not a source/entity) that carried the creation in

time out there.**°

When appearing in an infinitive form, the term is used synonymously with
OanYa: “that which is said in this respect has come to an end, and intellects are forced by this
analogy [to accept] that the Maker of these creatures is one, omnipotent; He has no helper in

His making them and no supporter in His creating them [in time].”**' /7/dA x and OanYa are

10 1bid., p. 97,19-21
A g8 Anaa Ll e iy Llantioni s Lgod Caand Ladie ol L jais el CaS g i i Leglenio] cpoaliie lagen U1 clall (o o
47 e.g. al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p- 99,11
4 las Bane I ssell Of e 33 s
Ibid., p. 99, 12
a8 12l Banll gl ol (0 5iat 5
etc., as in Ibid., p. 179,7; p. 179, 12, ...
I bid., p. 99, 18:
48 lie Bane gl of a3 80 5
These two can even be paired with *perceivable’ and ’imaginable’: Ibid., p. 100,1:
Tana 1 51aa Ta gh sall 5 A puunall LIS sL2Y) (o s f (18
418 «What share does the eternity of the Ayle have in the eternity of pre-eternity if they claim that it is forced by
and obeys to Whom differentiates it and divides it, and creates accidents in it (i.e. by delineating forms and
changing it from a state to another)?” Ibid. p. 98,12-14
YN 508 (e g al ye Y1 utal g Lpazany 5 Leload (e (515 ) sgte Bliie Lgdl agae 5 ie 4 501 028 8 (Jssell a8 8 0x g ags 6
Sl I Ja e Ay
9 bid. p. 150,2-3
alial 5 Lghaaf 58 Lo ot cpe asa s ) A5l Ly gl
#29 “In the first investigation, witnesses of the bodily forms of creatures necessitated for the intellect to affirm
that there is a substance that created them in time and brought them into being. In the second investigation, the
fact, that in his infinite pre-existence he had abstained from creating [his creatures], but later on he carried out
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investigation, on the basis of his perfect government, and of what had previously shown of his care, guided [the
intellect to accept] that he carries this out in order to be generous to others. It witnesses to the substantiality of
his Word and the pre-eternity of his wisdom, necessarily.” Ibid., p. 152,5-9
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synonyms in passive participial forms, t0o0.** Another parallel is offered either by passive or
active participial forms of ild4dx and ta’IDf if something is created in time, it is also
composite, and it must have a Creator (in time) or a Composer.**® Even the action or the fact
of being generated can be a proof of the existence of a Creator. /ld4* and ta’IPf can be
accompanied by tarkDb: so all three actions may be considered synonymous.*** When used in
a passive participial form, mulda x is contrasted with eternal, gadPm.**

Concluding we may say that ifd4 x may sometimes be understood as an appellative,
not a term, in the meaning of giving a start, make happen; otherwise it is used together with
other terms that refer to the creative action, such as takwPn, falq, in§4’, OanYa, ta 'IBf, and
tarkDb. This meaning is somewhere in the middle between philosophical and theological
uses. When a source or entity, Yayn, or when a substance, Eawhar is mentioned as the One
who carries this action out, it is closer to philosophical terminology and interpretation. When
it is God, or God, the Logos (especially in the case of incarnation), theological aspects are
stronger. We need to mention that even disposition appears as a related meaning among these
examples.

Remaining still at the same root, we need to examine another form, TadaxAn, i.e.
contingence. When examining the term that refers to coming into being, /udUx we saw above
the following citation: “If the praedicatum of what has always existed is natural
transcendence and abstention from receiving accidents, then the same way, the praedicatum
of what is found to receive the contingence of accidents is that its existence came into being
and was created, necessarily.”**® So the same root can express contingence. The same idea is
expressed when pre-eternity is contrasted with the receptivity for contingence, as we have

. . . . 42 . . . .
seen above in the case of ‘coming into being.”**’ The reverse idea is also given: something

“Ibid., p. 97,13 ‘ ‘
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7 “If the praedicatum of what has always existed is natural transcendence and abstention from receiving
accidents, then the same way, the praedicatum of what is found to receive the contingence of accidents is that its
existence came into being and was created, necessarily” Ibid. p. 98,10-12
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that cannot receive contingence must be pre-eternal.**® This term has a scarce appearance and
the remaining examples**’ express the same idea.

There is one form left that has the same roots, the active participle, IAdix, i.e.
contingent, created (in time), coming into being. For the sake of brevity, only those examples
are mentioned that can add any new implications to what was said above. E. g. there is an
instance when YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses [Adix instead of muldix: “We would say: You have
laid down that Ayle is created, created in time, and it is the origin of elements. But what has
the Creator of the hyle produced it of? Is it of another — earlier — matter? Or is it [made] of
another, even earlier [matter]? [If so,] you can go on like this perpetually, without end.”*° We
could see it in the meaning of ‘coming into being,” paired with the creative action,”' or, in the
case of the Messiah, as we could see it above, it is also ‘coming into being,” or ‘nascent.’**?
This unique appearance can not be a characteristic of a different Christian interpretation and
usage, but it is really interesting, since /4di* in Muslim kalAm and philosophy can only mean
‘created in time.” This example offers a remarkable contrast, but further examples would be
necessary to underpin it with a greater certainty. We have seen the following citation above
when examining /adaxa, as ‘happen, come into being;” accordingly, a participle in such a
context does not stand for an attribute, but rather an appellative: something that happens,
comes into being: “As for what occurs because of this unity as an arising [thing] between
them, it will be related to the human, who was brought to these privileges, who was granted
these gifts uniquely, and nothing can affect the Pre-eternal in this [unity], nor can anything
come into being in Him.”**

There is no definition given for these terms by al-KindD, but the term [4dix appears

in his definition for the perceiving faculty, in the meaning of occurring, created in time.** Al-

EwArizmbP gives more definitions for different forms and stems, but none of them is defined

28 bid., p. 98,1-2
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2 1bid., p. 99,7; 183,4
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and we have found that He has a creation that comes into being in time,” Ibid. p. 149,16-17
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2 «“The Messiah — as far as His being the Messiah is concerned — is nascent, he came into being after he had not
been existant.” Ibid., p. 179,11
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as a philosophical term; instead, they are introduced as kaldm terms. The first one to be
mentioned is al-muldax: “Created in time is what exists after not having existed.”*” Then,
he introduces JudUx and muldix together: “the seventh section in uOUI al-dPn of which
mutakallims speak: the first of them is the establishment that bodies are created in time, and
the response to the dahriyya, who claim that the world is eternal; and the indication that the
world has a Creator in time, and it is God (eulogy).”* It is remarkable that even the
subsection in which the author introduces these terms shows that the terminology is that of
theology, and the concepts expressed by them belong to the field of theology, too. The
meanings of the terms are the same that we could see at YAmmAr al-BaOrD. However, a
difference can be discerned: al-EwArizmP refers to the classical pair of oppositions, i.e.
ildA x v.s. gidam, while Y AmmAr al-BaOrD mostly contrasted the former with azaliyya. This
difference may be due to the fact that al-EwArizmP is a later author, by whose era
terminology had already been more elaborated.

The Muslim theologian, Ibn FUrak, defines two of these stems: al-IAdix and al-
mulda x: “The definition of what is/was created (in time): [it is] what exists (i.e. comes from)
a preceding [thing, cause]. That which comes into being and that which is created in time are

437

the same.”’ Even though YAmmAr al-BaOrD does not refer explicitly to causality, his

approach is similar, since everything that is created in time needs a Creator, i.e. a cause. Ibn
FUrak’s definition is rather philosophical, while YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s one is theological. Ibn

FUrak also refers to [4Adi x in the definition of action, in a plural form. The context shows that

438

it is used in the meaning of beings created in time.”" In this, he may also be compared to

YAmmAr al-BaOrD. The same term appears in the definition of acquisition, in the meaning

of ‘coming into being.”** fudUx, as the action of coming into being, is present in his

0 2

definitions for two different things,**’ two contrary things,*' repetition,*** and

3 al-EWARIZMI, MafAtPI al-YulUm, p. 83.
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3 He also refers to it as contrasted to existence and non-existence, as it can be

444

(Ever)lasting.
understood from the context, as coming into being.

YAmmAr al-BaOrD is paralleled.

In all these, the interpretation of

Ibn SPnA dedicates a definition on its own for i/d4 x; but differentiates between a
kind that happens in time and another kind which has no relation to time. The kind related to
time is making one exist after not having existed in time; the other is rather concentrating on
the emanation of existence without respect to time.*** It is the first meaning that is usually
represented in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s book. But if we think of what he in particular, and all
Christian authors in general write on the emanation of existence out of time (either in the case
of the Son who has always been born; or the Spirit), it shows some similarity. It is even
possible that Christian understanding of the emanation of existence might have influenced
Muslim thought in this field.

As for al-AmidD’s al-MubDn, the terms examined above do not appear among his
definitions, except for the active participial form of the first stem. On the basis of this, we can
understand what an infinitive or a IVth stem form could mean for him. “As for what is
created in time/comes into being: this [name] is given to express what needs a cause, even if
it has not been preceded by non-existence, like the world. This name is also given to what is
preceded in its existence and preceded by non-existence. Thus if the world is called eternal by
them, it is an expression for its not having been preceded by non-existence, and if it is called
coming into being/created in time, it is an expression for its need for a cause for its
existence.”**® On the basis of al-AmidD’s defining /4di x as needing a cause for its existence,
ildA x could probably be understood as the action of that cause: i.e. causing something to
come into being, bringing into being. In this respect, al-AmidP’s conception is consenting
with YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s approach. However, al-AmidD contrasts eternal to created in
time, which indicates either that he relies on a different tradition from that of YAmmAr al-

BaOrP, or that by his time the delineation of terminologies had reached a more developed

stage.
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Al-Eur’AnD’s al-TaYrDfAt follows the alphabetical order in introducing terms and
definitions, so we will follow this order, too, in his case. The first one to appear is the
infinitive of the IVth stem, ild4 %, i.e. the production of something that has the anteriority in
time.**’ Let us also remember that the same concept was introduced (in a contrasting way) in
his definition for ibdAY, too: while ibd4Y had no anteriority of time and matter, ild4 x was
introduced as having the anteriority of time.**® As for [4dix, its definition is as follows:
“What comes into being is preceded by non-existence, and it is called a coming into being in
time. [The term may also] express a coming into being that needs another [i.e. a cause], and it
is called an existential coming into being.”**’ A really similar interpretation is expressed in
al-Eur’AnD’s definition for coming into being:

“Coming into being is an expression for the existence of an existent [thing] after its

nonexistence. The existential coming into being means that the existent needs another [thing,

cause] for its existence. Coming into being in time means that a thing is preceded by
nonexistence in a temporal sense. The first one is absolutely more general than the second
one.”*’

We can see that later Muslim use is more specific than early Greek usage as it appears
at Church Fathers. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation already includes those two meanings
that can be discerned at later Muslim thinkers: the existence of a thing after its nonexistence,
in a temporal extension, i.e. al-fludUx al-zamAnP; and contingency: a being's existence after
not having existed, in an ontological or essential extension, which does not necessarily
involve time, i.e. al-ludUx al-AAtD. His usage also shows parallels with mutakallims’ usage
of ‘beginning in time’ as a basis for proving the existence of God. So in this case it is quite

probable that Christian authors in general, and YAmmAr al-BaOrD in particular, influenced

later Muslim interpretations; or at least, they represent a transition between the two.
4. [itirdY — creation, invention

There is no Greek equivalent for iltirdY (creation, invention) to the best of my

knowledge. It is a scarcely used term even by YAmmAr al-BaOrD. We have seen it among

7 al-EUREANI, A. i. M., KitAb al-TaYrBfAt, p. 22.
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the definitions of intellect, Yagl, in a participial form: “[the other cause] is psychical, spiritual,
namely the intellect, which is the faculty of the anima/soul that creates these subtle things,
which we can see in the making of the bodies, the moulding of forms, the composition of
(bodily) structures, and similar making actions that can be carried out by the wisdom of the
anima and the reflexion of the intellect.”**" It is to be noted, that the root is used together with
OanYa, taOwPr, ta’IPf, i.e. with a term referring to the creative action and with others that
express its modality. As a verb, we may see it as follows: “And also, if you investigated the
names and attributes by which the servants named and described their Lord, you would find
that all of them are produced and inspired by the Books of God that had been sent down, and
in which He had informed them on His names and attributes He had chosen for Himself; and
it was not the people who had invented them on their own.”* As it can be seen, ‘creation ex
nihilo’ is somewhat modified in this context. ‘Ex nihilo’ can be accepted, but instead of
creation, it is rather invention, making up.

Among the Muslim authors examined here, it is only Ibn FUrak who mentions the
term. His definition for action was already referred to above. The same definition contains the
current term in participial form, and the context shows that it means ‘invented/started ex
nihilo.” So Ibn FUrak seems to share YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation in this case.*” As a
conclusion we may say, that apparently YAmmAr al-BaOrD used this word as a term before

its having been defined as an idiom of a special connotation by Muslim authors.

5. Ealg™* - creation

Origination, creation, i.e. Jalg corresponds to the mowiv of Greek philosophical

texts.455

The same term is widely used in Greek Patristic literature, too. Lampe enumerates
several meanings, but the most important ones are referring to God’s creation. As for Islamic

use, we know that God is called £Alig by virtue of His creation (lalg) of man, made of clay.**

1 al-BANRI, YAmmAT, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-’I-aEwiba, p. 157,16-19
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One of the central themes in the Qur’An is that reflection upon creation (Zalg) ratifies God’s
peerless authority to command and his unique prerogative to be worshipped. This indicates
that the proper response to him is submission to his will.*” Let us see, what position Christian
usage takes between the two.

1. YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses the term Jalg in various contexts in the meaning of creation,
but whether it is to be understood ex nihilo or creation out of pre-existing matter is not
clear. The first appearance would leave the question open: “We would say: what is
your argument against who denies that the Creator had matter out of which he formed
something? And if he said: if He had no possibility to create the substances ex nihilo
in His potency and in the eternity of His pre-eternity, then He could only bring them
into being from His own nature and produce them from the essence of His own

458
substance.”

It is remarkable that creation ex nihilo is referred to by adding the
expression /4 min §ay’; and it is contrasted with the word iftaYala. The explicit
appearance of I4 min §ay’ shows that the lack of some kind of anteriority (i.e. pre-
existing material) is not necessarily included in the connotation of the term. The
second appearance would indicate the ex nihilo interpretation: “we would negate this,
since we are sure that the One who had the potency to create His creations ex nihilo,
can not be ignorant or impotent to create His creatures completely, entirely — for
intelligible and useful reasons.””” In this sentence no anteriority of matter can be
presumed. Another example introduces the creation of human anima, soul, i.e. nafs;
which is referred to by the same term, Jalg, but it is explicitly expressed that soul is
not created of something else (e.g. pre-existing matter):

“As we know of the matter, out of which your body was generated as a body, it came

from the solidity of your father; then, out of the blister a body, limbs and members

were formed. When the creation of the body and its limbs had been complete, a living

soul was created in it, not of the solidity of your father, ... and your soul was not bred

by your father and not of the elements of the blister.”*%

and: GARDET, L., IbdAY, In.: IE, Second edition, Vol. IIL., p. 663.
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For the first instance in this example, the creation of the body is introduced as the
action of its generation and formation of pre-existing matter, and at the same time,
lalg is used in a parallel way with takwPn and taOwPr. When lalg is used for the
second time, it refers to the creation of the soul, which is carried out of no pre-existing
matter. So we may see that Jalg can refer to a creative action, no matter what is created
(a “thing”, i.e. an existent being whatsoever, a human body or a soul). Let us
remember a parallel we’ve seen in the chapter on terms of bodily connotations. Our
example of the JadP x on the sequence of man’s creation can be cited here again.*®’
We can not say that there is a direct relationship between the /adP x and YAmmAr al-
BaOrD’s example, but we need to remember that the tradition referred to may be
found in al-BulArD’s and Muslim’s OalPIs, al-TirmiZED’s Sunan, etc., which implies
that this tradition had been widely known and accepted by the time of YAmmAr al-
BaOrDb. He might have intended to use an imagery known and accepted by Muslims.
The sequence of creation is referred to by the same term: Jalg, in both instances.
Another example for Jalg referring to production out of pre-existing matter — though
producing a large amount out of a small quantity — is a reference to an action
mentioned in the New Testament: “It is clear that the one whose nature was overcome
by the power of hunger, is not the essence which out of four loaves of bread created
[a quantity] that satisfied the hungry stomachs of thousands. Both things are related of
the One Messiah.”*** This example is somewhere in the middle: since there is pre-
existent matter (four loaves of bread), but the outcome is much more than that, there is
addition and multiplication in the action of Jalg. YAmmAr al-BaOrD does not seem to
have used the term in a firm, strictly limited sense, as far as ex nihilo is concerned, just
only as a term that refers to a kind of creative action.

Another group of examples show the term Jalg in a context where the number of
creators is discussed. E.g. the alleged opponent may ask: “What do you negate to be
the creation of two who are in agreement and cooperate, and not of two contraries that

are in opposition. Both could have created kinds of creatures that are beneficent for

1 al-NAWAWI, Forty Hadith, tanslated by IBRAHIM, E. — JOHNSON-DAVIES, D., Damascus, DAr al-
Qur’An al-Karbm, 1977 , p. 37. “The creation of each of you is completed in his mother’s womb for forty days
in the form of a drop, then he becomes a clot of blood for the same interval, then a morsel of flesh for the same

period, then there is sent to him the angel who blows his soul into him.” C.f.
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the world and those who live in it, and this way they [could have] cooperated in a
single, harmonizing management/arrangement.”*® In this approach, creation would
not be a unique, absolute action; it could belong to more than one actor. According to
this idea creation would be followed by arrangement or management, i.e. tadbDr,
which is also an important divine action, in close relation to creation. This is refuted,
e.g. by the following argument: “Or how could the agreement of this creation and the
perfection of this government have come [into being] by the will of two impotent,
weak endeavourers?”*** The word Jalg may refer to the created beings and the action
of the creation itself, too. We get to know that creation is in close connection with its
outcome: i.e. harmonyj; it is a starting point of a perfect government; and there is also a
reference made to its actor: the will of (one or more — as it is under discussion in this
example —) endeavourers. The demonstration of the unity of the One who carries
creation out is essential, since later on all the persons of the Trinity are referred to as
Creators. It is thus a point of fundamental importance that needs to be proven before
moving forward to the discussion of the number of hypostases.

There are examples e.g. on the basis of the New Testament: “John says: the
Word has always been existent, and the Word has always been with God, and God has
always been the Word, and it has always been with God. And everything was created
by Him, and without Him nothing that later existed could have been generated.””*®’
Here the Word is an actor or a means in creation, but at the same time He is in unity
with God, the creator. Another point which is worthy of attention is that lalg and
takwDPn are used as synonyms. The Son’s participation in creation seems more active
on the basis of the next example: “He says [ am the Son of God, and I only do the acts

of my Father and I create as my Father does.”**

467

Basically the same saying is repeated
a bit later in the text,”  which indicates that this teaching is of great importance. The
unity of the creative action serves to underline the unity of the creative hypostases, as

well.

463 11.:
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Finally, let us see examples that indicate that all the three persons are one in
their creation. In the first, lengthy case the author demonstrates that the three
hypostases are all creators, but they should not be counted as three, since their will for
creation is one.**® Again, unity in the action of creation proves the unity of persons
and vice versa. In this case, the author uses active participial forms for Creator: EAlig,
NAniY, and BAri’. Accordingly, just as the verbal nouns, the corresponding verbs that
refer to the creative action are to be concerned synonymous. We need to notice that
BAri’ also offers Biblical parallels, given that this term is also used in the Old
Testament to denote Creator.*” The other example is really similar in form and

4
content,*”’

the three participles appear as synonyms, and two of the forms appear as
synonymous verbs, too (lalg, OanYa). What makes the persons unified in the creative
action is the one will (irdda and masP’a); out of which and out of the one power
(sulOAn) the whole creation was generated. Creation, Jalg and generation, takwPn are
used as synonyms. Ealg and takwPn are then closely related to tadbDr, too, and in the
end of this demonstration the connection between Jalg and irdda is accentuated.

3. A third group of examples can show that the created world is a sign of the existence of
the Creator, e.g.: “he will be told: yes, you can find that the created world is created,
and [from this] you will know, that it has a sole Creator who created it without

. 471
process, effort, tiredness, and movement.” 7

The way of gaining such knowledge is
not specified here, but we have seen elsewhere (e.g. in the discussion of Yag/) that the
author uses sign-inference in such cases. It is to note that all forms: the created world,
its attribute: ‘created,” the Creator, and the verb create are all derived from the same
stems.

4. A fourth group of examples shows God’s creation to have a given outcome: e.g. He

created humankind in a structure that necessarily needs food and drink for

%% Ibid. p. 253,6-12
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subsistence;472 He created them to feel pain,473

or in a bodily form that can be
affected,”’* etc. It is not specified how creation was carried out: its being ex nihilo or
not is not emphasized in such cases.

5. In the fifth group we can mention the objects of creation. Obviously, everything that
exists is the object, the outcome of creation, but there are some instances where the
objects are more explicitly named. It can be the (physical) bodies of existents,*”” the

world and what is in it, and human bodies combined with spirits,*’® et

c.

6. As a sixth group, we could mention contexts where the cause or the motivation for
creation is discussed. We get to know that it is grace, generosity and beneficence;*”’
sometimes only generosity is mentioned.*’® It is many times emphasized that creation

is a good deed and is not due to a need of the Creator,*”

(c.f. the example cited at
ibtidAY too, where deliberate creation is contrasted to force). A uniquely important
point for Christian teaching is to be added here: even the creation of the Messiah is a
grace.*® It is not the nature of God that forced Him to create.*!

7. A seventh group deals with the means of creation, which is specified as his potency,

more specifically the potency of Wisdom.**

From another approach, it can be said
that He created by His Word and Spirit.**? Yet from another approach, creation by

God’s hands is to be discussed, and the result is that it has to be understood

42 Ibid. p. 101,6-7
e QI 5 aladall (e Leaty e (1 8 plaaall A5 028 o agdla
7 bid. p. 107,6-8 o )
$otla Vg (b s sla cpnall a2 CalalS agllay aly | s sle (0 ) 5 pae Cars st (aall agils
4" Ibid. p. 107,10
o ) ) ) i DLU AL Al oda e agdla
475 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 103,13
ala¥l Gla
7 Ibid. p. 120,11-12 )
)50 Led € 5 Ll (318 5 Leud Lo g Liiall (318 ) () 55 9y Liale 13 U LS
7 e.g. 104,14 S
78 e.g. Ibid., p. 105,6
pele Loy ala s Led aglla

P&d!@u\ﬁh\;}‘}ladpjé\i«w?@h

479 ¢.g. Ibid., p. 106,7-8

0 1bid., p. 255,7-8
ceresally (310 Fans a5 cdans Jilimd ) agadial g agidla
! e.g. Ibid., p. 151,18
aclib (L Lo iy f i dala Ly 2l ¥
2 1bid., p. 132,20-133,2
G B ¥ 50 A ) Aty [ 5aY) o2 iy JISEYT o3 s sl sadl o Cadliy ailidal) o3a (3lay Calad Lai) 05l Ja 4l plas
45.8a
* Ibid., p. 153,1
455 4dalSy Blall Bla

132



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2013.009

metaphorically.*®* It is an issue of importance in Muslim theological discourses as

well, and with such argumentation, the author expresses that he shares the rejection of

anthropomorphism. We may also mention in this group of examples the modality of
creation: as we have seen, it was carried out without effort, movement, ete.*®

8. A rare example, but parallel to Muslim usage: Jalg is used to express the “first” and
the “second” creation, which is resurrection.*%

9. Finally, let us remember that lalg is frequently used together with other words
referring to the creative action, e.g., in$A’, ludU %, ibtid4A’ and Oan Ya.*®" And scarcely
though, but bara’ is also used.”® Parallels can also be mentioned when the past
participle, mallUq is used.*™ And the passive participle, as an adjective, appears

490

frequently following words like created beings (Iald’ig),*® animals,*' substances,***

the human part of the Messiah,*** bodies,** etc. It can also be used as an appellative,

495 496
’ the

meaning ‘created being(s), created beings with the meaning of humanity,
human part of the Messiah.*’

We could see that the meanings seen in Greek Patristic usage are recurring in
YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage, and in a more differentiated way. As for the Muslim
counterparts, al-KindD does not give a definition for this term. He uses its passive participle
though, as an appellative two times: once in the definition of isti¥YmAl, use, and once in the
definition of the will of a created being, irddat al-mallUq. As for the first one: “Use has its
cause in will, and it can be the cause of other suggestions. It is the change, and it follows of all
these causes that are the Creator’s action. This is why we say that the Creator (eulogy) turned

His created beings favourable for one another, reproducing one another, and moving by one

¥ Ibid., p. 161,14-16 )
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another.”*® As for the second one: “The will of a created being: is a faculty of the soul,

which leans towards use by a motivation which made it lean to it.”**’

The meaning cannot be
further distinguished, we cannot decide whether this production is in time or with/out the
anteriority of matter, but it is clear that the creator, BAri’ produced these beings. On the basis
of these examples, Jalg is the creative action of the Creator.

Among the Muslim books of definitions, Ibn SPnA’s is the first to give a definition
for the term: “Creation is a common name. It is used to refer to the emanation of existence in
whatever way it may happen/as it is. It is also used to refer to the emanation of existence that
comes into being from matter and form — in whatever way it is. It is used to refer to the
second meaning if there is no preceding existence of any kind in pofentia, like the correlation
of matter and form in existence.”*’ His approach is clearly philosophical, but the contents of
the definitions are reflected in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use, too.

The Muslim theologian al-Eur’AnDP does not dedicate an entry on its own for the
definition of this term and concept. This is remarkable, since the philosopher (Ibn SPnA)
dedicates a definition for it while the theologian does not. But as we have seen above, he
introduces Jalg by contrasting it to ibdAY.

“In the terminology of philosophers, ibdAY and ibtidAY mean the creation of a thing not

preceded by matter nor time, such as the intellects. /bdAY and ibtidAY oppose takwPn, i.e.

generation, which means creation preceded by matter. Also, ibdAY and ibtidAY oppose ildA x,

creation in time which is preceded by time.” ... ‘Direct creation’ is said to [be] the foundation

of an existent [thing] out of nothing, while creation is the foundation of an existent [thing]
from another. God (eulogy) said: “the (‘direct’) Creator of the heavens and the earth” (Cow,

117). And also: “the creation of man” (Palm, 4). So ‘direct creation’ is more general than

creation, this is why He said “the (‘direct’) Creator of the heavens and the earth” and “the

: : . . 501
creation of man,” and he didn’t say the ‘direct creation’ of man.”
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We could see that Jalg can be carried out of another existent [thing], so, according to al-
Eur’AnD, this in not the ex nihilo kind of creation. This interpretation can be found at
YAmmAr al-BaOrD, but as we saw, he is not as consistent in its usage as the Muslim author.
YAmmAr al-BaOrD represents the early formation of terminology, while by al-Eur®’AnD’s
time terms had already been more delineated.

Concluding we may say that YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage of this term is more
differentiated than the meaning of its hypothetical Greek correspondent, moielv. However, he
is not consistent in his use of it, since sometimes ex nihilo creation may be understood under
it, sometimes a kind of creation that has an anteriority of matter. Given that his age is a period
when the terminologies of theology and philosophy were on their way to separation, this kind
of inconsistency is not surprising. What is more unexpected is that though Jalg is a Qur’ Anic
term, it appears relatively late in Muslim usage if compared with Christian one. YAmmAr al-
BaOrD’s usage could be classified into nine main subdivisions on the basis of co-occurrences
with other terms, themes, and meanings. As for the themes mentioned on the basis of
YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s examples, we may see that Muslim usage can be paralleled to his
interpretation where Jalg is not considered to be ex nihilo. The question of the number of
creators is not raised in the Muslim works examined here, but it is not startling: if tawiPd is
endorsed it is not acceptable to discuss the number of creators. As for YAmmAr al-BaOrb,
his work is an apology that is to answer objections on the basis of the same taw/Pd. He needs
to establish the unity of the Creator, since he needs to establish the unity of the Trinity, as
well. The third theme around which YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s examples could be grouped is the
idea that the created world is a reflection, a sign, or a proof of the existence of the Creator.
Even if not in the books of definitions, but we have seen that it is an important idea in Muslim
thought — as it was referred to above, in the preliminary lines of this subsection, on the basis
of Gardet. In this case, we may think of a common and parallel line of the development of
thought. As for the objects of creation and the given outcome that could be discerned on them,
these details are not given in Muslim definitions, but it is reasonable, since a definition needs
to say that Jalg is production and the outcome is an existent (thing), which is actually always
included in definitions.

YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s argumentation that creation is ilsAn, niYma, tafaAAul, EUd: ie.
beneficence, grace, divine gift, and generosity is remarkable. Creation as goodness cannot be
found in Muslim books of definition, and it is rather a marginal matter in the manuals of
Muslim theology. Although the Qur’An itself enumerates creation as goodness in the Chapter

al-RalmAn for instance, Muslim theologians were interested more in Jalg as OunY, i.e.
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creation as making. It may rather be contrasted with what was referred to above, on the basis
of Gardet, that creation ratifies God’s authority to command and his prerogative to be
worshipped. As for YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s examples mentioning the means of creation, this
idea is not reflected among definitions by Muslim authors either. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s idea
of “first” and “second” creation may rather be paralleled to Muslim usage of ibtid4A’ and
ibdAY; it is not the word Jalg which is used by Muslim thinkers to refer to this contrast. As for
the synonyms in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text that appear alongside the term Jalg, we have seen
instances where they appear in Muslim definitions, too, though, given that definition needs to
clarify the accurate use of a term, these terms are used in order to contrast them with Jalg, not
as synonyms. We need to remark, finally, that YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s differentiated use of the
term already in the 9™ century is not paralleled in contemporary Muslim usage, so we may
think of his (or more generally of Christian) influence in the formation of its interpretation in

later Muslim usage.

6. NinAYa, OunY — making

And the active participle of the same root stands for texvitng or dnuovpydc.”®* The
terms 1 t€yvn and M Tpaypateia are not listed by Lampe, so probably the two terms are not
frequent in Greek Patristic literature in these forms. As for mpa&ig, it is used as conduct, or act
in general (either good or evil).’”® Teyvitng means artificer, craftsman, and artist. This term
refers to skilled workers in general, including makers of perfumes, cooks, hairdressers, etc.
The same term refers to God as an architect of the universe, a supreme artist, a designer of the
human body, the moulder of man, and the maker of the moral and spiritual order. Lampe also
mentions that the term is used in contexts where distinction is made between God as Creator
ex nihilo and the teyvitng who employs pre-existent matter. Teyvitng is used for the Logos,
too, or to the Father in relation to Son, and finally, for vodg as an architectonic principle of
universe.”** The term dnpovpydg mostly means craftsman, author.””

As for YAmmAr al-BaOrD, he uses this term in a variety of contexts, with —
accordingly — a range of (slightly) varying denotations.

1. First of all, we can find the term referring to the creative action, but it is not always

clear, whether it is meant to be ex nihilo or not. To the best of my knowledge, there are

*2AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, pp. 151-52.
S LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 1127.

% Ibid., p. 1392.

% Ibid., p. 342.
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two instances where YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses the term together with the expression

ex nihilo: “[it] is proper [for Him] to be able to make something out of nothing.”” % 1n
this respect, the term is synonymous with ibd4Y or lalg, when used together with the
expression I4 min Say’. Another example: “Isn’t it ignorance if someone claims that
wills and determinations cooperate in the ex nihilo making of existent [thing]s?””>"” So
ex nihilo creation or making is in exclusive correlation with the existence of several
Makers; if the ex nihilo act is accepted, it is to be considered a sign of the divine unity.

2. Another approach that shows a synonymous relation between OanYa and lalg is that
the number of makers is discussed by using this term, as well. E.g.: on the behalf of
the hypothetical opponent: “What denies that there should be two co-operators in the
making of all creatures?”°*® And as an answer: “How could there be two wills in the
precision of the making of the creatures we see?”>”” The perfection of making should
be considered a sign, and a proof of divine unity, even according to the supposed
opponent: “... we may see a proof in the precise making of these creatures and the
precision of this order altogether [showing that the] Maker, Creator, Handler is One,
Living, Wise.””'® And this last thought is expressed again but referring to the unity of
the Trinity, as follows: “All of them creates and makes by one will and one
determination. Out of this one will, one determination and one power has the totality
of creation been generated. It is not the case that each one of the three would create,
make and set up [an] order by his own will and own determination that belong to Him
only and not to His partner[s].”511

3. As a third similarity, OanYa also has objects. Obviously, everything that exists as a
result of divine making is the object, the outcome of the creative action, but there are
some instances where the objects are more explicitly named. As a typical one, let us

mention bodies (aErAm), on the basis of an example we have already seen in several

differing cases. “[the other cause] is psychical, spiritual, namely the intellect, which is
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the faculty of the anima/soul that creates these subtle things, which we can see in the
making of the bodies, the moulding of forms, the composition of (bodily) structures,
and similar making actions that can be carried out by the wisdom of the anima and the
reflexion of the intellect.”'?> Here we see that the action of OanYa is related to
moulding, taOwPr and combination, ta’IPf. (The usage of the latter, i.e. fa IPf might
go back to Greek roots, and may be paralleled with atomism, like that of Democritus.
As Gardet asserts it, the atomism of Islamic kaldm derives from Greek sources, as
well, e.g. Democritus and Epicurus. It indicates then, that Christian apologetics and

Islamic theories of atomism rely on the same tradition.)’"

This idea is in agreement
with the Neo-Platonic differentiation mentioned in the chapter on body, i.e. the
differentiation which divides existent things to incorporeal and corporeal entities, the
former being the cause of the latter.

4. As it was seen in the case of Jalg, here also a group of examples may be collected
according to the discussion of the cause or the motivation for creation. We get to know
that it is a determination of the divine, not a necessity, and it is a gift. “It is clear for
the intellect that in His eternity, He had always abstained from and withheld of
creating His creatures, which He later created in time. And then He brought into being
from them [what he pleased], by grace and potency over their generation, or by the
abstaining from their making, if He pleased.”'* Again, it is to be noted, that lalg,
ildA x and OanYa are used parallel, as synonyms. The other example has been cited
above, let us now concentrate on its first part:

“In the first investigation, witnesses of the bodily forms of creatures forced the
intellect to affirm that there is a substance that created them in time and brought them
into being. In the second investigation, the fact that in his infinite pre-existence he had
abstained from creating [his creatures], but later on he carried out their making as a
donation, [forced the intellect] to render pre-eternal life necessary for him. And the
third investigation, on the basis of his perfect government, and of what had previously

shown of his care, guided [the intellect to accept] that he carries this out in order to be

*21bid., p. 157,16-19
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generous to others. It witnesses to the substantiality of his Word and the pre-eternity of

his wisdom, necessarily.”515
The wider context absolutely emphasizes that the creative action is a gift of the divine,
but if we look at the direct context, we can see that making is carried out as a
donation. This approach makes it synonymous with Jalg. The action is volitional, since
the Maker had abstained from carrying it out before he eventually did so.

5. As in the case of Jalg, a group of examples could be cited around the theme of the
means of creation, or, in this case, the modality of making. E.g. the question of using
“limbs” while making in general is raised, when the possibility of the existence of two
co-operating Makers is discussed.

“Cooperation in act(ion)s is of various kinds. There can be a doer of something using
his limbs, like someone who elevates a heavy thing from the earth, but his limbs are
not able to carry it, so he asks help from someone else to carry it. Or, e.g. a builder of
an edifice needs a helper who cooperates in its building. [Such are] other similar
actions, [too,] the actors of which need their limbs in their making.”516

This making might as well be interpreted as a simple action, but given that the whole

simile is introduced in order to elucidate the impossibility of the existence of two

Makers, it must be referring to a creative action. As for the modality of making, there

are other examples to unfold it, even if the first one just indicates: there’s no modality

(or at least we cannot understand or know it) of the Creator and His making: “The Pre-

eternal has no modality, nor do His makings do, and there is nothing similar to Him or

to his actions™'” The wider context brings many verbs and infinitives which put

OanYa in a framework where its meaning is best understood as referring to the

creative action. But it can also be interpreted as an appellative, as ‘act.” The exact

modality of the creative action cannot be known, but a negative description is given:

“As for how He created and how He made without movement and procedure, there is

no way to know it and give information on it.”>'® The bi-I4 kayf approach of Muslim

1 Ibid., p. 152,5-9
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authors is employed here, which shows that YAmmAr al-BaOrD, when addressing
Muslim opponents, aimed at using shared views, in order to make his point acceptable
for the reader.

6. As a last similarity with Jalg, it may be mentioned that the passive and active
participles of the form are used to express that this action is a sign, a proof for the
existence of the Actor: “The world is composed of opposing, disagreeing elements, I
mean the earth, the water, the fire and the air. Our first proof for their being made and
for the essence of a Maker is the combination of these elements that we see and the
moderation of their faculties despite of the differences of their natures and the
opposition of their substances...””" This making may be a synonym of creation, as the
wider context suggests it, or it may be interpreted as, composition or combination. It is
the phrase ta IPf arkAn which expresses the combination of elements. The use of the
vocabulary can be compared to that of Islamic atomism.

It has to be mentioned that the same form may refer to action, too, without being
specified as creative. Such is the case when the same term is used to express human
actions and deeds and those of God. By this contrast, the unity of the Trinity is proved.
“From this approach our claim has to be verified, according to which the distance of
the similarity between the substance of the Creator and the substances of His
creatures; and between his making/action and the makings/actions of His creatures is
the proof of the trinity of His properties and the unity of His substance. That is: the
substance of the source/the entity, to which His Life and Word are attached, i.e. His

Wisdom; and [to which] His Life [is attached], which is the entity of His Spirit, [all
these] are one, and have always existed.”?°

This example shows a transition between the two meanings. As for the Maker, OanYa
best translates as making in His case, but as far as creatures are concerned, action may
be just as verifiable. Even if belonging to the divine, or the Messiah, OanYa can still
refer to a mere action: “We know this on the basis of witnesses of God, from His Old
and New scriptures, and then from the witnesses of the Messiah: His actions are

99521

proofs coming from Him which prove this.””"" In other instances the plural form of the

319 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 95,7-9
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Messiah’s OanYa is used together with af4YPI, which further stresses its
interpretation as action.’*” In the case of the Messiah, the same root is used to refer to
His conduct: OanYa bi-nafsih.”> In the case of God, it may refer to His treatment of
someone (e.g. enemies, OanYat AllAh bi-aYdA ikum), and His management.”** And on
the other side, it can be man’s behaviour towards God (e.g. sU’ OanBPYihim ilayh),’*
and the Messiah (e.g. when the Messiah asks God’s pardon for the crucifiers, since

326 or to other men.>?’

man does not know what he does),
7. Finally, we can find the term as a synonym of Jalg, used parallel to its passive
participle: “What is the proof of the world’s being created as a making of God?”>**
The word is not an appellative referring to a simple action, instead, it is used as a term,
and denotes divine making. This interpretation is further enhanced by its being used
together with Jalg. The next example contains a variety of terms: “The account of this
approach has come to an end, and intellects are forced [to accept] on the basis of this
analogy that the Maker of these creatures is One, Omnipotent, he has no help in their
making and no supporter in creating them in time. Instead, He is the One: their

529
”°<” Here we could see

Creator, Elaborator, and the Arbitrator of their management.
that NAniY appeared also as a divine name, so OanYa, as the action of God, must be
making in this context. By taking other divine names that refer to God on the basis of
His actions into consideration, we may understand that these actions are also in
relation with making in this context. Such are creation (given that God is BAri’,
Creator), elaboration (on the basis of Mutgin) and management (on the basis of God’s
being Mulkim siyAsatahA). NanYa at the same time is used parallel to i/dA x, creation
in time. This parallel is further emphasized, if we return to an example already seen in
the case of ibtidA " “It is doubtless that He had always been planning generously that

He would create time, in which He would perform their creation, and it was not

possible without creating action in time and the inauguration of making.””** Creating

22 vid. Ibid. p. 209,9 and 213,2
> Ibid. p. 230,9-12
2 Ibid. p. 231,4
52 Ibid. p. 238,2
526 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 244,13, 14; and p. 246,3, 6
27 Ibid. p. 256,18-19
32 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 95,6-7
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(action) in time is synonymous with the inauguration of making, i.e. with making that
has a starting point in time. In its passive participial form it is also used as a synonym
of ildA x. “Their entities would not have been exposed to any inflow and change if
they had not been created in time and made.”*' And: “... because their senses can not
perceive a Maker [and/or] Actor except if he’s created in time and is made.””** The
same passive participial form is used as a synonym of the passive participle of Jalg:

“... because their senses can not perceive that there should be a living, rational

substance, except if it’s created and made.”* So no such opposition as the one

mentioned by Lampe (God as Creator ex nihilo v.s. the teyvitne, expressed by NAniY
who employs pre-existent matter) could be found in these examples.

So far, we have seen that YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation and use of OanYa is
parallel to the Greek use of corresponding terms. In the framework of creations, those
appearances that denote a creative action were mostly concentrated on, but just as mpda&ig
could mean ‘conduct’ in general, examples of a similar kind for YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s OanYa
were also cited. As for its being an action, it is rather mowiv (mentioned as the term
corresponding to Jalg) that could show more similarities with it. As we have seen, Lampe
mentions that the term is used in contexts where distinction is made between God as Creator
ex nihilo and the teyvitng who employs pre-existent matter. Such differentiation (i.e. using
OanYa only for employing pre-existent matter) cannot be realized in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s
text.

Not every Christian author shares this approach of the two meanings; e.g. the Melkite
Theodore AbU Qurra clearly places lalg above OanYa, as it can be seen in the following
example. “But he brought them into being ex nihilo, and he created them [ex nihilo]. For this,

3% 1t is noteworthy that the other terms he uses (insd’,

he is not only Maker, but Creator.
ibtidAY) are also present in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text, and the two authors are similar in their
use of these terms as synonyms as far as the creative action in general is concerned.

As for the Muslim counterpart, the contemporary author, al-KindD does not define the

term. His usage of OindYa appears only in the definition of philosophy, as the art of arts
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(OinAYa al-OinAYAf).>* The next author in line, al-EwArizmD defines it among the terms of
logic, belonging to the syllogism, but obviously with another meaning that is examined here.
Later authors do not define it till al-'ur’AnD, whose explanation does not refer to the creative
act (exclusively), as we can see it in the following example: “Making/art is a psychical
property, out of which actions emanate which are committed by free will/choice, casually.

And it is called the knowledge which is related to the mode of the action.””*

Though it is not
the creative act which is described here, but some ideas coincide: e.g. YAmmAr al-BaOrb
emphasized that making, as referred to by OinAYa, OunY, is not an action of constraint, but
one based on free will and choice. As it was not a physical action, when referred to as making,
on the behalf of the Creator, al-'ur’AnD’s ‘psychical property’ and ‘the knowledge of the
mode of the action’ also run parallel to YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation.

It can be clearly seen that YAmmAr al-BaOrD used the word sometimes as a term,
sometimes as an appellative. Some ideas expressed by him might be considered the
continuation of Hellenistic, Patristic ones especially, but there are minor differences as well.

Probably this kind of Christian usage runs unparalleled for a long time, as it is indicated by

the lack of definitions on the Muslim side.
7. Takwbn — generation, genesis

TakwDn, generation or genesis is the equivalent of the Greek philosophical terms 1
véveotis, au yevéoelg, and to yiyvesOar, mukawwan, engendered stands for 16 yevouevov, 16
yryvopevov.™ The term 16 yiyveoOou has already been introduced above,”® and on this basis
takwPn could be expected to be synonymous with ifdA x/fudUx. As for the remaining terms,
only 1 yéveoig is examined by Lampe. It can refer to origin, source, and beginning: which is
denied in relation to the Son’s divinity, but is used to describe the Son’s generation. The term
is also used to refer to the creation of the world ex nihilo, or to the creation of man, as an
action of the God of the Old Testament. It may also mean the created universe, or the

creatures; the action of procreation, generation; Christ’s birth, and the human sinful birth.>*’

535 al-KINDI, RisAla fD IudUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA, p. 173.
aSall u&a 5 e livall deliva 1l 5l

36 al-EUREANI, A. i. M., KitAb al-TaYrDfAt, p. 152.
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>7 AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, pp. 262-63.
>% C.f. LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 315. yiyvesOau appears as ‘being made/created, become’ in
the Church Fathers’ texts.
39 Ibid., p. 310.
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Given that takwDn as generation is close to kawn with the same meaning, I will also

investigate whether the Aristotelian pair of contraries, i.e. generation-corruption may be

discerned in the examples.

YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses the term fakwPn less frequently than some of the previous

ones, but on the basis of these examples a similar classification is possible.

1.

We have seen that many of the previous terms appeared in contexts where the ex
nihilo question was dealt with. To the best of my knowledge, two such examples
exist in the case of takwDPn, leaving the reader among doubts as far as the exact
understanding is concerned. The first example lets one believe that takwPn may be
a creative act ex nihilo, while the second one unmistakably denotes the existence
of anterior matter. As for the first one, it is as follows: “His potency over their
existence and over the elements, out of which He generated them ex nihilo,
witnesses to His not being unable to create them non-mortals, yet, He created them
mortals.”*" This example is ambiguous, since elements are mentioned as the
“material” out of which an existent may be formed, while /4 min Say’ is also
added. It raises the question whether YAmmAr al-BaOrD really uses I4 min Say’
as ex nihilo, or he just refers to something that came into being after not having
existed by this expression. In this latter case, I4 min $ay’ would mean ‘after not
having existed’. The second example is as follows: “As we know of the material,
out of which your body was generated as a body.”**' So takwPn, on its own, does
not refer to the creative action as being performed ex nihilo.

As a second group, we have already examined previous terms as referring to the
possible number of Creators. To the best of my knowledge, there is one locus
where YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses this term in such a discussion. “By this one will,
one determination and one power were all the creatures generated.””** As usual,
the number of Creators (Generators) is said to be one, so the unity of the creative
divinity is emphasized by this action, too. TakwDn is used to express that the
motivation is generosity and grace, and also, that it is not a necessity, but is carried

out due to a will or determination.

9 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p.107,12
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3. There was a subsection in the case of Jalg where we could see that creation has a
given outcome: the created thing is mortal, has a given form, etc. Another usual
recurring group of examples has dealt with the cause and motivation of creation.
Both ideas can be discerned in the first example: “What grace is better and
generosity greater than His generating them, especially in this noble disposition —
consisting of life, intellect, rationality, understanding, ability, free choice — after
that they had not existed.”*

4. As for the second idea, the motivation, e. g. grace, it can be approached by the
presumed question by a hypothetical opponent: “If he ignored the privilege of this
grace and said: we do not establish for Him generosity and grace on the basis of
His generating us, since given that we had not existed, we had not hated non-

% The phrase ‘we had not existed’ is expressed by lam naku $ay’an,

existence.

and this further confirms our supposition, that I4 min Say’ in YAmmAr al-

BaOrD’s usage may simply mean ‘after not having existed” in some contexts. The

cause is not a force or a need of the Creator, but his will, as it was expressed

already in the cases of Jalg and OanYa, as well: “It is a proof of [the existence of] a

Creator, who is earlier than them in time, as a sign/knowing that He generated

them intentionally and by choice, and it was not a necessity of a force.”>*’

5. And then, we have seen that terms that denote the creative action are often used
synonymously; let us examine some examples here, as well. “If we said: He has
always created His creatures in time and He has always generated them as the
elements which fulfil their acts naturally, forever,”5 6 This quotation refers to God,
and both actions (creation in time and generation) are described in active
participial forms. Their close relation shows that the actions denoted by them are

similar. The same parallel appears when the two terms are used as passive

participles, side by side. They may refer to elements,”*’ bodies,”*® or estimative

3 Ibid., p. 105,7
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faculties.”* On the basis of some other examples, it is not only creation in time,
which is similar to takwPn in meaning, but also creation, lalg. The following
quotation describes the Son on the basis of a citation from the gospel of John. “The
Word has always existed, and the Word was at God, and God was the Word, which
has always been with God. Everything was created by Him, and nothing was
generated without Him.”**" Its Greek original CEv apyfj fjv 6 Adyoc, kai 6 Adyog
MV Tpdg OV DbV, Koi 0ed¢ v 6 Adyoc. ODTog v &v dpyd TpdC TOV OgdV. ThvTaL S’
avToD £YEVETO, Kol YOPig avTod &yéveTo ovde £v) confirms the interpretation of the
term as ‘generation, genesis.” Even if details are not specified (ex nihilo,
anteriority of time or matter), the two terms can still be understood as synonyms in
the meaning of the creative act. The same pair of synonyms appears when the two
terms are used as passive participles when describing elements™' and existent
beings.”
6. Finally, let us see another example, where mukawwan is probably not ‘generated,’
but rather ‘happening, coming into being.’
“Do you mean that the divine and the man combined, and out of the two of them one
man rose, who is not the same with any of them, one human [being]? Or did they
commix and intermingle, and did a nature come into being from them, which is

different from what they had been? [Is it] like [the case of] these outcomes that come
into being/occur/happen/are generated among the clashing bodies which introduce
corruption into each other?”>>?

As we can see, al-natA’iE al-mukawwana are not necessarily outcomes that are
generated, but possibly results that come into being, occur, happen; so this form may
eventually be an appellative, as well. However, this is the first time that we have come
across an example in which corruption, fasdd is mentioned in the proximity of the
term denoting generation, which makes its interpretation as a term possible.

As for the Muslim counterpart, according to R. Kruk,”* it is the term that denotes

‘bringing into being,” more specifically used for the artificial generation of minerals, plants

¥ Ibid., p. 213,17
>0 Ibid., p. 208,12
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1 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 97,10
2 Ibid. p. 153,21 and 154,2 (the latter: more specifically ’kings’)
> Ibid. p. 213,9
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and animals. Within the mediaeval Islamic cultural sphere, the idea that artificial generation
was possible was widespread in less orthodox circles. In the occult sciences (alchemy and
magic), the processes of artificial generation are discussed in various contexts.”> The idea
that underlies the concept of artificial generation is that since nature can transform the four
elements into minerals, plants and animals, it is possible for man to repeat this process by
imitating nature's procedures.’”® It is worth noting that Kruk relies on works of YAmmAr al-
BaOrDb’s contemporaries. Fields are different, since the works mentioned by Kruk belong to
occult sciences, while YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s apology is theological in nature, but still, there
are some similarities. YAmmAr al-BaOrD mentions takwPn with similar ideas: the making
up of a body out of matter.

On the basis of Kruk’s investigation, it is no wonder that the term does not appear in
books of definitions (neither those of the theologians or of philosophers) before al-'ur®’AnD.
Al-KindD may be considered an exception, but he does not define the term, only uses it — to
the best of my knowledge — once in his RisAla fP IudUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA: ,,Substance
is what subsists in itself, and it is what carries the accidents, without changing its essence. It
can have attributes but cannot be an attribute. It is said not to receive generation or

. 557
corruption...”

It is probably coming into being with the anteriority of matter which is
meant here, but it is not further specified. The ues of the term together with its contrary, i.e.
corruption, indicate that the author relies more on the philosophical tradition than YAmmAr
al-BaOrD.

As for al-'ur’AnD, he defines the term as follows: “Generating means bringing a
thing into existence with the anteriority of matter.”>>® We may also remember that generation
was contrasted to ‘direct creation’ on the basis of the same idea.” This interpretation is much
more general than that of YAmmAr al-BaOrD.

It is noteworthy that the ninth-century Nestorian author preceded Muslim authors in

his use of the term in a stricter theological-philosophical sense. Contemporary parallel is

> Ibid., p. 147.
> Ibid., p. 148.
7 al-KINDI, RisAla fP ludUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA, p. 166.
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% As mentioned above: “In the terminology of philosophers, ibdAY and ibtidAY mean the creation of a thing
non preceded by matter nor time, such as the intellects. ibd4 Y and ibtidAY oppose takwDPn, i.e. generation, which
means creation preceded by matter. Also, ibd4Y and ibtidAY oppose ildA %, creation in time which is preceded
by time.” p. 18.
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offered in this sense in the writings of early Muslim occult writings. However, takwDn was
used first by MAturDdD theologians extensively to the point where they believed takwPn to
be the eighth essential attribute of God. Even though not present among his definitions, Ibn
SPnA used it later and in his footsteps, NUfDs and A§YarDs used it as well especially to

express the divine command “kun”.”®

8. InsA’ —bringing into being

As for the last term in this section, ins4’, there is no Greek equivalent provided for it
by Afnan, so in this case we may think of an independent development of a concept and term,
appearing for the first time in the Arabic language. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use of the term may
be classified mostly according to the categories used above. He also uses the word nusU’ with
the meaning of evolution and growth.’®' If we take into consideration that ins4’ is the
infinitive of the IVth stem of the root n-s-’, even a simple causative meaning may be
expected.

1. Let us now turn to the variety of contexts it appears in, in order to see whether its
meaning may be more specifically classified. In the case of previous terms we
have investigated if creation ex nihilo may be implied by them. Let us follow the
same steps and look at in§4” in this framework first. To the best of my knowledge,
YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses the term once in order to describe the creative action
without the anteriority of matter, and four times to express that a creature is set up
of pre-existing material. As for the first group, the example is as follows: “Or you
refrain from this, escaping to the establishment that the existent [things] were
brought into being and commenced in time, not out of [pre-existing] matter.”*

Interestingly enough, though paralleled with ibd4’, commencement, beginning, it
can also be understood as a creative action without the anteriority of matter, and
also, as creation in time. As for the second group of appearances, examples
include:

“[Intellects then] find a proof in the coherence and harmony of [elements], despite of

their opposition and disagreement, that these have a Composer who adjusted their

> GOICHON, A-M., La distinction de l'essence et de l'existence d'aprés Ibn Sina (Avicenne) Paris, Desclée, de
Brouwer, 1937., pp. 244-259. And: PETERSON, D. C., Creation, pp. 474-475.
*%! This term may be paired with a Greek one, i.e. 0b&noig and éxpun, but no specific meanings are enlisted by
Lampe, which indicates that the term is not of special importance in Patristic literature.
%62 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 99,10
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opposition and balanced the difference of their quiddity and [the opposition and
difference] of what developed out of them. He made them last like that by a perfect

Spirit ..., and made them a dwelling place for what He brought into being out of
them.””®
In this case, there is an anteriority of matter, or more specifically, there are elements
out of which insA’, bringing into existence is carried out. The second example is not as
obvious as this was: “We would say: what is your argument against who denies that
the Creator had matter out of which he formed something? And if he said: since He
had no possibility to create the substances ex nihilo in His potency and in the eternity
of His pre-eternity, then He could only bring them into being from His own nature

. 4
and produce them from the essence of His own substance.”®

Here the lack of clarity
is due to the use of the words OibAY nafsih, the first of which may either refer to
‘elements’ or ‘nature.” Here probably it refers to nature, since the One who carries the
creative action out is not expected to consist of elements. The other specific feature of
this example is the opposition between lalg I4 min Say’ and inSA” min OibAY nafsih:
both terms need further specification, either ex mihilo is intended or a pre-existent
material, it has to be mentioned explicitly. Another example refers to insd’ as a
bringing into being from elements: “If you just mean that the pre-existent, created
matter, which is created in time is the same as these elements that we mentioned in the
beginning when we said that creatures were brought into being out of them, we will
support what you mean.”® On the basis of this example, in§A~ definitely needs the
anteriority of matter. The last example does not add anything to this idea, but let us
mention that these bodies (abdAn) are told to be brought into existence out of earth
(arA), which is an interesting addition to the chapter on body and bodily form.>*® On
the other hand, the idea of bringing creatures into being out of elements, can be

paralleled to the atomism of Islamic philosophy and kaldm.

563 :
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2. We have seen many times that the creative action may be a sign for the existence of
the Creator. IniA’, as an action of the Creator and together with fa ’IDf. can refer to the
making of bodies in a way that they should be composed together with spirits.

“These four elements that the world is composed of are present in the structure of your
body; your mind cannot deny it. You do not need a clearer and more evident sign for
the existence of your Creator than the testimonies of the intellect based on the
Creator’s composing your body out of these contrary and opposing elements, and His
bringing it into being [together] with a knowing soul that he has inserted in it by His
power and wisdom.”®’
In this example, in§4’ does not merely refer to the bringing into being out of pre-
existing matter: here, since the action is carried out in a way that apart from elements
which make up a body, a spirit is present in it, in§4’ gains an extra denotation either as
‘creation out of nothing’ (as referring to the bringing into being of the spirit) or as
‘combination’ (i.e. combining the body and the spirit, and thus producing a unit).

3. We have also seen that sometimes creation has a given outcome, in examples like
creating creatures as mortals, etc. We can find a similar example in the usage of ins4’,
which describes that creatures are brought into being as males and females: “Out of
the two he then brought children into being as males and females.”®*

4. Another recurring subdivision deals with examples which introduce the objects of the
creative act. As an interesting example, in§4’ is mentioned two times together with
sabab, cause. Their appearance together is not to be translated as ‘bringing a cause
into existence’, but rather as ‘producing a cause,’ or simply ‘causing:’

“Then, due to his benevolence, for the flow of love among them, he wanted to bring a
cause into being [i.c. to set up a cause], which will turn them to love. He had not seen
any motivation more splendid and more stimulative for that than the continuation of
kinship. He also wanted to bring a cause in their nature into being [i.e. to set up a
cause] for relative relations among them, which would turn them to it and make it last
among them, and he had not found a more proper and suitable cause for that than the

reproduction of offsprings.”569

7 Ibid., p. 97,3-6
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Both times in this example the object of the term was ‘cause.’ If we accept that a cause
is not created, generated, or brought into being, then we may consider the term an
appellative in this instance. When used with lalg as its object, it is not to be
understood as “bring their creation into being”, but rather, to commence, start their
creation. “As, due to His generosity and grace, He wanted to bring their creation into
being, [i.e. start/carry out their creation] and make the cause of reproduction last
among them, ...”°"® And: “Had he brought the creation of every individual into being
separately [i.e. started their creation/completed their creation], instead of this ongoing
reproduction among them,...””’" Till now, we could see ins4” with an object as an
appellative, having no specific connotation of the creative action. But there are some
instances when the interpretation is more specific, e.g. in the following case: “By my
life, if you thought that by the things He wanted to create, and the creatures He wanted
to bring into being, He only aimed at His own interest and the subsistence of the
essence of His own substance, like the elements we have mentioned, then it would be
right for you to say that perhaps his will had always been a will of necessity/constraint

572 . . . .
”>'“ Here it must refer to the creative action, since

and not one of choice/deliberation.
its object is Jald’iq, creatures; and it is also used in parallel to — as a synonym of
ibdAY — direct creation, so no superficial connotation can be supposed in this case.

As a fifth frequently seen subdivision, we may examine examples where the term is
paired with a cause or motivation for carrying out the creative action. The last example
introduced in the previous paragraph can also be cited here: it implicitly says that God
has in mind the benefit of others when creating the world and His creatures. All the
other examples have one thing in common: i.e. bringing creatures into being is a grace,
niYma, or is due to generosity, “Ud. E.g.: “That which brought creatures into being
by His grace, as beneficence for them, and by generosity.” "

The sixth recurring subdivision deals with the mode and means of creation. In the case

of in§A’ it is the means which can be elucidated. “Isn’t it evident for every wise

70 Ibid., p. 114,9
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[person] that the Divinity, to whom demons of spiritual nature obeyed for His word is
the One who brought them into being and created them by His potency and
faculty?”>"™* The means of the creative act is thus potency and faculty. The example is
of further interest, given that here ins4 and Jalg are explicitly used as synonyms.

7. A last subdivision is to be dedicated to synonyms of the term (we have already seen
Ialg,’” ibdA’ and ibdAY’"® above, in the previous subsections). It can appear parallel
to ildA x,>"" Oatn}}a,578 and fa ’lDf.579 This list further confirms that there is a problem
of inconsistency: as for ibdAY, it would suggest that the term may be an ex nikilo
action. On the basis of what was said above on lalg, it could be interpreted either with
or without the anteriority of matter. /IdA x would suggest that the term is referring to a
creative action in time. (Let us then mention that ins4’ is sometimes used with the
word wagt, in order to express that the creative action happens in time: “No doubt, He
had always been intent to create time and then bring their creation into being in it.”>*

And: “to intent their creation in that time instead of the time in which He brought

them into being.””®") Both OanYa and ta ’IDf would enhance that this kind of creative

action uses pre-existing matter. Finally, it may appear sometimes with a meaning that
does not refer to the creative action. It may stand for (re)production and invention, as
well. As for the first idea: “As He (re)produced the many out of the few, and the few
out of the less, ...”** And: “as He created them in a way that He should (re)produce
them from each other.””® As for the second one: “These six causes are present in all
the tricks of the false ones, when they try to let people down in order to accept the

d 99584

books they made up and religions they invente Examples that show the word as
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an appellative by the side of others where it appears as a term, show that in this case a

word of everyday used is turned into a term of specific connotation.

Till al-'ur’AnD, we do not find definitions for this term in the Muslim authors’ books
of definitions. Al-'ur’AnP’s definition is the following: “Bringing into being is the
production of the existent [thing] which is preceded by matter and time.””® His general
definition has a lot in common with YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation, as we could see
above.

Seemingly Christian usage, or that of YAmmAr al-BaOrP in particular, preceded the
term’s appearance at Muslim authors with a clearly delineated meaning — as far as it is
possible to judge on the basis of books of definitions. For this reason we need to refer to the
Qur’ Anic terminology. For example: “Indeed, We have produced the women of Paradise in a

»% and: “And it is He who produced you from one soul.”®” Probably,

[new] creation
YAmmAr al-BaOrD used this term as it is a part of Muslim religious terminology, thus

acceptable and intelligible for his opponents.

Conclusion

This topic is particularly important since creation is the basis of kaldm. It is also a
major point of difference between Muslim theology and philosophy. If that is the case, it is an
important question to answer how Muslim theologians worked their terminology out; who
influenced them, and what kind of interaction is probable with any other groups. Certainly it
could not be those adversaries who denied creation (in time) who played a role in the
formation of Muslim terminology. The probable answer is that influence on the formation of
these ideas came from Christian theologians, YAmmAr al-BaOrD being among the earliest.

As we could see, in most cases YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation of the given terms
could be paralleled with corresponding Greek terms, indicating that he continued this
tradition. Most of his terms are used in different contexts with multiple possible denotations.
So his usage can be considered a more detailed and elaborate one. At the same time, it is to

be remarked, that in the Muslim uses, whether theological or philosophical, there is a

¥ al-EUREANI, A. i. M., KitAb al-TaYrDfAt, p. 48. ) )
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hierarchy of meanings, where takwPn is the last in value, as it means the bringing into
existence of something preceded by matter. As for YAmmAr al-BaOrD, setting up such a
hierarchy is not possible, as we have seen terms appearing in similar contexts, with close
meanings and also used together as synonyms. This could be explained by the fact that he was
an early theologian; terminology was not yet precise, and distictions were not elaborated. We
can only say that his most important (since most frequently used) terms are lalg, then
ildA *x/ludUx, and then OanYa. InSA’, takwPn, and ibdA’/ ibtidA’ are less frequently used
terms; and ibdAY/ibtidAY and iltirAY are the most scarcely used ones. Probably the frequence
of appaerance is an indicator of the importance of these terms for YAmmAr al-BaOrP.
However, an important difference that is to be remarked is that in Muslim theology the
different terms are treated as attributes, Oif4t. In the case of YAmmAr al-BaOrD these are to

be understood as divine actions.

Chapter V

The Terminology of Fatherhood-Sonship (Ubuwwa — Bunuwwa)

In this chapter, I will concentrate on Greek predecessors, and examine how Patristic
ideas are kept, continued and developed by YAmmAr al-BaOrD. In addition, I will compare
briefly his terminology to other Arab Christian theologians. My purpose is to demonstrate the
significance of YAmmAr al-BaOrD within Christian kaldm.

1. Fatherhood

As a first step I examine how the idea of Father appears in Patristic literature. On the
authority of Lampe, we may say that 0 matp can refer to men, but in Patristic literature
Father is mostly mentioned in a theological sense, denoting God, the Father, God, as universal
Father of all creation, but fatherhood is not dependant on creation. God is also referred to as
the Father of Christians. An important and typical example is the following: “a0t0g [sc.
Christ] vioroincev fudc T® m.” (Christ made us sons of the Father) (Athanasius Alexandrinus,
Orationes tres adversus arianos, 1. 38 (M.8.245A)). There are references to the fatherhood of

the God of the Old Testament, as well. In the Trinity, Father denotes the first person in
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relation to the second, and there is a distinction made between Father and Creator. God’s
fatherhood of men is distinct from his natural fatherhood of Son.**®

As for fatherhood, it is expressed by the term 1 matpid. According to Lampe, this term
can mean fatherhood in general, kinship, lineage, family, and group.”® Another term referring
to fatherhood (alongside with paternity) is 1 moatplopyio. Apart from the meanings just
mentioned (i.e. paternity, fatherhood), it can denote divine fatherhood, lineage, descent from
father to son, generation.’”’

These examples show that though Father as ¢ matp has a specific notion that can
refer to God as Father, most of the connotations enlisted by Lampe are common usage. As for
the terms denoting ‘fatherhood,’ they are more widely used.

YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s examples of ‘fatherhood’ appear together with ‘sonship,” which
shows that these ideas are related ones in the understanding of the author. He mainly deals
with the fatherhood and sonship of divine persons, but uses these terms also in order to draw
parallels with human fatherhood and sonship (the two being correlative in this case, as well).
A typical example would be the following:

“Even if the attributes of live created beings [or animals] are in accordance with the properties

of the substance of the Creator [eulogy] in the name of fatherhood and sonship, yet there’s no

accordance between them in the essence of these meanings in any way. If we set up an
analogy to [grasp] what intellect cannot understand, contrasting the contrariety and difference
between two different and contradictory things with the difference between the Fatherhood
and Sonship of the Pre-eternal, and the created beings and their sonship, [we would see] that

the difference between the two [kinds of] fatherhood and sonship is innumerable times
greater and further than the farthest difference between two contrary and different things.”sg]

On the basis of this citation we can see that fatherhood and sonship in the case of created
beings are understood as attributes, while in the case of the divine they are properties. We
have seen (on the basis of Lampe’s work) that in Trinity, Father denotes the first person in
relation to the second, but there is a distinction made between Father and Creator, here
fatherhood appears as a property of the substance of the Creator. Obviously, we cannot say

that the two terms are synonyms, and in the chapter on creation we have seen that all three

588 LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, pp. 1050-1051.

% Ibid., p. 1051.

% Ibid., p. 1052.
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hypostases are creators: i.e. both Father and Son, yet, the distinction mentioned in the field of
Patristic writings does not seem to be present in an emphasized way. YAmmAr al-BaOrD
does not give definitions for his terms, but by contrasting ideas (divine and human sonship
and fatherhood) he shows that the same terms may be used to denote differentiated meanings.
It is in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s other surviving work, the KitAb al-burhAn that he explains that
Muslims wrongly assume that Christians attribute corporeality to God with the doctrine of the
Incarnation. In YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s view, it is on the contrary: there is a transcendent
fatherhood and sonship, which belongs to the substantial being of God, without any action, as
among humans. The misconception comes from the erroneous Muslim interpretation, which
does not consider that the essential names belong to God primarily, and that the same names
may denote humans only because of God’s having graced man with them. Just because these
names denote something created in humans, it does not mean that they are also created in
God. Predicates belong to God in the strict sense, while to humans only metaphorically.””>
The following example shows it more explicitly: “How can an intelligent [person] imagine of
God’s Book that when mentioning the names “Father” and “Son” it should mean by these
[words] fatherhood and sonship like the fatherhood and sonship they know on the basis of the
fatherhood and sonship of created beings?>** It is clear then that these terms are derived from
the appellatives or “proper names” of F/father and S/son. There is a specific kind of
fatherhood and sonship, which belongs to the divine, there is another one belonging to
humankind, and a general kind which includes them both.

If we turn to the specific kind of fatherhood and sonship which belongs to the divine,
we will see that the Patristic idea, according to which the Father in the Trinity denotes the first
person in relation to the second, recurs in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text. Let us cite an example,
on the basis of which we have seen that incarnation was the cause of a new revelation; but
now we are going to concentrate on the Father-Son relation in it:

“We inform you that in the previous periods of mankind there has been no specific reason for

notification, but when the Son appeared through His incarnation, His contemporaries needed

to be talked to and be informed on His great grace, i.e. His incarnation by a human [being] of

their substance; and thus He needed to inform them on his sonship related to His Father, and

32 GRIFFITH, S., YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s KitAb al-BurhAn: Christian KalAm in the First Abbasid Century. In: Le

Muséon, 96(1983)1-2, p. 173.; and HAYEK, p. 59.
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the fatherhood of His Father which is related to Him, and the pre-eternity of the Spirit that
emanates from the essence of His Father for them.”**
The Father appears here as the first person of the Trinity, and relatedness of the first and
second persons in the form of sonship and fatherhood is explicitly laid down.

In the chapter on creation, we saw that created beings are related to each other by way
of reproduction. This is what defines their relationship, which is correlated, as far as
fatherhood and sonship is concerned: “It should not terrify you, Listener, if you hear His
Scriptures call these meanings Father, Son and Holy Spirit, to think that these are like the
fatherhood and sonship which is between creatures due to their reproduction.”®® So the
specific fatherhood (and sonship) which belongs to creation is a caused, correlated one, which
has reproduction as its direct cause. It is clear that he is addressing Muslims, who refute
fatherhood and sonship in the Godhead, since, according to them, it would imply a plurality of
divinities; and they also reject the idea of God’s having a son, as it is laid down in the
Qur’An: “He neither begets nor is born.”*®

As for the specific kind which belongs to the divine, it is also a correlative one, but
when it comes to the person of the Messiah, it needs to be made clearer: since in his case,
fatherhood or sonship could be physical and ontological as well: “They are actually unified in
the sonship and in the relation to the Father who is described by the essence of
fatherhood.”®” Fatherhood is thus seen here as an attribute of the first person of the Trinity,
at the same time, fatherhood is an essence, too.

Fatherhood as a correlative counterpart for the sonship of the Messiah’s divine part
may raise the question of merit or gain. The opponent may ask: “... you claim that the pre-
eternal of the Messiah’s two substances merited sonship to the Father, and the Father’s

3% 1t is the

fatherhood suited him, because He is born of Him eternally, in a substantial way.
nature of the relationship, which is clarified here. We have seen above that the correlative

relationship of fatherhood and sonship, in the case of created beings is due to reproduction. In
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the case of the divine, it is not the reproduction, but ontological, substantial birth, which can
be a “cause” of this relation, rendering one of the two substances a substantial-ontological
Father, and the other a Son in the same sense. It is essential though to note that this kind of
birth is not to be understood in time: since the pre-eternal hypostasis of the Messiah has
eternally been born of the Father. The hypothetical Muslim opponent may go on to ask how
the sonship and fatherhood is to be understood in the case of the human part of the Messiah:
“As for the created human, who was created in time, and who is not of the substance of the
Creator: how [does he merit] the sonship to his eternal Creator, Whose substance he does not
belong to, and how could His Fatherhood suit him?* There is an apparent antagonism
between the eternal fatherhood-sonship relation, which is natural for the divine part by way of
eternal birth, and the meriting it on the behalf of a being that is created in time.

An important Christian answer is given for these questions: sonship and fatherhood
can be gained by way of unity with the pre-eternal substance: “Fatherhood suited him, and he
merited the sonship by way of the unity, which was given to him as a grace (and through him,
this grace was given to everyone belonging to the same substance). Since true sonship can be
proper in two cases only: either by way of birth, or by way of unity — according to which we

intend its interpretation.”®"

The problem is elucidated from the approach of sonship, but it is
due to the correlative nature of the two. Interestingly enough, in nature fatherhood can be
concerned to be the cause of sonship, but in the case of this ontological relation, sonship is the
key to meriting God’s fatherhood for humankind. The same conclusion may be drawn on the
basis of the next example: “As the One who has always existed (eulogy) was born of His
Father pre-eternally, he deserved the sonship due to the substantial birth from His Father,
then, because of His grace and beneficence, He wanted to share His sonship with the human
substance, in order to make the fatherhood related to His Father necessary for the human,

t00 59601

Fatherhood and sonship still appear together. It is said explicitly here that sonship
may be a means in gaining the fatherhood of God for the human.
The relations of sonship and fatherhood are further detailed in connection with

incarnation:

% Ibid., p. 193,3-5
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“Had the Father — eulogy — incarnated in the human instead of the Son, and had He taken the
human into His Fatherhood with Himself as the Son has taken him with Himself into His
sonship, then — similarly — he should have called the human Father, together with the Pre-
eternal. It would have been impossible to attach the sonship of the temporal human to the
fatherhood of the Father in this statement.”*"?
This is the first instance to show us that fatherhood and sonship are not only correlated but in
some respects they stand in contrast, as well. While humanity can take a share in the divine
sonship, it is impossible for them to join fatherhood. Even if the equality of the three divine
persons is emphasized elsewhere, this example can be interpreted as implying a hierarchy of
Father and Son.

A last approach we have to mention is the question how these persons and their
relations (fatherhood-sonship) may be known.

“But, as the Father — eulogy — wanted to complete His eternal generosity towards His creation

and fulfil His previous grace upon His whole created world, and wanted to inform all the

angels and people on the splendour of the name of His Fatherhood that He had concealed

before: He assumed a body by His pre-eternal Son, who is born of Him. [This body is] of His

creation. He took it with Him into His sonship, and by this, he made for Him and for everyone

of the same substance (angels and men) the share of His Fatherhood necessary. By this, they

all deserved the heritage of His valuable and noble treasures, which he had prepared for them
in His kingdom.”603
This quotation shows that fatherhood and sonship in the divine are not necessarily
understandable and cognizable in an intellectual way. The author cannot be considered
philosophical in this respect, since he even rejects the use of giyAs to compare human and
divine fatherhoods. Humankind has to be informed on this question (i.e. on the trinity of
hypostases in the Godhead), the method of which is revelation, i.e. it is not Yagl, but nagl in
this case.

For the better understanding of YAmmAr al-BaOrD, it is essential that we examine

some contemporary examples, as well, e.g. the Jacobite AbU RA’iOa. The latter is less

consistent in his usage of terms when referring to fatherhood. We can see the following

2 Ibid., p. 205,9-12 5 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
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forms: ubuwwa, abawiyya, and abiyya, all of them in the same sense. Le tus first see an
example for ubuwwa:

“It is only by the Son that He was enjoined the name of the fatherhood. Or is anyone without

a son described as father? [Or is | anyone without a father described as Son? These are names

of the attributes of one of them [in relation] to the other. One of them would not exist without

the other, and one exists by the existence of the other. Then the Father and the Son are equal
together, and neither of them precedes the other, nor is he later [than the other].”604
AbU RA’iOa also interprets fatherhood as correlative with sonship. He even emphasizes that
Father and Son do not precede or follow each other in time. This argumentation is important
in the discussion with the Muslim opponent, since pre-existence in time would mean a
differentiation or division in the Godhead, and this needs to be rebutted. YAmmAr al-BaOrD
teaches the same, but AbU RA’iOa’s argumentation is much more explicit on this matter.
Fatherhood may be a name, or an attribute on this basis.

In another instance AbU RA’iOa connects fatherhood-sonship with emanation, and the
question becomes related to the question of unity and trinity. He also compares the unity of
substance and the trinity of hypostases to that of Adam, Abel, and Eve. In this comparison

605
In

both triads can be described by properties, such as fatherhood, sonship and emanation.
this, he does not emphasize the difference between human and divine fatherhood and sonship,
but uses the analogy to demonstarte what it means in the case of divine persons. If compared
to YAmmAr al-BaOrD, we may remember that the latter emphasizes that no analogy can
arrive at divine fatherhood and sonship, the two being extremely different in nature. However,
when AbU RA’iOa refers to these relations as correlative, he shares YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s
interpretation, but he emphasizes that the three hypostases and their relations are said to be
one in substance and differ in properties only.**

As for AbU RA’iOa’s use of abawiyya, it is referred to as a property which
differentiates the first hypostasis from the second and the third, even though their substance is
one.®”” And finally, as for abiyya, it is mentioned together with ibniyya, as properties, which

never change.
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Eidma AbU RA’iOa, Ed. Georg GRAF,<<Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium>> vol. 130.; <<

Scriptores Arabici>> tom. 14., Louvain, 1951. pp. 1-26.; p. 13.
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AbU RA’iOa’s interpretation is basically the same as that of YAmmAr al-BaOrD,
since both of them use the term together with sonship, as a property or an attribute. YAmmAr
al-BaOrD is consistent in his use of the form ubuwwa, while AbU RA’iOa uses three forms
with the same meaning. Given that in the first half of the ninth century terminology was in its
formative period, it is not surprising. No Muslim parallels can be drawn on the basis of books
of definitions, so suffice us to mention that most of the ideas of Patristic literature recur here.
Reflections may only be found in Early Muslim polemical works, but these only show us how

Muslims understood Christian teachings.
2. Sonship — Bunuwwa

In Patristic literature 0 vidc, son can refer to a spiritual son, or to vidg Ogod (the Son of
God), or to vidg avOpmmov (the Son of Man). The second and the third meanings can be
further differentiated. As for vidg Beod (the Son of God), it can refer to Israel, to Christian
believers, heavenly beings, man, and the Second person of the Trinity. The Second person of
the Trinity can have this name in relation to the Godhead in general, or it can be his title
applied in virtue of eternal sonship, but not of Incarnation. This name is inapplicable for the
Holy Spirit, sonship being a peculiar relationship (and not generic). Yidg avOpomov is used
when referring to Christ; or as Son of man coming in judgement; of Christ as man or Christ’s
humanity (in general or said to be son by grace).®”® Sonship is expressed by 7 viétng. This is
mainly used for the sonship of the Son in general; and the Sonship of the Son in both natures.
The same term can express the relationship of man to God: through Christ, or by baptism, or
in general; or sometimes it is simply a human relationship.® On the basis of those examples
that were cited in the case of fatherhood, we could see that the Son of God, as the second
person of the Trinity, appears as such in virtue of eternal birth and not by way of Incarnation.
Sonship was applied to human relations, for human (or more exactly created beings’)
relationships. The Son of God, the second person of the Trinity, by way of unity, made the
human being the son of God. The sonship of the Son in both natures is also a common theme
in Patristic literature and YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation. Sonship as the relationship of
man to God (either through Christ or in a general sense) is a recurring idea; but there is no
reference to sonship by way of baptism. We could also see that sonship can express simply a

human relationship, as well.

% LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, pp. 1426-28.
99 Ibid., pp. 1428-29.
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Let us examine some of the /oci that have not been cited yet (since only sonship is
mentioned in them, without any reference made to fatherhood). When YAmmAr al-BaOrD
writes on the close relationship of Sonship and the meaning of the word ‘Messiah,’ it is the
sonship (without its correlation to fatherhood) which is concentrated on, as we can see it in
the following quote: “As for our applying the name of duality for them, it is not in that respect
in which they united, since they united in the meaning of the one messianity, and in the one
sonship, so that there arose a One Messiah and a One Son due to their combination and
composition, without their changing away from their essences.”®'’ Sonship is then a
connection, in which a unity of two different hypostases may come into being. It is used
parallel to “messianity,” so even if the former is more general (since that may be applied for
the second person of the Trinity, for man and for the Messiah), in the case of the Messiah,
these two terms are almost to be considered as synonyms. As for sonship in the case of the
Messiah, it can be further differentiated: there is an eternal one that is attached to the Eternal
Father, and another one that came into being in time and which is attached to the earthly
mother: “The human unified with the pre-eternal divinity in His sonship, which is attached to
His Father, but He didn’t unite with him in his human sonship that is attached to his

611
mother.”

Yet, it is not contrary to what has been established before, since the frame of unity
and combination is the One sonship, that of the divine. This frame and the modality of
unification are further detailed as follows: “The Pre-eternal made the human take all his
graces, and unified with him in all the sonship and judgement He had, but he did not take a

share in anything the human had.”®'?

Thus the sonship in which the two substances united is
related to the Heavenly Father and not to the earthly mother.

Sonship also appears as an essence, a name, and a kind of attachment or relation:
“(Due to His generosity and grace,) He didn’t want to possess the essence, name, and relation
of sonship alone after that He had taken the human, which He incarnated in, with Himself
.73 At the same time it is underlined here that the sonship of the Messiah belongs to the
divine, and it is a grace that human can have a share of it. The term ala4£a is used to express

that the divine Second Person has taken a human into His sonship. It is the same term which is
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used (in this form, or more frequently in the VIIIth stem) to mean the taking of the divine a
body, a bodily form or a human disposition for himself, as we could see it in the chapter on
terms with bodily connotations. The main idea of the citation is expressed elsewhere, too, e.g.
in the next example, where another approach shows that sonship is a portion and a share (i.e.
something that is probably not to be gained or merited, but can be received as a gift, or a
grace.) “[the human] does not deserve to be called Son without the One who made him take

the share and portion of sonship.”®"*

It is then a gift that was given to a particular human by
way of the Incarnation, and through him, to all humankind. In the chapter on creation, the
creative action was considered to be goodness, something that was carried out in order to be a
gift, a grace for humankind. In this, it resembles what was established concerning the
intellect, which also appeared as a grace, a gift for humankind. This idea of divine goodness is
further emphasized through the action of Incarnation, and the action of making human take a
share from divine sonship. This last example mentions the word /bn, as well, out of which the
abstract noun, bunuwwa is derived. We can see that if the human part of the Messiah cannot
be referred to as ‘Son’ without the divine, then it also means that sonship as a meaning must
comprise both “components” in the case of the Messiah.

An analogy is introduced at this point, which compares the two parts of the Messiah in
one sonship to the sonship of man, who consists of body and soul. We could see the same idea
concerning the Messiah’s unity, in the chapter on bodily terms:

“As the formed body of man is the offspring of his father, even if it does not deserve to be

called a human being on its own, without the soul, nor [can it be called] a son of the father

who bred him. It is because they both share a companionship that cannot be divided in the one

humanity and the one sonship, equally. And he is not the son of anything but the man, or he is
»615

nothing but the son of the man, as long as he is alive.
On the basis of this example we can see that two different substances are united in the
framework of sonship. The Messiah’s human part is compared to the body, while His divinity
to the soul. In general, sonship is the unifying factor that can keep two substances together:
“Instead, according to the compelling truth, it is right to call the body of man one of the two

59616

parts of the person of man, and one of the two substances of the sonship of man. It is not
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just the unifying factor of two substances, but of two hypostases, as well. “When you call
[Him] Messiah or mention the Son of God from that time on [i.e. the Incarnation], then you
take the two hypostases together by the unity which is the meaning of their equality in this
sonship ...”*"7 Sonship apparently also means the equality of the parts. At the same time,
sometimes sonship also appears as a substance: “By this incarnation in that one person among
them all, He wanted to draw the substance of rational beings close to Himself, and He wanted
to make the substance of His sonship necessary for him, too.”®'® These meanings are hard to
be treated in a separated way, so we can sum it up that sonship is an essence or a substance, at
the same time it is a portion and share, which is due to divine grace, as a gift, goodness, and it
is also related to another counterpart. The sonship of both parts of the Messiah is also
justified: “The sonship of the Messiah, our Vivifier is true and right [in relation] to His Father
from both aspects: as for His divine Aypostasis, He is born from Him pre-eternally, eternally;
as for the human hypostasis, it is unified with the One who is born from Him in His sonship,
which stands above attributes and similarities.”®'” We may see that the sonship of the second
person of the Trinity is related to the First Person by way of birth and not incarnation, so this
Patristic idea is recurrent in this context, as well. As for incarnation, it is only the way of
unifying with another Aypostasis, which gains sonship this way, as a gift.

In the next example this unity in sonship is preceded by an action, which may be
described as combining the human part with the divine hypostasis: “He combined it with His
hypostasis, ... in order to unify it with Himself in His sonship.”®*" As if a combination had
been a prerequisite of unity in sonship. As for the unity of sonship, it stands parallel to the
unity of the Messiah, and their basis is elucidated as follows: “We need to know on this basis
that it is not due to the dwelling of the divine in the human that the unity of the Messiah and
the unity of His sonship came into being, but it is due to the Messiah’s taking the property of

99621

humanity for himself by way of incarnation and the unification between them. Dwelling

plays an important part in the terminology YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses when referring to bodily
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concepts, as we could see above. We have also seen that dwelling does not imply unity, but
provides opportunity for a substance to appear in/through another. Incarnation, which implies
unity, as well, on the basis of what we could see above, is the clue to the unity of the Messiah
and His sonship. So sonship is in close relation with the unity of the Messiah, since it is the
“frame” in which the two substances could unify.

Among the several examples of scriptural evidence for the one messianity and one
sonship (Mk, Lk),*** let us mention only one: “... the Gospel informs on His change, states,
and actions, which refer to the difference of his two substances and the unity of his
sonship.”®® The unity of the sonship does not exclude the difference of substances, nor is it
contrary to it.

We could see that Patristic ideas frequently recurred in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text, so
he can be considered a continuer of Greek Patristic literature. There are some minor
differences in approach: e.g. Christ’s making humankind God’s sons is presented from the
viewpoint of fatherhood in Patristic literature, while YAmmAr al-BaOrD introduces it
through sonship.

His Jacobite contemporary, AbU RA’iOa introduces sonship as a property, just as we
could see it in the subsection on fatherhood. “All of them became a perfect hypostasis
regarding their properties by which they differ from one another; none of them is
characterised by the attribute of the other in his property, but all of them is recognizable by
his own property: the Father by His fatherhood, the Son by His sonship, the Spirit by His

emanation from the Father.”®**

This example accentuates the correlation of sonship and
fatherhood. Hypostasis is defined by a property, and both fatherhhod and sonship are
properties. The relation of the Persons of the Trinity, and their difference as that of the
property is an idea shared by YAmmAr al-BaOrD, too. Since it is Christian teaching, it is not
surprising, but their use of the same terms, especially Z4OOa, property in this case shows that
Christian terminology is on its way for homogeneity in this period, as far as terms of
fundamental importance are concerned.

Muslim anti-Christian refutations understand ubuwwa and bunuwwa in a literal sense.

Even the Qur’An does so in the sUrat al-IlIAO, for example. YAmmAr al-BaOrD is trying to
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3 Ibid., p. 211,14
45 g% Aailas g g 4y 8 ga OOEA) e Allal) alie il y aailiva 5 aiVla g 43l e JaadY) udy
4 ABQ RA’IOA, FP al-*xAlUx al-mugaddas, p. 13. ) o
leie 2al5 IS oy Aalall 3 HaY) ddeay Lo aal s JS a5k Al DAY Callay Ly ) Atialay Taleie SLIS Lasi Lgia aal 5 JS a8 3) Ll
S e a5 i 75l 45 i V)5 48 sl Y atalay Co e

165



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2013.009

explain the meaning of fatherhood and sonship to his Muslim counterparts as they seem to

misunderstand their meanings.

Conclusion

Concluding we may say that Patristic ideas are elaborated on in Christian authors’
works. Key concepts and corresponding terms seem homogeneous. The correlative use of
fatherhood and sonship is a characteristic feature of the Christian works. However, it is
remarkable that they either emphasize that the nature of this relation is not biological, in order
to explain to Muslims what they mean by this, or they implicitly do so, when referring to
fatherhood and sonship as properties, which differentiate between the hypostases but do not

affect the unity of the divine substance.
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Chapter VI

Terms that refer to the divine Trinity or Unity
(TaxIDx - trinity, ,making three” vs. waldAniyya, tawIDd, ittilAd — unity, “making

one,” union; and the question of duality.)

TaxIDx, Trinity is a teaching of crucial importance for Christians that deals with the
unity and trinity of God. In this chapter, first I am going to examine a term that refers to the
Trinity, even if this term does not exactly mean ,,Trinity,” since the Arabic form, tax/Dx is
the verbal noun of xallaxa, ‘to make or call three.” It would then best translate as ‘making
three’, which, according to Thomas, as a form, expresses the Muslim understanding that the
Christian doctrine entails plurality within the Godhead, and indicates that it has never been

625 But, this term is also a name for the doctrine of the

accepted in Muslim religious thought.
divine Trinity for Christians, too. In their case we cannot speak of “making three,” but this
form’s appearance in Christian use in general, and in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use in particular,
demonstrates the presence of interaction, an endeavour to use common terminology with
Muslims. It is to be observed that not all Christians aimed at the usage of shared terms with
Muslims, e.g. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s contemporary, the Jacobite fabPb ibn Eidma AbU
RA’iOa al-TakrDtD used various forms. In addition to fa xIPx, he also used xAIU x%26 and
xuld xiyya.**' All three terms refer to the same meaning, but when he speaks of what the
Muslim opponent asked or told, only the first form is used. However, he does not necessarily
use terms when writing on the Trinity. In most cases, he only talks of the three hypostases, it
is just the minority of occurences where any of the above mentioned terms appear.

This term can be contrasted to unity, tawIPd, the verbal noun of wallada, ‘to make or
call one,” but also designating the divine Unity, which I am going to examine as third. Since
YAmmAr al-BaOrD disputed those who accused Christian teachings of dualism in his book,
it i1s worth considering his terminology of duality and dualism, which I am going to do as
second.

In the following, I will inspect the corresponding Greek terms, then examine to what

extent YAmmAr al-BaOrD can be considered to be a continuer of Greek, especially Patristic

** THOMAS, D., TathiPih, IE. Second Edition, vol. X. p. 373. o
620 E.g. AB@ RA’IOA, Die Schriften des Jacobiten fabPb Ibn Eidma AbU RA'iOa, p. 54,16; p. 81,10; 90,18.
027 E g. Ibid., p. 74,15; p. 82,10; 88,10; etc.
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tradition, and then contrast his (and more generally: Christian) understanding of Trinity, Unity

(and duality) to Muslim authors’ interpretations and definitions.

1. TaxIPx - T/trinity, ,,making three”

This term is not present in Afnan’s philosophical lexicon, which suggests that in those
works of Muslim mainstream philosophy that he examined, this question was not dealt with.
A simple reason for this is the fact that Muslim philosophers commented on Aristotle and
Aristotelian tradition, which is pre-Christian. Trinity is a Christian notion, and as such could
not be reflected upon by ancient Greek philosophers. On the other hand, Muslim belief does
not accept the teaching of Trinity, so Muslim philosophy is not expected to deal with the
question. Due to the theological nature of this question, it is normal that it belong to the field
of Christian and Muslim theologies. For being a major subject of debate between the two
religions, it should be a primary interest of our analysis. In particular, I will show how
YAmmAr al-BaOrD elaborates on Trinity in Arabic at an early age of Christian kaldm.
Further, I will examine the terminological difference of understanding terms’ connotations in
a Christian-Muslim polemic context.

Lampe brings several terms that can be examined as bases for further development.
The term that could be paired with ta x/D % is tp1dlw, ‘make into a trinity.” But Lampe shows
that it is a scarcely used term, with few examples. The one that is worthy of citing introduces
it in the same meaning as Muslims use fa xXID x: referring to Christians as ones who make God
three: “Xpiotiavoi ~ovteg v Bedtnta’” (Gregentius Tapharensis, disp. cum Hebrano Judaeo,
M.86.628C) (i.e.: Christians make the divinity three.) This is probably a phrase of the Jewish
counterpart with whom the disputation, which is referred to in the title of the cited opus, is

. 628
carried out.

If we want to examine terms that refer to the Trinity then the following terms
turn up. We may find e.g. the term tpiadikdg, which means threefold, with a special respect to
Trinity, but it may simply refer to something ternary, i.e. something that consists of three. As
for the reference to Trinity: &va Oedv 0 1. Oporoyodvieg kpdrog (Gregentius Tapharensis,
disp. cum Hebrano Judaco, M.86.1812B) (i.e. the citation is from the Jew’s saying:
“[Christians] confess the one God in a threefold state”), tfig GmAfic kol pHOVAOIKTG
avtooinbeiog kol kvpdtrog Koi BedTTog T® AOYD THG QUoemg Kol Tpladikig «ob’

vrootacy (Gregorius Nyssenus, hom. 5.60 in Jo.: homiliae in Jo., H. Hansmann Forschungen

88 LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 1404.
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zur christlichen Literatur- und Dogmen-Geschichte 16 4-5 Paderborn 1930 saec. vi-vii.) As
for the substantive meaning, i.e. the threefold character: 6 Adyoc &v mpdowmov dAoV VAPV,
plo te vmdotactg The ayiag tpLddog €& vmooTAcEwV Yap, o0 EOoEWV TO T. GLEIAEKTOL
(Leontius Hierosolymitanus adversus Nestorianos 7.4 M. 86. 1768aA) Another example: &i
VIooTAGLY, TO TG 0edTTOC KOl TO THC AvOpOTHTNTOG GNUaivovsty dvouaTo, MPO 6ol AEYELY
Kol Tpeig Bedtnrag o1t TO T®V VIooTacewv dnelpov (Johannes Damascenus contra Jacobitas
14.(M.94.1444C), id. de hymno trisagio ad Jordanem 3(M.95.29B)).**° Looking at the titles
of works Lampe enlisted, we may see some of polemical nature, against Nestorians and
Jacobites, which shows that the interpretations concerning some details of the teaching on
Trinity are different in the three denominations’ beliefs.

Another term which brings rich reference to Trinity is 1 Tptdc, though it may refer to a
trinity or to the number three in general, as well. If used in a special sense, it denotes the triad
of the divine Persons, the triunity (or the essential unity), just to mention the most important
connotations. "

Even before YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s time, but already in the Islamic era, Arab Christian
accounts of the Trinity had been written. These date from the 2nd/8th century. It can be
clearly seen that the authors were conscious of the challenge of “plurality;” they knew that
their belief in the trinity can be interpreted as believing in more than one God. They replied
by explanations and arguments which they inherited from patristic sources, such as numerical
proofs (e.g. the perfection of the figure three) and analogies from the phenomenal world (e.g.
the sun's disc, heat and rays), which express that the hypostases are three functions of one
reality. These arguments remained parts of the debate as it developed in the classical
period.®!

YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s examples for the term Trinity are few, and all of them mention
the trinity of persons, hypostases, or properties together with the unity of substance. The fact
that Trinity never appears alone, may be considered as a witness to the accusation of the
Muslim opponents, according to which Christians support plurality: this has to be avoided by
mentioning the Trinity together with the unity of the Godhead.

The term ‘trinity’ appears first in the third part of the book, which, as a whole, aims at
demonstrating that the Creator is one, but has three hypostases or properties. This problem

arises as a question first, indicating that it has a great importance in disputation.

89 LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, pp. 1403-4.
9 Ibid., pp. 1404-7.
8! THOMAS, D., TathlPth, IE. Second Edition, vol. X. p. 374. (Later on: THOMAS, D., TathlPth)
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“If any of the opponents asked this: What is the sign/proof for the truth of the trinity of the
unity of the Creator that you claim? How can the One be Three or the Three One? At the same
time, you have started with the establishment of His unity, and you admitted that He is One,
and there is nothing like Him, nothing similar to Him and there is no substituent to Him.”®*
As we can see it on the basis of this example, there is an apparent contradiction between unity
and trinity that has to be solved. On the basis of this question unity and trinity is to be
understood in a numerical sense. This is even more evident on the basis of the term’s next
appearance, where this contradiction is disputed, and the numerical interpretation is negated:

“We would say: As for the One’s being three and the Three’s being one, this is impossible, by

my life. It is because the number one cannot be [equal to] the number three. The meaning we

want to express in what we state is that we mean that this one, eternal substance has always
existed in three substantial properties without distinction and division between them."®*?

Here, YAmmATr al-BaOrD refutes numerical interpretation. He introduces the word
substance, Eawhar, and this is the term which is described as one and eternal. As for three,
another term is introduced, .i.e. property, J40Oa, and it is described by the number three,
with a careful addition, according to which there is no distinction and division between them.
In order to return to the terms in their forms appearing in the title, let us examine what
follows:

“The three properties together equal to this one eternal substance, which — i.e. it is not three in

a special meaning — is not partitioned nor divided in its entity and completion, and it is not

three in the meaning in which he is one; [they are one,] but [consist of] three properties. This

is what we think of the unity of His substance and the trinity of His properties [eulogy].”634

Trinity is not used to express the trinity of persons at this stage, it is used to refer to
properties, so it is not contrasted any more to unity, this latter being used to refer to the
substance. The other appearances are also characterized by a contrast of unity and trinity, but
further details may be understood on the basis of the following examples.

“From this approach our claim has to be verified, according to which the distance of the

similarity between the substance of the Creator and the substances of His creatures; between

his action and the actions of His creatures is the proof of the trinity of His properties and the

632 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitAb al-MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 148,14-17.
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unity of His substance. That is the substance of the source/the entity, to which His Life and

Word are attached. Word is the source/entity of His Wisdom; and His Life is the entity/source

of His Spirit. [All these] are one, and have always existed.”®*’

As for the unity of the substance and the trinity of the properties, it is a repetition if we
take into consideration the previous examples. The interesting notion that makes this one
worthy of citing is that it shows that the properties are attached to the unity of the substance.
These properties are His Life (i.e. the Spirit) and His Word (i.e. His Wisdom). We can
understand that Life (as the source of the Spirit) may refer to the third Person of the Trinity,
whereas Word, the source of Wisdom, to the Second Person. ¢ It implies that the substance to
which these properties are attached is the Father. The next appearance comes after a lengthy
analogy, according to which the Muslim opponent asks whether the Pre-eternal needs His
Word and Spirit. In the answer, he is warned to examine intelligent beings, which have
intellect and spirit as substantial things in the substance: the Pre-eternal has His Word and
Spirit as substantial things in His substance the same way. Further similes are introduced: heat
and dryness substantially belong to fire, cool and humidity substantially belong to water. On
the bases of these examples the question (whether the Pre-eternal needs His Word and Spirit)
has no sense. It is possible to ask whether fire needs wood in order to appear, or water a place
and dry land in order to get firm, since these things are not in their essences and not in their
natures. Then he says: “This is the furthest point we could get to in elucidating the verity of
the unity of the Creator’s substance and the trinity of his properties by the way of an
intelligible analogy.”®” What is emphasized here again is that it is the Creator which is one,
then it means that all three hypostases are creators. The trinity of the properties is only
partially intelligible, and it is by the way of analogy that we can gain any knowledge on them.
Another remark we need to make here is that the examples YAmmAr al-BaOrD enumerates
are all triads (the fire: its heat and dryness; water: its cool and humidity, etc.) As we could see
it on the authority of Thomas, these classical triads originate in Patristic literature, and these
are a primary basis for early Arab Christian polemists. YAmmAr al-BaOrD is seen to be
aware of this tradition and is a continuer of it.

If analogy can only lead to a partial result, then it is Scripture one needs to turn to:

“Understand, oh Listener, what God’s prophet, Moses recites in his book: when God wanted

33 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 149,20-23
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636 WOLFSON, The Philosophy of the Kalam, p. 121.
87 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 159,20-21
Jsinall s anal s i g BIAY ) sa Ailan 5 G playl 8 LS gl 12gh

171



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2013.009

to create Adam, He said: we create human in our form and similarity. And He didn’t say in
my form or similarity, nor did he say our forms and similarities. He just said our form and
similarity. He indicates by this His unity and trinity in a single statement”®*® This citation is
followed by other examples which all demonstrate that in scripture plural forms are used
(literally: numbers that exceed one and two); at the same time, YAmmAr al-BaOrD refers to
the same scriptures in other languages: Syriac, Hebrew, Greek. After these examples he
contrasts these /oci with the following quotation: “He also says in the beginning of His
Testament: Listen, oh Israel, the Lord is your God, the Lord is One. By this, He warns them
that He who is triple in His properties is One in His substance.”®’ Trinity in the unity is
further emphasized; which is a careful attempt to demonstrate that Christians do not believe in
the plurality of divinities. All these examples are taken from the Old Testament, probably due
to its being considered a common ground with Muslims, at least, more than any New
Testament text would be. New Testament texts are not cited here, as these pieces of evidence
could be easily turned down by the Muslim opponents, since the New Testament is labelled to
be subject to talrPf. In citing Old Testament as a basis of demostration, YAmmAr al-BaOrD
continues a tradition. Most Christians of his as well as later ages relied on their own
Scriptures, even if they could not be accepted as proofs by opponents with different religions.
He thus fits in this traditional method, however, he may be compared to more “modern”
fellow Christians, who aimed at detecting hints of the Trinity even in the Qur’An. Thomas
enumerates the following examples: in the mid-secondeighth century the anonymous treatise
entitled FD taxIDx AllAh al-WAlid points at the plural forms of self-address in sUras 90,4,
54,11 and 6,94 as indications of a triune godhead. The Nestorian patriarch Timothy I in his
dialogue with the caliph al-MaldD (781), refers to the following sUras: 19,17 and 21,91, for
the same purpose, and to the groups of three letters at the start of some sUras. And YAmmATr
al-BaOrD’s contemporary, the Jacobite fabPb b. Eidma AbU RA’iOa also refers to the
evidence of the plural forms of address.**’

After examining the Trinity of the Godhead, I will turn now to the Trinity as dwelling
in the Messiah, which is not a trinity in a universal sense, but a particular one. It can be seen
on the basis of the following example: “We do not say on the basis of this anything except

what the Messiah taught us and informed us concerning His secret, i.e. the whole Trinity

% al-BANRI, YAmmAT, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p.160,3-6
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%9 THOMAS, D., Trinity, EQ. Second Edition, vol. 6. p. 371. (Later on: THOMAS, D., Trinity)
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dwelt in Him, and it [can be known on the basis of] His statement: my Father, who dwells in

me, He makes these actions.”®!

This is now not a universal issue, concerning the whole
Godhead, it simply deals with the specific question of the Incarnation (why the Son incarnated
and not the other ones), so this one may be solved by a citation of the New Testament. From
another approach, if the dwelling of all three hypostases in the Messiah is proven, then it is
further underlining the unity of these three divine persons.

Concluding we may say that ideas of Patristic literature are continued by YAmmAr al-
BaOrD, since he uses numerical proofs (or more exactly: explains that unity and trinity are
not to be interpreted in a numerical sense); and employs examples of the phenomenal world,
referring to classical triads.

It was mentioned above that the Jacobite fabPb b. Eidma AbU RA’iOa used three
terms to refer to the Trinity, now let us see some examples that demonstate their synonymity.
E.g. tax/Px is used in the following:

“This is a part of the verification of what we say on the unity of God (eulogy) and His Trinity

as far as it is possible on the basis of the analogy [on what is] created and visible: i.e. [analogy

of] the light; and Adam, Aaron, and Eve; and the Sun for whom it can be an analogy. [It is

also] as far as the intellect can prospect, which is created and not capable to comprehend the

attribute of His property, since it is distant from comprehending some of God’s (eulogy)
attributes.”®*
The context shows that ta x/P X is used in the meaning of trinity, triad. As for the second term,
xA1Ux, it is what appears in the next example:

“Because the early ones were assigned to worship God as One, as a whole, as He is one. His

Word and Spirit were not exlpained for them in a revelation. It was so, in order that they

should not think that the One [whose worship] they were invited to is similar to the many gods

they used to believe in and worship; since the age of their paganism, believing in many gods
was still close. That time they were weak to believe in the unity of God’s substance, [with His]

Word and Spirit, even if the secret of the Trinity had been clearly explained to them in its

property. So they were assigned to worship God as One, as a whole, till they reached a higher
state in knowledge and left the plurality of gods behind.”®*

841 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 202,4-6
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In this example, instead of xAIUx, taxIP* could also be used, and the meaning would not
change. This is a clear reference for the two terms’ relatedness in meaning, since God’s
substance, word and Spirit cannot be referred to by any other meaning, but Trinity. The last
one, xulAd xiyya is used in the third example. “The angels [also] praise the Trinity, although
they do not need to mention the Cross; while we praise one of the three hypostases, who was

64 No difference in the meaning can be seen on the basis of the

crucified instead of us.
context. The variety of these terms may be due to the fact that it is the age when Christian
writings in Arabic are first written: it is not unexpected then, that the same concept could be
expressed in various forms. However, YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s consistency in his use of the
form Muslims used too, may be deliberate, which would imply that he intended to use a
terminology shared by and known to Muslims, too.

As for the Muslim counterpart, though it would seem useless to search for such an
item in Muslim books of definitions, we may find unexpected results. As a preliminary, we
may say, that condemnations of Christian beliefs about God start with the Qur’An.*
(However, early commentators noted that for Christians three was an internal characteristic of
the godhead in the form of the persons, and not a series of external beings placed together
with God.°*) Early Muslim attacks appeared at the beginning of the 9th century,
contemporary to YAmmAr al-BaOrD. Christian explanation was known to Muslims, and,
since the ideas employed were presented in a shared Arabic vocabulary, with terms
emphasising the differentiations within the Godhead, it focused the debate even more upon
the question of plurality, and made it easy for Muslim polemicists to argue that there must be
more than one eternal.**’

As for al-KindD, his definitions include ‘one’, but it will be examined later. Other
numbers (such as three, or making three) are not defined. The next author, al-EwArizmD,
deals with the question of the Trinity in his MafA4tDI al-YulUm. The term al-mu>alli*a can

be found in the kaldm chapter, in the subsection dealing with uOUI al-dPn, referring to the
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% In addition to denying that Jesus is identical with God (e.g. V, 17, 72), or taken by God as his son (e.g. IX,
30-1, XIX, 35), it warns Christians against saying God is three (IV, 171) or one of three (V, 73), and clears Jesus
of claiming divinity for his mother and himself besides God (V, 116). — References found in THOMAS, D.,
TathlPth, p. 373.
6 THOMAS, D. Trinity, p. 371.
%7 THOMAS, D., TathlPth, pp. 373-4.
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Christian teaching. Al-EwArizmP entitles the chapter as follows: “The response to the
dualists, like the Magicians and atheists, and to the Trinitarians, i.e. Christians, and others,
who establish the plurality of Makers: He is not like other existents”*** As we can see, he does
not provide a definition for the term, but mentions the question as an issue in uOU! al-dPn.
However, according to his encyclopaedia, Christians were also called, in kal4m terminology,
Trinitarians, i.e. those who make God three. In the Muslim theological understanding this
became the standard view: Trinity implies the plurality of divinities, although Muslim
theologians, as pinpointed by al-EwArizmD, admit that this plurality of divinities does not
resemble plurality of things. Among the ones we are studying, later authors do not deal with
this term.

After examining several accounts of Trinity in Muslim theology, Thomas asserts that
three main surviving works exemplify the differences of Muslim approaches of Trinity. The
ZaydD ImAm al-QAsim b. IbrahPm al-RassD's (d. 246 AH/AD 860) in his al-Radd Yald al-
NasArA identifies hypostases with asIAO "separate individuals" (an identification supported
by Christian authors, e.g. Theodore AbU Qurra and fabBb b. Eidma AbU RA’iOa) who are
distinct and equal and are one in OabPYa, nature. The titles “Father” and “Son” are derived
from the act of begetting, so their relationship would be of a contingent kind, and it would not

d.%® On the basis of what we saw above, we can establish

express the eternal actuality of Go
that ideas expressed by YAmmAr al-BaOrD (and also by other Christian authors) only
partially reappear in this work written by a Muslim author. First of all, YAmmAr al-BaOrD
does not use the term $a/O; he rather uses ganUm (hypostasis) to refer to the divine persons —
as we have ssen it above. The teaching according to which divine persons are equal and one in
nature, as described by al-RassD, is a correctly understood statement, either taken from
YAmmAr al-BaOrD or any of his Christian contemporaries. As for these persons’ being
distinct, it cannot be based on YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s work, since, as we have seen, he always
establishes that there is no division and distinction between these three hypostases. Y AmmAr
al-BaOrD emphasizes that the relationship of Father and Son is not like the begetting of
created beings, but rather it is a substantial birth that has always been going on, so in this case

what al-RassPb writes cannot be based on his ideas. This idea is never exactly reflected by

Muslim authors.

% al-EWARIZMI, MafAtPI al-YulUm, p. 94.
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175



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2013.009

According to Thomas, the second important author, al-KindDb employs the Aristotelian
categories enumerated in Porphyry's Isagoge. He describes the hypostases as asIAO,
individuals, each with its own /400Oa, individuating property. He also shows that they cannot
be eternal, since they are composite; they can be treated as Aristotelian predicables, so they
must each include a number of categories within themselves; and, according to Aristotle, the
proposition that they are both one and three, if not absurd, entails them being part of a species
or genus. As for their eternity: what is composite must derive from an anterior cause and so is
not eternal.®>

As for al-KindP’s describing the hypostases as individuals having a J4OOa, in this,
YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s statement might be reflected. As we could see, the same term was used
by him when referring to the three hypostases as three properties. But their standpoints
concerning the question of eternity show great disagreement, since according to YAmmAr al-
BaOrD in particular, and Christian authors in general, all three divine persons are eternal.
None of the Christian authors would describe the Godhead or the persons as composite, the
difference of understanding might be due to terminological reasons as well as general
teachings.

Thomas then mentions the SPYD theologian AbU YisA Mulammad b. HArUn al-
WarrAq (d. 816?), who, in his Radd YalA al-*ald x firaq min al-NaOArA, subjects all aspects
of the explanations of the main Christian denominations to an enquiry, and concludes that
they are either incoherent or inconsistent with reason. He treats the constituents of the
Godhead as a series of separate entities, and so can repeatedly demonstrate that the doctrine is

in actuality ta x/Px, making God three.®'

The argument according to which the dogma of
Trinity is inconsistent with reason cannot be a reflection of Christian writings; this approach
looks at it from the outside. As for the separate entities, it can partly be considered a reflection
of what Christian writers establish, but due to a different dogmatic background, the unity is
not reflected.

TaxIDx thus means ‘making God three’ for Muslims, but Trinity for Christians. Even
if the term is the same, its denotation is completely different. As Thomas says, the problem
with the doctrine for Arabic speakers was that, in the form in which it was expressed, it

represented a plurality of real existences within the Godhead.®>

89 THOMAS, D., TathlPth, p. 374., and Idem. Trinity, pp. 371-372.
1 THOMAS, D., TathlPth, p. 374. and Idem, Trinity, p. 372.
%2 THOMAS, D., TathlPth, p. 374.
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Arab Christian theologians could not dismiss these charges till the innovation of the
3rd/9th century: i.e. formulating the doctrine according to the logic of the kaldm, the common
ground of theological discourse for Muslim and Christian Arabic speakers. The hypostases
were presented as OifAt, attributes of the divine essence, or something similar.®>® The Son and
Holy Spirit were called the Yilm or nuOg, reason, and layAt, life, of the Father, attributes by
which he is YAlim or nAOig, i.e. knowing, reasonable, and Jayy, living. The three realities can
be distinguished from one another, but are identical, since divine attributes were not distinct
from the being of God.®>* This is what we could see in the example above, where YAmmAT
al-BaOrD introduced Life and Wisdom as substantial (elements) in the divine substance. We
have already seen that he also introduced the term ugnUm/gqanUm as an alternative for
attribute. Another term introduced for the same idea is Eika, as it follows: “We open our
speech on it by the explanation of what the opponents [i.e. Muslims] find hideous, i.e. our

description of the Creator’s unity [eulogy] and essence in three modes.”®*

Depending on the
context, Eiha could be translated as direction, approach, too, but in this case mode is the
closest to what we have seen insofar, suiting the denotations of previous examples of ganUm,
hypostasis and Oifa, attribute. In all this, YAmmAr al-BaOrD perfectly fits in the 9t century
interaction, and is a part of the Christian movement which aims at justifying the verity of

Christian dogma by the means of kaldm.
2. Duality

If we examine unity and trinity, we should also deal with duality: what YAmmAr al-
BaOrDb means by that, and how accusations of dualism are rejected. But first, let us remember
how this concept appears in Greek thought. Afnan mentions the following terms: ta xniyya,
doubling, but this form is not used as such by YAmmAr al-BaOrD, so we will leave this one
out of consideration. Then Afnan Goes on with i xnayniyya, duality, dyad, and gives dvdg, as
the Greek term translated by ixnaymniyya in the translation movement. And finally, he

mentions Xanawiyya, dualism, without indicating a Greek original counterpart.®*®

653 GRIFFITH, S., The Concept of al-UgnUm in YAmmAr al-BaOrP's Apology for the Doctrine of the Trinity, in
Actes du premier congres international d'études arabes chrétiennes (Goslar, septembre 1980), ed. SAMIR, S.
Kh. Rome 1982, 169-91; Idem: KitAb MiObAI al-Yagql of Severus Ibn al-MugaffaY: a Profile of the Christian
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Lampe brings the following: 1 dvdc, as duality in a Pythagorean, then Marcosian,
Valentinian and Manichean sense In Patristic literature, the term also appears in connection
with the Trinity: it can refer to the relationship of the Father and the Son. In Christology, it
refers to the duality of natures. More generally, the term’s references include the duality of
matter and form, and body and mind.®*’ Another term brought by Lampe is Svobmoctaroc,
meaning ‘of two persons.”®*®

As for YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text, this concept appears when the two hypostases of
the Messiah is discussed, so in this case, there is definitely a common concern which is shared
by YAmmAr al-BaOrD and Patristic literature. As it was the case concerning Trinity, the
problem of duality arises due to a question by the (Muslim) opponent. YAmmAr al-BaOrb
accepts this name but differentiates its denotation in order to defend Christian teaching, and
he accepts applying it only in a restricted sense, as it follows:

“As for our applying the name duality upon the two of them [i.e. the pre-eternal Son of God

and the human by whom He incarnated], it is not in that sense in which they unified, since

they unified in the meaning of the one “messiah-ness” and the one sonship. So that they

became — due to their combination and composition, without any change from their essences —

one Messiah and one Son. We only employ the name duality on two things that are distinct

and which do not turn to be something else, i.e. to the two Aypostases, which maintain [the
distinction] which exists between them.”®>’
We can see that duality appears in a numerical sense, too, and it cannot be applied to express
two hypostases if they are united. A necessary prerequisite for talking about duality is a
division, or a distinction between two things.

Another important citation — which we have seen in the chapter dealing with body —
introduces two terms that refer to duality. In the first two cases the already seen ixniyya
appears, then, with the same meaning, a different form, xanA ‘iyya can be seen.

“It is astonishing that some people may claim that what made them call him one substance,

one hypostasis, is the will to make the verity of unification between the divine and the human

necessary. [By this, they also wanted to make] the rules of duality [necessary] in every respect
concerning the unity of the one Messiah, who consists of these two. Then they called the body
of the Messiah the body of God, and thus, though they wanted to escape from establishing two
hypostases, and setting up two substances and denying the unity of the Messiah, they fell into

T LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 388.

% Ibid. p. 392.
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something even more severe. It is because in their calling the body the body of God, there is

an establishment of the duality of the two substances in the one Messiah, necessarily: i.e.

God, and His body. And this would mean the establishing of their duality together with the

negation of the unity of the Messiah who consists of them, and to whom the substance of both

is attached.”*®

It is again the Messiah and his two parts that makes the question arise. Duality is seen
to appear in an exclusive contradiction with unity. It can refer to two hypostases or two
substances on the basis of this example, and in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation the
duality of two [distinct] substances can justify the use of this name. This passage is addressed
to Orthodox Christians, who negate the two substances in Christ, but YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s
argumentation aims at demonstrating that what they actually confess to is another kind of
duality.

Our last example is dealing with the duality of the Messiah, too, but the new context
introduces the duality of two natures:

“they unified from the viewpoint of sonship and in the relation to the Father who is described

by the essence of Fatherhood. They are firm in the duality of their natures and in the unity of

their persistence, without changing away from their substances and not leaving their

hypostases. The One, Omnipotent did not become a third [one] for them; the unity of the
Messiah came into being by the [two hypostases’] combination.”®®!
The unity of the Messiah has to be explained as existing in a special, restricted sense only. As
it was the case in examples for trinity, the multiplicity has an important prerequisite: a
distinction or division between two things. This duality, which refers to the two natures
present in the Messiah, is important to be mentioned: this way YAmmAr al-BaOrD cannot be
accused of commixing the divine with the human.

It could be seen on the basis of these examples that duality is not mentioned on its own

(as it was the case in his usage of trinity), but it always appears together with unity; be it the

Godhead in the centre of his discussion or the Messiah.
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As for the Muslim counterpart, this term is not defined. As we could just see, al-
EwArizmD’s MafAtbI al-YulUm mentions duality,”® but instead of ixniyya used by
YAmmAr al-BaOrD, he uses the term xanawiyya. His reference probably denotes dualism as
a religious belief, while YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s term refers to duality. Al-EwArizmP’s
example shows that Muslim authors did not make a connection between the problem of
dualism and the creed of Christians. This chapter of YAmmAr al-BaOrD may be directed
against fellow Christians (though belonging to other denominations), not Muslims. Places like
Qur’An 16,51: “Allah has said: “Do not take two gods (for worship): for He is just One Allah:
fear Me alone.”” do not seem to refer to Christians. Even G. Monnot describes that
Xanawiyya was traditionally used to refer to Manichaeans, Bardesanites and Marcionites, not
Christians. What might be interesting to note here is that the custom of mentioning these three
groups together as dualists comes from Christians. The three doctrines grouped together as
connected with each other was already done by Ephrem of Edessa and the bishop Maruta of
Maipherkat; it was traditional in Syriac writings, and was then introduced into Arabic by
authors like Theodore AbU Qurra.®®
On the basis of what we could see in the case of this term, we can conclude that the Christian
tradition is continued here and ideas are introduced in Arabic, with the translation of terms in
different ways from later Muslim usage. In this respect, the duality dealt with by Christians
(i.e. the two hypostases of the Messiah) is distant from the duality dealt with by Muslims

(dualist groups), so interference is not detected.
3. Unity

Unity will be examined from different approaches, given that its terminology contains

various items (waldAniyya, tawIDd, ittilAd — unity, “making one,” union).

a, WaldAniyya

Let us start our examination with the form wald4niyya, which can also be translated

as “oneness”’. According to Afnan, this is the translation of the Greek philosophical terms

662 al-EWARIZMI, MafAtPI al-YulUm, p. 94.
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gvotng, povée, and &v.°** As for 1 évotng, it also played an important role in Patristic
literature. It was used in various meanings, of which suffice it to mention ‘unity of any being;’
‘union (e.g. moral);” ‘divine unity in Trinity, the unity of the Word with the Father, or the
unity of the Holy Spirit with Son and Father;” and ‘unity in Christology.”®® The second term,
N povdg can refer to “unit’ in general; or to “unity: of the Church, of God, of the Trinity;” and
it denotes unity in Christology, t00.°*® The last term, &v, is not presented by Lampe.

YAmmAr al-BaOrD uses the term waldAniyya in various contexts. It can refer to the
unity of God, the unity of the Messiah, that of sonship, that of a human being, and the unity of
meanings. As for the unity of God, we could enlist a lot of examples, since His unity is proven
in many ways; but only two examples will be mentioned. The first one is:

“As the leaders who demonstrated in early times on the basis of these divine things that these

creatures, which were created in time, have a Maker, and they wanted to establish His

existence and the unity of His essence for [those] who may not be aware of His unity and
existence, they did not find among the perceivable things anything more complete in its
essence and higher in its quiddity, more self-sufficient [not subject to] necessity for something
else in its subsistence than the substance, so they called Him substance.”®’
What makes this example worthy of mentioning is that unity can refer to God as a whole (His
unity), or to His essence (the unity of His essence). This unity and existence is expressed by
God’s being a substance, a Eawhar. However, later Muslim theologians’ reflections are
denying it e.g. AbU Bakr Mulammad ibn al-Oayyib al-BAgillAnD (d. 1013), the A§YarD
mutakallim refutes that God can be a Eawhar, since according to kaldm classifications a
Eawhar is a substrate for accidents.®®® So even if we cite this example with a demonstrative
purpose, showing that unity can refer to God’s existence and essence, terms that appear with
this idea had an impact on later Muslim thinkers, and provided ground for reflection and
interaction.

The next example is a problem-raising of the opponent, which is remarkable since he

refers to a passage of the Gospels. It is not probable that an actual opponent would cite the

664 AFNAN, M. S., 4 Philosophical Lexicon in Persian and Arabic, p.311.

665 LAMPE, G. W., 4 Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 478.
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Gospel, since it was thought to be affected by falrDf: it is more likely that such a question is

worded by a hypothetical opponent, giving occasion to discuss an important question:
“What motivated the Messiah, after all these things you described, to say to His messengers:
“Go, and attract all the peoples, and baptize them in the name of the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Spirit.” He installed in them and in their offsprings the doubt in the unity of their
Creator, and a cause for schism and quarrel between them concerning this. (As) He was
compassionate and empathetic to them, isn’t [it the case that] He [should have] left them with
a lasting establishment of the unity of their Maker, without assigning them with the faith in
something that worries their mind *%’

If we concentrate on waldAniyya, we’ll see that the close context it appears in refers to God

and the unity of the Creator or the Maker. The three persons introduced by the Messiah stand

in opposition with this unity: the introduction of Trinity results in doubts concerning oneness.

Introducing an innovation, such as the teaching of the existence of the Trinity causes

- L 670
disagreement and schism.

The teaching of the Trinity appears as contrary to rational
thinking, since intellect can only accept the unity of the Creator. How this idea is refuted or
justified was already discussed above. Till now, we can see that the same questions (unity and
trinity, unity of God) were discussed by the corresponding terms in Greek Patristic literature.
The second most important field where unity is discussed is the unity of the Messiah.
In the section of duality, we saw an example relating that the unity of the Messiah comes into
being in a special respect: in the sonship related to the Father. It was also demonstrated that
unity came into being due to a combination.””' Now we will see that in addition to the unity of
the Messiah, the unity of the meaning “one” will also be introduced. The quote is a problem-
raising by the Muslim opponent:
“If you claim that He is eternal and created in time, as well, you will annul the unity of the
one meaning that you described, and you will return to establishing what you negated; as you
claimed that it is impossible to say for the one “the two of them”, and for the two “he,” and yet

you describe Him as eternal and created in time, i.e. two substances: an eternal one and

o 672
another one created in time.”
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This quotation shows that the Messiah’s unity needs a strong verification. Given that the two
parts have mutually exclusive attributes: eternity and createdness-in-time, their unity is not
possible in a single unit. This is what the “unity of meanings” refers to, so a unit cannot
comprise two different (especially exclusive) meanings. This is what was also emphasized by
later kaldm: the simultaneous presence of two opposites (Aiddayn) is impossible. This
apparent contradiction needed to be resolved, and thus the answer for this is as follows:

“The Messiah, so far as he is Messiah, is coming into being. He came into being after that he

had not been Messiah. We mean by this that the pre-eternal Word and the human, who is

created in time and created, became one [being] that came into being; and one Messiah, as the

meaning of the unity of the Messiah is only defined by the combination of the two substances

and by their unification.”®”?
The solution for such a problem is that the Messiah, as one, can only be called Messiah after
the combination and attachment of His two parts. Instead of the “unity of meanings” that the
opponent referred to, YAmmAr al-BaOrD concentrates on the “meaning of the unity.” On the
other hand, he also gives a basis for the unity of meanings, since the Messiah, as consisting of
the divine and the human, is coming into being. His unity is then based on the unity of
meanings, as well.

The unity of the Messiah as the result of the combination of the two parts is often
referred to; while sometimes it is also emphasized that His divine part stands above being
intelligible on the basis of analogies. The same divine part is the creator of the other: “The
Word of God stands above every analogy. He is the one who commenced and assumed the
human for Himself as humanity. By his humanisation, i.e. His taking it up as a garment, their
unification became necessary, and thus, by way of their combination, the Messiah’s unity

occurred.”®’™

Unity and unification are not distant in meaning. What serves as a basis for
distinction between them is the active or passive aspect. When it is an active participation, in
which both take part, it is unification, while the result, in which the two are included, is
referred to by the term unity.®”” The same “outcome” is expressed in the next quote: “In His
incarnation by [the human], His goal was a will to make the share of sonship necessary by this

for him, and to erect the unity of the Messiah, to which the attachment of body was
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necessary.”®’® We have seen above that the difference between inhabitation/dwelling and
incarnation is in the result: i.e. inhabitation does not result in unity, while incarnation does.
This example further confirms the latter statement. The third field lays emphasis on the unity
of meanings in a unique thing/person. We have already seen an example above in the
discussion of the Messiah’s unity; let us see, in what contexts it may also emerge. The
following example refers to it in connection with the unity-trinity of the Godhead:

“It is strange that some intellects should object to calling him a substance which includes

specific hypostases, as they saw it; but they didn’t object to describing Him by the singularity

of meaning in every aspect; while they consider that which has a singularity of meaning the
lowest in state. Such as the simple forces and the attributes which depend on something else,
and cannot exist in themselves, without physical bodies which are different from them. In
these, there are no meanings except for a unity of meanings. E.g. Heat, known by the unity of
heat; humidity specified by the unity of humidity; whiteness, which is united in the unity of
whiteness; and blackness, which is single in the unity of blackness.”®”’
In this example, probably the Muslim opponent is addressed. On the basis of the similes, it
can be demonstrated that unity, or singularity, does not necessarily imply a noble connotation.
On this basis, singularity with a unity of meanings is lower in dergree than a unity which is of
a general kind and includes more hypostases.

A third typical field in which unity plays an important role deals with the human
being. Obviously, the unity of the human being, who consists of body and soul, is only
important as an analogy for the unity of the Messiah, who is combined of a divine or spiritual,
and a human or corporeal part. Our first example demonstrates what YAmmAr al-BaOrDb
means by the unity of man: “Had the soul and body not combined, the unity of human would

678 1t is the problem of unity-duality that shows in

not have ever come into being out of them.
this example. Even if two components set up a human being (or the Messiah), by way of
combination, it is just one existent that comes into being as a result, and who can not be
defined or described without both components. The second example shows it explicitly that
the unity of the human serves as an analogy for the unity of the Messiah: “Where is the unity

of the one human, who has the body and the soul, if the Messiah’s body is called the Pre-
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eternal God’s body, and if the Pre-eternal is called the body’s divinty?”®”’ The human being’s
unity is explicitly paralleled with the Messiah’s unity. At the same time, the impossibility of
speaking of God’s body (since it is the Messiah’s body, combined with a spirit, or a soul), and
the body’s divinity (since this is the Messiah’s divinity, who has a human counterpart, which
consists of a body and a soul) is demonstrated. The last example elucidates that unity happens
on a higher level than just adding one constituent to the other. Body cannot be attached to the
soul or the soul to the body: both components can belong to a unit of a higher degree, the
unity of the human: “Isn’t it understood from us what we informed you upon? l.e. the spirit of
the human, as it is incarnated in his body, and his body, as it is animated by his spirit, made
up the unity of the human by their combination through the body of the human and the spirit
of the human. And it is not [made up] by the body of the spirit and the spirit of the body.”®*’
The example serves as an analogy for the unity of the Messiah. It demonstrates that unity
implies something more than the result of adding two things to each other.

The fourth field deals with the unity of sonship. In the following example, the unity of
sonship appears parallel to the unity of the Messiah. It is not unexpected, since we have seen
elsewhere that sonship is the aspect in which this unity occurs. “But from here we need to
know that the unity of the Messiah and the unity of the sonship did not come into being
through the inhabitation of the divine in the human, but due to the Son’s taking the humanity

as a property for Himself in the incarnation and their union.”®"'

The example shows that the
way for this unity to occur is the incarnation, but the aspect in which the unity of the Messiah
takes place is the unity of the sonship. It is then a question of interpretation, too: to make up a
frame in which humanity and divinity can be considered as one. The one sonship, which
originally belongs to the Second Person of the Trinity and is given to the human at the time of
the incarnation, is this frame.

I have not found this term among the definitions of the books investigated on the
Muslim side. The only appearance I came across could be found in another definition by al-

EurEAnD, i.e. that of tawlPd, which we will soon see. It may imply that this one is primarily

a Christian term that was later incorporated in Muslim terminology.

7 Ibid., p. 198,7-8
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b, TawIDd - unification

Another prevalent term in the field of unity is tawlPd, unification, Unitarianism, or
‘making one.’ This term does not appear in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text frequently, which
implies that the term is not of primary importance for him as far as the question of the unity is
concerned. In the following examples we will see three contexts where the term is used with
the following meanings: man makes something/God one; God declares of Himself that He is
one, the Messiah makes the human one with Himself: so in each case a causative or
declarative meaning is discernible. A representative example for the first context can be found
when YAmmAr al-BaOrD enlists the reasons that can incite one to follow a “made-up”,
invented religion. One of the reasons may be “the approval of the decorated speech of

7682 1t then refers to a

claimants who establish polytheism or unification or something else.
human act or belief, by which human considers the divine as one.

As for the second context, when God declares His unity, it appears parallel to trinity,
as we have seen above: “when God wanted to create Adam, He said: we create human in our
form and similarity. And He didn’t say in my form or similarity, nor did he say our forms and
similarities. He just said our form and similarity. He indicates by this His unity and trinity in
a single statement”® As a simple meaning, we may think of ‘unity’ in this case, but since
God speaks of Himself as one and three, it can be understood as His making/declaring
Himself one and three.

A third context shows the Messiah’s making the human one with Himself. “He created
a human being, and wore it as an armament, combined it with His Aypostasis in order to
appear in it, and in order to make His words and deeds appear through it. He also did it in
order to unite this human being with Himself in His sonship.”®** ‘Making one’, unite is the

only meaning by which the term may be translated.
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YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s contemporary Jacobite AbU RA’iOa uses this term more
frequently. He usually puts Trinity and unity side by side, in order to refer to the unity of the
Godhead with its three hypostases. E.g.: “We only took the light as a convincing analogy in
some approaches: concerning His unity and Trinity, as we described God, who, according to
us, is one substance and three hypostases.”®™ In this, his use of Unity may rather be paralleled
to YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s waldAniyya. AbU RA’iOa’s examples from the Old Testament that
concentrate on the singular-plural forms (OUratunA, sibhund; Adam qad OAra ka-aladinA,

68 are closer to YAmmAT al-BaOrD’s usage, as we have just seen. Themes and forms are

etc.)
similar, due to a congenial Christian heritage. The similarity of examples shows that the same
patterns were used in dialogue with Muslims, without respect to denominations.

Among Muslim authors of books of definition Ibn FUrak is the first to describe the
term, as follows: “The definition of unification is the knowledge that God (eulogy) is one; He
is described by His attributes that He has; He is the Maker of the world, and has no
companion or a second one with Himself. If someone knows it, his knowledge of this is called
unification”®’ His interpreting tawlPd as ‘making one’ makes him resemble YAmmAr al-
BaOrD. The second part of the definition shows that unification also means that one accepts
God as the Creator of the world, in which there is no contrast between YAmmAr al-BaOrD or
other Christian authors and him. Only the question of companions may be a problematic
issue, since even if Christians believe in the unity of God, their establishment of Aypostases is
understood by Muslims as establishment of companions. The other author who deals with the
term is al-EurEAnD, who differentiates between the linguistic implication;®® and the
theological one. The second is as follows: “unification ... in the terminology of Sufism is the
abstraction of the essence of the divinity of everything that can be imagined in conception, or
be visualised in fantasy and mind. It implies three things: the knowledge of God’s Lordship;
the establishment of His unity, and the refutation that He should have partners.”®** TawlPd is

then a human action of accepting and establishing divine unity, referred to by the term

85 AB@ RA’IOA, FP ixbAt dPn al-naOrAniyya wa- ixbAt al-xAIU al-mugaddas, p. 143.
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waldAniyya, the latter is then a basis of the former. In general terms, these later Muslim

authors share YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation.

¢, Ittildd

Our last term is ittifAd,*®® union, unification. This one is exclusively used for the
hypostatical union, i.e. that of the Messiah. As an exception, only the human body and soul is
described by this term in an analogy for the Messiah’s unity. It is not a Qur’Anic form, but
can be considered the translation of the Greek philosophical term &voowc.””' In Patristic
literature 1 €vooig has various connotations. It can denote unity in general: in a material
sense; in philosophy, when it refers to simplicity, unity in essence; unity of body and soul in
man; concord, agreement. The same term may denote in theology the unity of divine persons.
In Christology, it is both the act of union in incarnation and the state of being in union of the
two natures of Christ, etc.%%?

Let us remember that iftilAd was often mentioned together with incarnation when
YAmmAr al-BaOrD described how the Messiah came into being. His other examples include
a variety of contexts. E.g., he clarifies that this unity is not substantial but is to be understood
through sonship:

“The unity between them is not substantial so that one of them would have been carried away

from the essence of his substance by which he is distinguished from the substance of the other

in such a manner that they would have become one, inclusive substance, other than the two
they had been before. They unified in the aspect of sonship and the relation to the Father who
is described by the essence of fatherhood.”®”
Union refers to hypostatical union, but it is made clear that it does not mean a unity in
substance. In a dispute with a Muslim opponent, in order to present an explanation acceptable
for the adversary, it is essential to make clear that the human can not affect the divine. A great
majority of occurrences present ittilAd in the unity of sonship and messianity,®* and it is also
emphasized elsewhere that no substantial change took place in the unity.*® In other instances,

the unity is told to be that of a body and an incarnating one (al-Easad wa-’l-mutaEassid), but

% HAYEK ’s translation is ‘union’. C.f. Ed. HAYEK, Apologie et controverses, p. 85.

%1 AFNAN, p. 312.

%2 LAMPE, pp. 486-89.

% al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 178,5-8 )
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the way or the method is said to be unknown (as referred to above in the bi-I4 kayf approach
of incarnation); however, the framework is always sonship.**®

As an analogy, sometimes the union of man’s body and soul is offered. E.g.: “The
body of man which is set up from the seed of his father cannot be called man on its own,
without the soul which unified with him.”®” The union of two substances is introduced here
with the same term. The framework of this union is also implied by the context: given that the
body unified with the soul is the son of the father, this framework is sonship, just as in the
case of the Messiah.

We may also find scriptural evidence for unity. YAmmAr al-BaOrD first refers to the
Old Testament prophecies, and explains ‘Emmanuel’ as the Pre-eternal dwelling among us in
a human form.®® He then goes on with examples from the New Testament, citing loci from
every gospel, and interprets each citation in a way to demonstrate that both hypostases are
present in the Messiah.*”’

Another approach of our investigation can be the examination of ittildd when it
appears with other terms, it can add to our understanding of its connotation. We may see the
difference between two terms that are derived from the same stems: i.e. the difference of
waldAniyya and ittilAd: “as the meaning of the unity of the Messiah is only defined by the
combination of the two substances and by their unification.””® On this basis, waldAniyya can
be interpreted as the result, the state of unity, and ittilAd as the action which results in this
unity. IttilAd appears parallel to itilAf, as it can be seen in the following example: “The
meaning of the name ‘One Messiah’ is structured of two substances, or Aypostases, i.e. god
and man, by way of unification and combination, as the meaning of the one necklace is made
up of different substances: pearl, sapphire, and others, by the combination of orders.””®' Such
a simile is supposed to make the Muslim opponent understand that Christian teaching does
not include contingence for the divine or any change and commixion. The image is probably
of Patristic literature. Unification and combination both denote the act that results in unity; but

they are not synonyms. While unification implies here the “frame” for the gathering of

06 E g Ibid. p. 214,17; and 215,6-7
7 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, KitA'b al-MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 186,13-14
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individual entities, as the necklace and the one Messiah, combination refers to the individual
entities which are rendered side by side. Here, we then witness a usage of i tilf that diverges
from atomistic implications. Let us now turn to ittilAd and ittifdq: “the same way it was not
possible to call the divine or the human Aypostasis by the name of the Messiah on their own
without their coordination and unification in what they unified.”’® Coordination is
synonymous to the combination of the previous example. The acts of coordination and
unification are parallel; they result in the Messiah’s unity. The end of the sentence “in what
they unified” implies that this unification is not absolute, i.e. not substantial, but there is an
aspect in which the two are one. We may see ittilAd as synonymous with ittilA4, too: “at the
time of unification and assumption...”’®” The wider context is about the One Messiah, so
assumption and unification may be understood as acts resulting in the unity. The term may
appear in the proximity of ta ‘annus (and tadarruY), as well: “By His humanisation, i.e. taking
the humanity up as a garment, the unification of the two became necessary, and the unity of

4 . . . .
»7%% Humanisation and incarnation were the first

the Messiah was set up by their combination.
steps which brought forward the act of unification that resulted in the unity of the Messiah.
This example puts the combination in parallel with unification, as well; and the result, i.e.
unity, described by the term wald4niyya can clearly be distinguished from the act, ittilAd. We
have seen above that incarnation makes this unification necessary, while dwelling does not,’*’
so we will leave the examination of the Jocus in which the terms taEassud and [ulUl appear in
the proximity of unification out of consideration now. As for the accompanying term,
tadarruY, it is a proof for YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Syrian origin, since this term is the
arabization of a specifically Syriac (and Nestorian) term, /6é5.”%

Concluding we may say that ittifldd in the usage of YAmmAr al-BaOrD is the
hypostatical union of the Messiah’s two substances, or, as a parallel, it can denote the union of
man’s body and soul. The term denotes an action, which results in the unity of the Messiah.

YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Jacobite contemporary, AbU RA’iOa uses this term in the sense

of hypostatical union. As an example, let us see how he describes the unity of man, as a

parallel for the unity of the Messiah: “the soul is soul forever, and the flesh is flesh forever.

92 31-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"I-aEwiba, p. 183,7-8.
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" HAYEK, M., YAmmAr al-BaOrPD, La premiére somme de théologie chrétienne en langue arabe, ou deux
apologies du Christianisme. In: Islamochristiana, (1976) 2, p. 93.
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The complexity of these two different [Ahypostases] will not be two, but one, by way of
unification.”’"” It is the action that results in the unity of two /Aypostases. Let us see another
one describing the unification of the Word with the flesh: “[the Word] and the flesh are one
by real, permanent unification, without division concerning number and being called two;
even if a substantial difference is attached to it, which is firm in it, as the firm presence of
difference between the two-two substances: the Sun, the fire, the soul and those things by

d.”’® Unification is thus the act, the way for union between a bodily and

which they embodie
corporeal entity. It does not exclude the presence of two different substances in the unified
outcome, but the two different entities are not to be counted as two, since there is always an
aspect in which they form a union. His approach is similar to YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s one, even
if his Monophysite approach shows in the “without division” aspect of this union.

Among the Muslim authors, al-EwArizmD is the first to define the term. He does so in
the chapter on kaldm, in a subdivision introducing the three denominations of Christians. His

7% comes right after the definition

definition of union: “Union is a word derived from ‘one,
of ugnUm, and is placed before ndsUt. With the exception of the first one in this line, i.e.
ugnUm, these terms are explained only in an etymological way, but no exact description is
given. It shows that Muslim authors knew about Christian teachings, have read Christian
theological or polemical works and recognized specific terms used by Christian authors. But
their understanding might have been limited, since the definitions are not concentrating on the
meaning of these terms, but only on their forms.

Ibn SPnA also defines ittilAd. He does it in a differentiated way, saying that the same
term is used for various concepts. First, ittilAd refers to different things that have a feature in
common, e.g. the bull and the man are both living entities.”'*J#tilAd may also refer to different
features that are unified in a single substrate, e.g. a single apple may have both smell and
taste.”'! A third reference of ittilAd is when substrate and feature are unified in a single
essence, e.g. the coming into being of man out of body (badan) and soul (nafs).”"? In this

description he shares YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation. Another denotation is the
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gathering of physical bodies (aEs4Am) in a sequence or contiguity, or liaison.”"* His definition
is more elaborate than that of YAmmAr al-BaOrD, but by his time philosophy and kaldm
were also more developed, so the variety of interpretations is not unexpected. As far as the
hypostatical union is concerned, Christian authors might have played a role in its
understanding. It is also to note that the union of body and soul, frequently used as a parallel
either by Church Fathers or early Arab Christian authors is also recurrent here. The same fact
may be confirmed if we take into consideration what is written by al-EurEAnD. He describes
it as the unification of two essences, and then classifies it according to a unification of number
in genus, species, property, mode, quantity; there is also a unification of sides/surfaces;
attachment. It can also refer to a commixing of two existent beings in such a manner that they

14
become one.’

Both authors define union in a detailed and differentiated way, it shows that
by their time philosophy was more developed. But the basis or the core of these definitions

may already be found in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s theological usage.

d, wAlid — the One

If we examine terms dealing with unity, then the term wA/id may also be of interest,
since God’s unity is the essential teaching for both Christians and Muslims. Wolfson argues
that kalAm is “a system of religious philosophy based upon ... scriptural presuppositions laid
down by Philo.””" In particular, Philo refers to the unity of God, which means the denial of
polytheism and the denial of the dependence of God upon something else: that is the self-
sufficiency of God, the assertion that he alone is eternal, and that his unity means simplicity,
excluding from him internal plurality. Wolfson also asserts that Christians’'® accepted this
conception of unity, and that the first Philonic conception of the unity of God, the denial of

polytheism is also stressed by the Qur’An, as well as the self-sufficiency of God.”"”

7" Ibid.
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716 and that only the assertion of absolute simplicity was rejected by Orthodox Christians — but it was accepted
by heretics. C.f. Ibid., p. 75.

7. .God’s unity as meaning his being eternal alone and his absolute simplicity were partially accepted: both

conceptions played an important role in controversy between Attributists and Antiattributists. C.f. Ibid., pp. 74-
75.
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As for wAlid, the one, its establishment as a name of God in Christianity does not
contradict the statement that there are three hypostases in the One and only God; its
acceptance at the same time excludes polytheism. So Christianity had to solve the problem of
the contradiction by defining what ‘one’ exactly is. Many Christian authors enlisted different
types, categories of ‘one’ returning to what Aristotle said in his Topica,”'® and established the
types of One: as one in genus, one in species and one in number.””” This is exactly what AbU
RA’iOa does in his treatise titled FD al-xAIU* al-mugaddas: “if we asked you about this,
and you answered from how many aspects the one is described as one... we would know, you
are right. So: do you say: one can only be established according to three aspects: genus or
species or number?”’* This example offers a parallel that can be found at AbU ‘isA al-
WarrAq (d. 816?) a Muslim mutakallim, who lived in the same period, and who is attested to
have engaged in polemics against Christians. In his treatise titled The Refutation of the Creed
of the Three Christian Sects (Radd ‘ala al-*alAx firaq min al-NaOArA) he made a rational
and philosophical attempt to refute the Christian doctrine of the Trinity and the Incarnation of

721

Jesus Christ.”' He also enumerates the kinds of one for defining wAlid: “on what foundation

do some of them say: ‘one in substance’ or ‘one in class, type or property’ but not ‘one in

722 The example is of special interest, since al-WarrAq aimed at the refutation not

number
only of a “general Christian teaching”, but he turns to all the main denominations, to which
the above-mentioned Christian authors belong.

For Christianity, unity is in fundamental relation with God’s existence and his essence.

d.” On the subject of wAlid, ‘one,’

That is: if God were not One, than He would not be Go
YAmmAr al-BasrD does not define what ‘one’ means, but if we look at examples in his
argumentation, we may find that he uses the term wAlid in the meaning of ‘one in his
substance.’

“if they said: if you made it necessary that all things are created and created in time, then what

is the sign for their Creator’s and Producer’s being one, despite of their contrariety that we see

"8 al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 170. (Reference is also made to it by KHOURY in
his BaYA al-iOOilAIAt al-falsafiyya wa- "I-IAhUtiyya, pp. 173-74.)
"% al-KHOURY, B., BaYA4 al-iOOilAIAt al-falsafiyya wa- I-I4hUtiyya, 'Uniyya, al-Maktaba al-BUlusiyya, 2006.
p. 54.
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in this world? We would say the answer: what we see of the cooperation of these opposing

things, which results in benefiting the world and those who are living in it, is the sign

[showing] that their Creator and Organizer is One, Omnipotent, Wise, and not two opposing

ones.”’**

God’s unity appears in the meaning of the opposite of multiplicity. Later on, in the
second part of his book, he writes about the three hypostases (agAnPm), too, but as the first,
introductory part aims at demonstrating the Christian belief in the unity of God, as Creator,
we may think of interaction from an another point of view, remembering what Wolfson said:

“Muslims ... continued assault upon the Christian doctrine of Trinity. ... Christians under

Muslim rule, ... began to accommodate their doctrine of the Trinity to the Muslim doctrine of

attributes. [And] began to argue that... there is no fundamental difference between the

Christian persons of the Trinity and the Muslim attributes of God in their respective effects
upon the unity of God in which both Christians and Muslims believe.”’*

Proving this unity is YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s aim in the above-mentioned quotation.
Turning to Muslim books of definitions, we see that al-KindD gives a less detailed description
of ‘one’ in comparison with his classification in the Refutation of the Christians.”*® It may
imply that Muslim philosophical thinking of the age is reflected in this short definition, while
in a dispute with Christians the author is forced to deal with the question more thoroughly,
and turn to the common source, the works of Aristotle. Al-EwArizmD does not bring a
definition for ‘One’, but uses it as a divine name, implying that this oneness is in close
relation to his being the Creator, or the First cause; and everything else can be characterized

27 His description is more philosophical than YAmmAr al-

by plurality in some respect.
BaOrD’s interpretation, since he refers to the Creator as the First cause, but in other respects,
YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s ideas are paralleled here. Ibn FUrak defines one on the basis of its
impossibility to accept division or partition.”*® It is again philosophical in approach, but this

idea can also be found in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s theological description. Al-AmidD describes

2% al-BANRI, YAmmAr, Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, p. 100.
i e (s L e () Y aals Leianas Ll o o Q) Lad s Base B8 5lae L LIS L3 o ansf 0l 11508 ()
Ll o e dall s calals allall s dalias ) Oy Lad |, sasliaial) @DAN sda (el (e 55 ) o sl LB Sallad)
Olestiia U Y calSa ¢ jaiEa dal g W g
2 WOLFSON, The Philosophy of the Kalam, pp. 81-82.
726 a1-KINDI, Risdla fb TudUd al-asyA’ wa-rusUmihA, p. 168 )
a4y Caa s Led 5a 5 cJadlly (3 58 sl
27 al-EWARIZMI, MafAtPI al-YulUm, p. 123.
Clea sl dgn 0088 (e 5130 Y o gus Loy cGall s anl sl ga 5 (5 Aladly S50 o) 585 llall dn s 5 ey Do 5 ey L
¥ Ion FORAK, Kitdb al-fudUd P "l-uOUL, p. 7.

194



DOI: 10.15774/PPKE.BTK.2013.009

one according to number, liasion, composition, species and genus. As it can be seen, his

definition represents a later development, and is similarly elaborated as Ibn SPnA’s ittilAd.”*

Conclusion

Concluding we may say that Christians argued for divine unity, but this differed from
the absolute oneness of Islamic doctrine. This oneness was to be interpreted in another way,
and in the Christian argumentations Greek philosophical triads could be seen implying
oneness at the same time. This interpretation of divine Unity could not be agreed upon by the
Muslim side. Christian reliance on scriptural evidence mostly included Biblical sources, but
Muslims could not accept the same sources. We could see that Christian authors relied on
Greek philosophical and patristic terms and interpretations; these were further developed in
Arab Christian writings, and could be seen as preceding Muslim appearances in the majority
of cases. In this field which is fundamental for both sides interaction can be discerned, either
in an argumentative way, or on the level of terminology, and Christian influence is

undeniable.

29 al-AMIDI, al-MubPn D Sarl maYAnD alfAU al-TukamA’ wa- ‘l-mutakallimPn, p. 114.
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Conclusion

I demonstrated that YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s Kitdb al-MasA’il wa-"l-a°wiba is an
important piece of Christian theology. It played an important role in the transmission of Greek
wisdom and Hellenistic knowledge to the Muslim theology. I relied on various Arab Christian
and Muslim sources, and examined their terminologies. On this basis, I demonstrated that
these terminologies and the ideas expressed by them show similarities, and by comparing
them I drew the conclusion that either Christian authors had influenced Muslim thought, or
that both parties had relied on a shared tradition. I found remarkable the fact that the Christian
authors of the ninth century had already had a ready set of terminology in Arabic.

So the hypothesis I started with about the role of rhetorical or Christian schools in the
transmission — which is the idea defended by M. Mar6th — seems to be confirmed. He argues
that the earliest transmission of Greek wisdom to Arabic had taken place in the milieu of the
remnants of once rhetorical schools which turned to be the centers of education for Christians
in the East. The examination of the Kitdb al-MasA’il wa-’l-aEwiba proves this, since I
demonstrated that its terminology corresponds to Greek philosophical terminology, more
specifically in the form these terms were used by Church Fathers in Patristic literature. I
carried out a comparative terminological examination including contemporary and later
Muslim sources, as well, in which I discovered further agreement, which may indicate direct
influence in some cases or reliance on mutually known sources in other instances.

In the first chapter, I examined the concept of the intellect, referred to by the term
Yagl, which is the Arabic translation of the Greek philosophical terms 1 @pévnoic, and 6 voig.
In Patristic literature, these terms mean intellect, understanding; description of mind and its
functions with reference to man’s distinctive nature: in relation to other faculties; particularly
in relation to sense perception. Mind’s capacity for knowing God is often discussed; as well
as mind between good and evil. In mind’s way to perfection divine assistance was referred to.
I showed that in Theodore AbU Qurra’s analogy mind is God’s gift, a means for cognition,
and as such, it is a faculty. It had a responsibility for choosing between right and wrong. In
this, I showed that Patristic ideas are clearly reflected. Then I demonstrated that according to
AbU RA’iOa, faith goes beyond the capacity of the intellect, so man needs divine assistance.
In this, I recognized another recurring Patristic theme. I analysed YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s

usage, and found that he introduced intellect as a cause, a faculty, a disposition, an attribute,
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and a quality. In the examples I examined, I found ideas that had already been present in
Patristic literature, but YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s differentiated usage shows greater elaboration
and development. In his argumentation, I pointed at the influence of rhetorical education. I
found several examples for Christian influence on Muslims: e.g. Theodore AbU Qurra’s
medical allegory shows an interaction between Christian and Muslim imageries. I realized
that contemporary Muslim thought on Yagq/ shows another approach, based on a different
tradition. In the examination of Muslim definitions I highlighted those points that are present
both in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s work and later Muslim definitions, as well: e.g. intellect’s
being a faculty, a means of cognition, a distinctive feature of humankind, etc. These features
could already be seen in Greek writings, then in Christian ones, and finally in Muslim works,
in which I saw a proof for Christian transmission. Later Muslim authors represent a more
elaborated stage of philosophy; but in their distinguished classifications the aspects
emphasized by Christian authors are also included.

In the second chapter I examined the following terms: Eirm, Eism, Easad, badan:;
adjectival forms like EismAnD and EasadAnD; and derived forms like taEassud, alongside
with ittilAZ, ta’annus and TulUI. 1 set up a hierarchy of meanings according to YAmmAr al-
BaOrD, and I arrived at results as far as Christian role in transmission between Greek and
Islamic cultures is concerned. In the case of the first term, Eirm, 1 demonstrated that 9th_
century Christian usage can be paralleled to Muslim usage of the same period, so a parallel
development on the basis of Greek roots can be discerned. In the case of Eism, a differentiated
Christian usage was introduced, which relies on Neo-Platonic and Patristic roots, but is further
developed by this time in Christian authors’ works. A recurring range of ideas in later Muslim
use may indicate a strong Christian influence. I found that Easad is a Christian term:
corresponding contemporary Muslim examples could not be found. It is the term that denotes
the Messiah’s flesh, or sometimes human body. Since its appearance is early documented in
Christian texts, while it cannot be found among Muslim definitions for a long time, a later
Muslim appearance and interpretation may well be influenced by Christian usage. I found
badan as a term denoting human body made up of elements, or sometimes as the human
corporeal part of the Messiah. Its appearances at Christian authors, as well as at their Muslim
contemporary, al-KindD, represent an early stage of terminological development; this parallel,
and the one found at MuYtazilD authors imply an analogous evolution of the term at both
parties. I also showed that in the case of incarnation, interaction in the field of ideas had
happened, especially in the emphasis of divine transcendence. I found that ideas and analogies

used in the demonstration of incarnation echoed Patristic ideas in a more developed form. In
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the case of ittilA4, 1 observed a possible influence of Qur’Anic terminology in the use of this
term for expressing assumption. I found that fa’annus as a specifically Christian term
developed from Patristic roots, while Christian /u/Ul had an undeniable influence on later
Muslim usage.

In the third chapter, I investigated terms referring to eternity or perpetuity, continuity.
In every case, I demonstrated that the connotations of corresponding Greek, Patristic terms
were recurrent in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation but his interpretation also shows a
further development of these ideas. In case of two terms, bagA’ and sarmad scarce
occurrences made a detailed analysis impossible. However, I discerned YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s
being influenced by Patristic usage, as well as the fact that he preceded Muslim authors in the
use of them; and I discovered that bagA’ in later Muslim authors’ usage resembles YAmmAr
al-BaOrD’s azalP. I found all this as attesting to the early formation of terminology. I found
that the only term described by a contemporary Muslim author is azal/D, which made me
confirm YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s pioneer role in this field. His use of gadPm is synonymous to
azalP: similar examples were observed. I showed that in his usage of gadPm, YAmmAr al-
BaOrD preceded Muslim authors. In the more detailed definitions of later authors, his ideas
were recurrent, which may be a sign for Christian influence on Muslim thought. Given that
Patristic i1deas are developed by Christian authors, and that their ideas recur in later Muslim
books, it shows that Christians are transmitters of ideas between Greek and Islamic cultures.

In the fourth chapter, I examined terms denoting creation. Through the examples of
ibdA’ and ibtidA’ 1 showed that YAmmAr al-BaOrD developed Patristic concepts, though a
slight Qur’Anic parallel can also be observed in his usage of the term. Examining Muslim
authors’ definitions I found that YAmmAr al-BaOrD had preceded them in this field. In the
usage of ibdAY and ibtidAY T found that YAmmAr al-BaOrD relied and carried on Greek and
Patristic ideas as far as he used this term in the meaning of engendering. A Qur’Anic parallel
could be found in this case, as well. YAmmAr al-BaOrD is among the earliest authors to have
used this term. His contemporary, al-KindD emphasizes the ex nihilo approach, and it is
mentioned by later Muslim authors, too. I showed that YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s ideas expressed
by this term are shared by later Muslim authors, which implies Muslim-Christian interaction
in its formation. I examined different forms derived from the root /-d-x. I also demonstrated
that the meaning of corresponding Greek terms is recurrent in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage.
IIdA =, when a source, or entity, Yayn, or when a substance, Eawhar are mentioned as the One
who carries this action out, it is closer to philosophical terminology and interpretation. When

it is God, or God, the Logos (especially in the case of incarnation), theological aspects are
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stronger. The contemporary author, al-KindD uses the term [Adix in the meaning of
‘occurring, created in time,” so some parallels could be observed. Later authors’ definitions
show similarities with YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation: i.e. creation/createdness in time,
though some of them, like al-EwArizmD approach them as kaldm terms, while others, like
Ibn FUrak, are rather philosophical in defining them. On the basis of Ibn SPnA’s definition,
which introduced ifdA x as a kind that happens in time and another kind which has no relation
to time, I demonstrated that the first meaning is usually represented in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s
book, as well. On the basis of the other kind, which is concentrating on the emanation of
existence without respect to time, I drew a parallel with what YAmmAr al-BaOrDP in
particular, and all Christian authors in general write on the emanation of existence out of time
(either in the case of the Son who has always been born of the Father; or the Spirit). I found it
possible that Christian understanding of the emanation of existence might have influenced
Muslim thought in this field. Later Muslim definitions were found to be similar to YAmmAr
al-BaOrD’s interpretation in general terms, but it was demonstrated that later Muslim use is
more specific. YAmmATr al-BaOrD’s usage already includes those two meanings that can be
discerned at later Muslim thinkers: the existence of a thing, after its nonexistence, in a
temporal extension, i.e. al-ludUx al-zamAnD; and contingency: a being's existing after not
having existed, in an ontological or essential extension, which does not necessarily involve
time, i.e. al-ludUx al-AAtP. His usage shows parallels with mutakallims® usage of ‘a
beginning in time’ as a basis for proving the existence of God. So in this case it is quite
probable that Christian authors in general, and YAmmAr al-BaOrD in particular, influenced
later Muslim interpretations; but at least, they represent a transition between the two. In the
case of iltirdY 1 demonstrated that apparently YAmmAr al-BaOrD used the term before its
having been defined as an idiom of a special connotation by Muslim authors. In the case of
falq, Y AmmAr al-BaOrD does not seem to have used the term in a firm, strictly limited sense,
as far as ex mihilo is concerned, just only as a term that refers to a kind of creative action.
Greek and Patristic ideas are carried on as far as “making” is concerned, but Islamic parallels
could also be found in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage when he used the term to refer to the
production of something out of something else. I found that a possible explanation for this
may be that his age is a period when the terminologies of theology and philosophy were on
their way to separation. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s use of the term was examined in different
contexts: I set up a classification of eight differing subsections. I showed that he developed
and enriched the concept he had inherited from Church Fathers. I also contrasted his use of

the term with its appearances in Muslim books of definitions: and found that though Jalg is a
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Qur’Anic term, it appears relatively late in Muslim usage if compared with Christian one. I
found that Muslim usage can be paralleled to his interpretation where Jalg is not considered to
be ex nihilo. The third theme around which YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s examples could be grouped
is the idea that the created world is a reflection, a sign, or a proof of the existence of the
Creator, which is an important idea in Muslim thought, too, and I considered this a common
development of thought. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s idea of “first” and “second” creation may
rather be paralleled to Muslim usage of ibtidA’ and ibdAY; it is not the word Jalg which is
used by Muslim thinkers to refer to this contrast, but the idea is present in both cases. As for
the synonyms in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s text that appear alongside the term Jalg, we have seen
instances where they appear in Muslim definitions, too, though, given that definition needs to
clarify the accurate use of a term, these terms are used in order to contrast falq with, not as
synonyms. We need to remark, finally, that YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s differentiated use of the
term already in the 9th century is not paralleled in contemporary Muslim usage, so we may
think of his or more generally of Christian influence in the formation of its interpretation in
later Muslim usage. I showed that YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s interpretation and use of OanYa is
parallel to the Greek use of corresponding terms. Appearances that denote a creative action
were mostly concentrated on, but examples for ‘conduct’ in general were also cited. I
examined this term in the framework of the same classification that was used in the case of
lalg, and I found that the two terms are synonymous in YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s usage. Muslim
authors did not define it, so I demonstrated that YAmmAr al-BaOrD is earlier to have used
the term. In the case of fakwPn I showed that the ninth-century Nestorian author preceded
Muslim authors in his use of the term in a stricter theological-philosophical sense.
Contemporary parallel is offered by early Muslim occult writings. However, takwDbn was
used first by MAturDdD theologians extensively to the point where they believed takwDn to
be the eighth essential attribute of God. Even though not present among his definitions, Ibn
SPnA used it later and in his footsteps, NUfDs and A§YarDs used it as well especially to
express the divine command “kun.” Christian precedence in using this term may have
influenced its interpretation on the Muslim side. In the case of ins4’, seemingly Christian
usage, or that of YAmmAr al-BaOrD in particular, preceded the term’s appearance at Muslim
authors with a clearly delineated meaning — as far as it is possible to judge it on the basis of
books of definitions. However, I brought an example of the Qur’An, in order to demonstrate
that Y AmmAr al-BaOrP might have used this term due to its being a part of Muslim religious

terminology, acceptable and intelligible for his opponents.
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In the fifth chapter, I demonstrated that Patristic ideas are carried on in Christian
authors’ works. The correlative use of fatherhood and sonship is a characteristic feature of
both Greek and Arab Christian authors. However, it is to be noted that Arab Christian authors
either emphasize that the nature of this relation is not biological, in order to explain to
Muslims what they mean by this, or they implicitly do so, when referring to fatherhood and
sonship as properties, which differentiate between the hypostases but do not affect the unity of
the divine substance. Examples of early polemics show that vivid interaction accompanied
this teaching, so alongside an exchange of ideas, terms used by Christians could also reach
Muslim opponents (and vice versa).

In the sixth chapter, I showed that Christians argued for divine unity, but this differed
from the absolute oneness of Islamic doctrine. This oneness was to be interpreted in another
way, and in the Christian argumentations Greek philosophical triads could be seen implying
oneness at the same time. This interpretation of divine Unity could not be agreed upon on the
Muslim side. Christian reliance on scriptural evidence mostly included Biblical sources. I
showed that Christian authors relied on Greek philosophical and Patristic terms and
interpretations; these were further developed in Arab Christian writings, and could be seen as
preceding Muslim appearances in the majority of cases. In this field which is fundamental for
both sides interaction can be discerned, either in an argumentative way, or on the level of
terminology, and Christian influence is undeniable.

It is admitted that Christian authors use more frequently the theological terminology.
The books examined, and especially that of YAmmAr al-BaOrD, relate more to kal4dm than to
philosophy, although the philosophical influence on some materials is evident. In my view,
this is the case because the adversaries in the debates were Muslim theologians. It is expected
that Christian authors address them according to their vocabulary. Had they used a clearly
philosophical terminology, with which they were familiar, they would have been objected.
Furthermore, their aim is apologetic. They debate to defend the Christian belief and to
invalidate the Muslim creed.

Apart from the examination of the terms, I benefited from my examples in order to
draw attention to the Christian authors’ argumentation. E.g., we could see that YAmmAr al-
BaOrD’s second-figure syllogism shows perfect agreement with the one accepted in rhetorical
argumentation. Greek and Patristic analogies, fopoi, and imageries were also referred to,
which attested to Christian authors’ reliance on rhetorical traditions. However, I also
demonstrated, that for being a dialectician, YAmmAr al-BasrD had to use the terms and

reasoning of his opponents, too.
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We may thus conclude that either as the performers of translations, or heirs to a
tradition not known to Muslims till the end of the 10™ and the beginning of the eleventh
century, or as genuine thinkers, Christian authors show characteristics of a deep conceptual
and terminological knowledge not paralleled by Muslims in the ninth century. YAmmAr al-
BaOrD’s book is one of the earliest pieces of theology written in Arabic. For this reason, an
intercession of philosophical and theological terminologies has happened in his works.
Having borrowed philosophical and theological terms and transmitting them to later Muslim
theologians, he makes the case of a bridge between Christianity and Islam.

I aimed at demonstrating that Arab Christian theology plays an important role in the
transmission and in the development of ideas and corresponding terms. The example of
YAmmAr al-BaOrD shows that an examination of an Arab Christian corpus with numerous
sources could contribute to a better understanding of this major state of the beginning of
philosophy and kaldm, and it could add to a more accurate knowledge of the history of

beginning of Arabic and Islamic prose.
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Epilogue

The present dissertation aimed at a terminological analysis in order to confirm the thesis
introduced in the foreword. These terms were selected from among a much wider range of
terms, and were limited to these selected ones only for the sake of brevity. I am aware that
other philosophical and kaldm terms could have been investigated, offering significant
results: they will be the theme of my future research.

I have not dealt with theological issues: a comparative analysis of Christian denominations as

far as their apologies and terminologies are concerned is also a topic of future elaboration.
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Summary

YAmmATr al-BaOrD’s Kitdb al-MasA il wa-’l-a°wiba is an important piece of Christian
theology. It played a major role in the transmission of Greek wisdom and Hellenistic
knowledge to the Muslim theology. The terminological comparison of this piece in particular
and Arabic Christian sources in general with Muslim ones shows that sometimes Christian
authors had influenced Muslim thought, or that both parties had relied on a shared tradition. It
is remarkable that the Christian authors of the ninth century had already had a ready set of
terminology in Arabic. The hypothesis about the role of rhetorical or Christian schools in the
transmission is confirmed by the examination of the Kitdb al-MasA il wa-"l-aEwiba, since its
terminology corresponds to Greek philosophical terminology, more specifically in the form
these terms were used by Church Fathers in Patristic literature. In contemporary and later
Muslim sources there are further examples for agreement, which may indicate influence in
some cases, or reliance on mutually known sources in other instances. The comparative
examination is carried out in six chapters: the term of the intellect; terms of bodily
connotations; terms referring to eternity; terms denoting creation; correlative use of
fatherhood and sonship; and divine unity are examined. In Christian authors’ usage,
continuity with Greek philosophical and Patristic terms can be discerned, however, these are
further elaborated. Several examples for Christian influence on Muslims can be found;
features that could already be seen in Greek writings, then in Christian ones, and finally in
Muslim works, form a proof for Christian transmission. The majority of terms used by
YAmmAr al-BaOrD show reliance on Neo-Platonic and Patristic roots even if they are further
developed. In some cases parallel appearance of the terms at Muslim authors can be
discerned, so parallel development on the basis of Greek roots could be seen. In other
instances Muslims began using terms later than Christian authors: a recurring range of ideas
in later Muslim use may imply a strong Christian influence on Muslim thought. In a minority
of cases specifically Christian terms can be found, while others reflect a possible influence of
Qur’ Anic terminology on Christian usage. Examples for early Muslim-Christian polemics are
also mentioned, which attests to a vivid interaction. It is admitted that Christian authors use
more frequently the terminology of theologians. The books examined, and especially that of
YAmmAr al-BaOrD, relate more to kaldm than to philosophy although the philosophical

influence on some materials is evident. The adversaries in the debates were Muslim
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theologians, so it is expected that Christian authors address them according to their
vocabulary. Had they used a clearly philosophical terminology, with which they were
familiar, they would have been objected. Furthermore, their aim is apologetic. They debate to
defend the Christian belief and to invalidate the Muslim creed. Apart from the examination of
the terms, the Christian authors’ argumentation is examined, which, in some cases, shows
perfect agreement with earlier forms of rhetorical argumentation. Greek and Patristic
analogies, topoi, and imageries were also referred to, which attested to Christian authors’
reliance on rhetorical traditions. Concluding: either as the performers of translations, or heirs
to a tradition not widely known to Muslims till a later age, or as genuine thinkers, Christian
authors show characteristics of a deep conceptual and terminological knowledge not
paralleled by Muslims in the ninth century. YAmmAr al-BaOrD’s book is one of the earliest
pieces of theology written in Arabic, which, having borrowed philosophical and theological
terms and transmitting them to later Muslim theologians makes the case of a bridge between

Christianity and Islam.
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Osszefoglalas

YAmmAr al-BaOrD Kitdb al-MasA’il wa-’l-a’wiba c. miive a keresztény teologia egyik
fontos darabja, mely jelentOs szerepet jatszhatott abban a folyamatban, mely a hellenisztikus
¢s goOrog miiveltséget a muszlim teoldgia szdmara elérhetévé tette. Ennek a miinek,
atlalanossagban pedig més kortars arab munkaknak az 0sszehasonlitasa a muszlim forrasokkal
azt bizonyitja, hogy az arab keresztény szerzok egyes esetekben hatottak a muszlim
gondolkodésra, maskor pedig azt latjuk, hogy a két fél terminoldgidja kozos forrasokra
tamaszkodva, parhuzamosan fejlédott. Fontos megjegyezni, hogy a kilencedik szdzadi arab
keresztény irok mar kész terminologiai rendszerrel dolgoztak. Az az el6foltevés, mely szerint
a retorikai (keresztény) iskoldk szerepet jatszottak a hagyomanyozasban, megerdsithetd a
KitAb al-MasA’il wa-"l-aEwiba vizsgalata alapjan. Terminologidja egyezést mutat a korabbi
gorog filozofiai terminusokkal, kiilondsen abban a forméban, ahogy ezek az egyhazatyak
muveiben is megjelentek. Kortars és késobbi muszlim forrasokban is taldlunk terminologiai
egyezéseket, ami lehet annak jele, hogy a keresztény irodalom hatott a muszlimra, de azt is
jelezheti, hogy a két fél azonos forrasokra tdmaszkodott. A disszerticioban elvégzett
Osszehasonlitd terminologiai vizsgalat hat fejezetre oszthato: intellektus; testi jelentéssel birod
terminusok; Orokkévaldsag; teremtés; atyasdg és fiusag; egység. A keresztény szerzok
terminushasznalatdban megfigyelhetd, hogy a gordg filozofiai, illetve az egyhazatyak altal
képviselt vonulalot kdvetik, fejlesztik tovabb. Tobb olyan példa is felsorakoztathatd, mely a
keresztény irok muszlim teologusokra gyakorolt hatasat mutatjak, illetve kozvetitd szerepiiket
a gorog és muszlim gondolatkorok kozott: az eldszor gérogben, majd arab keresztény irdknal,
késobb muszlimoknal megjelend fogalmak és terminusok ezt a kozvetitd szerepet igazoljak.
YAmmAr al-BaOrD legtobb terminusa a neoplatonikus és egyhézatyai hagyomanyokra épiil,
ezeket fejleszti tovabb. Egyes esetekben azt latjuk, a terminus a muszlimoknal is ugyanekkor,
hasonl6 jelentéssel jelenik meg: ezek a példak a kozds gordg alapokon nyugvéd, parhuzamos
fejlddést mutatjak. Mas terminusok esetében megfigyelhetd, hogy a muszlimok késébb kezdik
hasznalni 6ket, ami, a jelentésbeli egyezésekkel egylitt, keresztény hatast enged feltételezni.
Az esetek kisebb hdnyaddban kifejezetten keresztény terminusokkal is taldlkozhatuk, mig
masok korani hatdsra engednek kovetkeztetni. A korai muszlim-keresztény hitvitdk azt
bizonyitjak, hogy a vitatott kérdésekben élénk eszmecsere folyt a két fél kozott, melynek
soran fogalmaik titkdztek, terminoldgidjuk, érveléstechnikajuk pedig hatott a masikra. A

keresztény szerzOk elsdsorban teoldgiai terminusokkal élnek, még ha a filozoéfiai hatdsok
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nyilvanvaldak is. Az ellenfelek muszlim teolégusok voltak, tehat a filozofiai helyett a
teoldgiai terminoldgiat kellett hasznalni. A célkitlizés apologetikus: a keresztény hit védelme,
a muszlim tanitasok cafolata a cél. A példak lehetéséget adnak a terminusok mellett az érvelés
vizsgalatara is, aminek eredményeképp a korabbi gordg retorikai formakkal valo egyezés
mutathaté ki szamos esetben. Osszességében elmondhatd, hogy akar forditokként, akar egy
olyan hagyomany orokdseiként, mely a muszlim szerzok szamara késébb valt altalanosan
ismertebbé, a keresztény szerzOk olyan mértékli elméleti €s terminoldgiai tudassal
rendelkeztek a kilencedik szdzadban, mely a muszlim oldalon még egy ideig nem jelenik meg.
YAmmAr al-BaOrD kényve a legkorabbi arab nyelvii teologiai miivek egyike, mely korabbi
filozofiai-teologiai termiusokat tovabbfejlesztve, s azokat a muszlim félnek tovabbadva a
kereszténység és az iszlam kozti kozvetitd szerepe miatt az egyik legjelentésebb korai arab

prézai mii.
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