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INTRODUCTION

Al-Madaris al-Nizamiyyah was one of the prestigious chains of universities in the early
Muslim era, which played a leading role in the field of education. Its significance and
impact was not limited to the study of Islam, rather it made a remarkable contribution
to the study of other religions as well. The study of other faiths was initiated by the
Holy Qur’an as it provided principles and methods with which to deal with and study
other religions. In the light of these principles Muslim scholars explored other religions
and developed various methodologies in this regard. These methodologies were
noteworthy and cutstanding in their times and are very much valid in the modern age.
Historically, Christians were settled in the Arab land long before the emergence of
Islam, they established their churches, monasteries and other religious and gducational
centers there, After the coming of Islam large number of them converted to Islam, still
a big minority adhered to their old religion. Thus, their interaction with Muslims was
more as compared to the people of other faiths. Moreover, Christians were
intellectually active; among them were famous translators, philosophers and doctors
therefore their influence in the society particularly among the elitc was great.
Consequently Muslims gave more attention to them as compared to other religions.
As Christianity was considered a revealed religion, Muslim attention was diverted to its
fatth, the distortion brought in by Christians and the ambiguities prevalent there.

In the light of the following verse the commonalties present in the two religions
became the heart of discussion, which says:

“Say: People of the Book! Come now to a word common between us and you, that we
serve none but God, and that we associate not aught with Him, and do not some of us
take others as lords apart from God.” (3:64).

As faith on God is first such element therefore large number of books appeared with
the utle al-Radd “ald al-Nagara where the main focus was on ¢riticism on Christian

faith. In these works trinity or divinity of Jesus was discussed and refuted. Another
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important component for a revealed religion is its books so the second major area of
study for Muslims was Christian scriptures. Here again the focus was on change and
distortion which appeared in their books. Unlike faith, scriptural studies got less space
and within it more attention was paid 1o the origin and authenticity of the books
which in modern studies is known as historical eritical studies of the Bible as compared
to its meaning or interpretation.

Coming to al-Madrassah al-Nizamiyyah, here apart from this general trend among
Muslims, we also find unprecedented contribution in certain areas for example textual
criticism by al-Juwayni in al-Shifz, first encyclopedia on religions by al-Sharistani and
criticism on the divinity of Jesus through interpretation of text in aI-Radcf al-Jamnil by
al-Ghazali.

Coming to the modern west, traditional position of Christianity has been immensely
shaken by the onslaughts of modern rationalism and scientific critical studies of
Christianity. Christianity unlike other religions is based on certain historical events and
in the modern age historical critical method was the sharpest tool which brought down
Christianity to ground by strongly suggestng inaccuracy of these historical facts.
Importance and place of Jesus Christ in Christianity cannot be ignored. In fact
Christianity is established on the historical figure of Jesus which is a hotly debated
issue in the modern studies. Faced with the shortage of available historical record
modern scholars are finding it very hard to prove his historical status. Further,
philosophies of Kant, Hegel, Humanism, and Deism to name only few gave a new
shape and spirit to religious studies, Thus, in this situation religion generally and
Christianity particularly were looked through different glasses where all unscientific
elements were questioned. Therefore traditional Christianity with its dogmas and
doctrines became outdated so they were either discarded as done by liberals or were
given new meanings. Influenced by this state of affairs where Christianity was
criticized from different sides Bultmann took the option of interpreting Christian faith

as the old dogmas were unacceptable to the modern man.
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Therefore interpretation of Bultmann or of al-Ghazali has direct relevance with critical
waves of their own times. Although assumptions, philosophy or meaning and
methaodology of ‘criticism’ and ‘interpretation” differs widely in the traditional Muslim
and the modern western worldviews but the point of convergence is that the Christian
doctrines are irrational and contradictory therefore cannot be accepted by the sane
mind. Al-Ghazali and Bultmann both instead of simply eliminating dogmas opted for
rereading the text in order to remove their irrationalities.

Importance of text or the scripture cannot be negated in revealed religion rather it is
the foundation on which religion is established therefore its correct understanding is
mandatory. It is the center around, which faith or worship or general religious
understanding revolves. At the same time in Christianity there are many problems
related to their religious text. The historical ambiguity related to its origin and early
compilation has reduced the worth of the text. Besides, time difference of centuries has
rendered these writings difficult to understand for the coming generations. The
cultural, intellectual, contextual and linguistic environment in which the text emerged
changed with the passage of time and a gap is present. To bridge this gap the text needs
interpretation, to make it meaningful for the late generations. Further, it must be kept
in mind that since the beginning it has been the primary task of theologians to
interpret the sacred text and to make it meaningful for the believers, 5o there is along
history of ‘interpretation’ in Christianity.

In addition to the above it may be noted that interpretation does not take place in
vacuum rather there are many factors which influence this process. From them are the
principles and rules which determine the direction of interpretation, any variation in
these rules can bring major change in the meaning of the text. Moreover, these
principles themselves at times are religiously oriented i.e. theology or can have non-
religious grounds like philosophy or social and cultural influences. Further, these
principles also reflect the mindset or the worldview of a theologian and thus can

manipulate interpretation. In other words every era has its own requirements and
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priorities which work at the background and exert its influence on the interpretation.
Due to these various factors interpretation of any text can be many dimensional and
consequently it is impossible to avoid ‘opinions’ or “views’ for a single text.

IHere the question arises which interpretation is to be selected among the conflicting
ones, or which one is to be preferred among the various interpretations. To putit in
ancther way, the question of legitimacy of these factors arises, as already stated
interpretation is bound with these factors so it must be discerned which one of them,
religious or non-religious, are the correct ones to be taken into consideration. Does the
interpretation of religious text always follow religious principles or it can accept non-
religious principles as well and if so to what extent? Particularly the social and cultural
influences in interpretation when taken in consideration might lead to endless readings
so to what extent such principles are allowed to play their role. These are some of the
issues which would be addressed in this thesis and how the underlying assumptions
influence the text and lead to varying interpretations. As al-Ghazali and Bultmann
represent two paradigms so comparison of their interpretations would bring to light
how the same text can give a different meaning altogether, one religious and the other
philosophical. Al-Ghazali being a theologian of al-Nizamiyyah remained within
religtous circle whereas Bultamnn 2 twentieth century German theologian was

concerned with contemporary requirements and opted for the philosophical standards

for interpretation,

As for the structure of the thesis it comprises of four chapters, the first is the
introduction about life and the background of al-Ghazili and Bultmann. Nature of
scriptural studies in Muslim scholarship generally and the role of al-madrassah al-
Nizamiyyah particularly; similarly in the western world some of the modern religious
trends with the status and interpretation of the Bible has been mentioned.

In the second chapter meaning of al-ta’wil and demythologizing in the thought of al-
Ghazali and Bultmann have been respectively discussed. Further some of the major

principles and the underlying assumptions in interpretation have been mentioned.

Xy




The third chapter is about the application of these principles on the Gospel of John. To
make the comparison easy and meaningful some of the commen principles have been
selected for comparison; among them for instance are reason, language, theology and
lastly mystical and philosophical aspects. And it has been shown how these aspects
were understood differently by al-Ghazali and Bultmann and as a result of that the
meaning of the text i.e. the Gospel of John varied altogether.

In the last chapter the principles of interpretation as taken by al-Ghazali and Bultmann
are evaluated, particularly their relevance to the Gospel of John. Moreover, problematic
nature of religious language and the credibility of tools used by al-Ghazili and

Bultmann in interpretation of John have been discussed.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Abundant works are present on al-Ghazili and Bultmann in many languages, with a
difference that discussion on interpretation is not extensive for al-Ghazali as compared
1o Bultmann where the idea of interpretation stirred an on-going debate among western
theologians. For al-Ghazali plenty of studies are done on areas like mysticism,
jurisprudence, theological and philosophical aspects, his refutations on philosophers or
other deviated sects, educational and psychological teachings and so forth whereas in
comparison to that his concept of al-ta'wil has not occupied much space among
scholars. In his own writings it is in Jbya’ where it is elaborated at length while
mentioning its principles, status and authenticity, particularly in the portions of
Qawa'id al-I'tigad and Adib al-Tilawah. To mention few other books we find its
principles with implementation in Mishkat, al-lljam, al-Qistas, Qaniin al-Ta’wil and
Jawahir. Among the modern scholars Muhammad Abt Qasim translated Jawahir with
an introduction on it, as The Jewels of the Qur'an and his translation of Adab as The
Recitation and Interpretation of the Qur'an. Al-GhazalT’s crux in understanding and
interpretation of the Qur’an is mystical. For him to arrive at the correct understanding

of the author it is important to know the hidden meanings present in it, or to dive deep
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in the fathomless ocean to get the pearls. This theory is further expanded on by Abu
Qasim in an article “al-Ghazali in Defence of Sufistic Interpretation of the Qur’an”.
Besides, interpretation in relation to the understanding and categorization of the text
has been discussed by Frank Griffel in Al-Ghazazli’s Philosophical Theology. Referring
to al-Qistds and al-H{jam Griffel elaborates that interpretation in al-Ghazali’s thought is
not imposed by the interpreter on the text rather it is the other way round. The text
directs towards the literal or the metaphorical interpretation after its proper
categorization. Coming to Martin Whittingham in his Al-Ghazali and the Qur'an: One
Book And Mary Meanings, which is a detailed discussion of al-ta’wil in al-Ghazali’s
thought. Whittingham selected Faysal, al-Mustasfa, Adab, Jawahir, Mishkat, Qawa id, al-
Qistas from al-Ghazali's writings. He divided interpretation in these writings in the
‘activities of this world’, ‘the actives of the hereafter’, and its practical implementation
is in Jawahir and comparison with philosophical interpretation in «f-Qistas and
Mishkar.

In all the above works interpretation in al-Ghazili’s thought has been discussed in
reference to the Holy Qur’an, which is not directly relevant to our topic. But it does
provide general understanding for the conceprt of al-ta’wil. As the source of revelation
whether it is the Holy Qus'in or what was revealed to Jesus is one so there is some sort
of similarity present in the religious text in these two religions which may help in
interpretation. Thus the above mentioned works of al-Ghazali are like an umbrella for
the concept of al-ta’wil in John.

Regarding works on Christianity by al-Ghazili or by others, they are very few. General
references to Christian or Jew scriptures are in the form of sayings of Jesus or other
prophets in his various writings. Zwemer in his book A Moslem Secker After God
collected these sayings which are from canonical and non-canonical books and shows al-
Ghazali’s acquaintance with these books. Specifically al-Ghazali wrote a small book 4l
Radd al-Jamil on Christianity which mainly concerns us in this research. There 1s

debate among scholars abour the authenticity of this book, whether it is a genuine
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work of al-Ghaz3li or not. The book has been edited and brought to light by Rev. R.
Chidiac and later by ‘Abdul “Aziz Hilmi who in a detailed introduction discussed the
authenticity and nature of other studies on Christianity prior to al-Ghazili. Although
Hulmi highlights various aspects of al-Ghazali’s ¢riticism on Christianity still it does
not mention, except for brief insights, al-ta’wil in reference to the Gospel of John.
Therelore this thesis is a first humble attempt, as far as I know, about al-Ghazili’s
interpretation for Christian books particularly the Gospel of John.

Coming to Bultmann, as already stated, many works are present on his
demythologization, its principles, assumptions and criticism on it. These works can
broadly be classified in translations, which form a bulk of work done on his thought.
Bultmann mainly wrote in German language and many of them are translated in other
languages particularly in English. Apart from translations, Bultmann’s interpretation
has been extremely criticized. Kerygma and Myth A Theological Debate is a collection of
criticism and a reply from him. Similarly Myth and Christianity an inguiry into the
possibility of Religion without myth by Karl Jaspers and Bultmann, and Fact and Faith in
the Kerygma of Today by Paul Althaus, present various objections raised on Bultmann’s
interpretation. It has been claimed that there are structural drawbacks in
demythologization, Bulumann is not consistent in his thought and there are paradoxes
and contradictions present in it. Moreover, interpreting Christian dogmas and doctrines
in existential terms means that their traditional meanings are negated and in its place
new and modern connotations are being given which in fact are foreign to Christian
faith. Besides that his whole programme is based on the idea of science versus myth
where the former is true and later untrue, which has been objected and criticized.
Apart from criticism Schubert M. Ogden in his book Christ without Myth and John
Macquarrie in The Scope of Demythologizing expanded on the ideas of Bultmann in
interpretation. As history, dogmas, language and philosophy are some of the important
aspects of his interpretation therefore in these writings discussion revolves around them

and their relation with demythologizing. All these works though they are about
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interpretation, 1ts philosophy and assumptions still none of them deals with
comparison of al-Ghazili and Bultmann in their methodology of interpretation in

particular the Gospel of John.

METHODOLOGY
In the study of more than one personality method of comparison of their thoughts is
best suited therefore for al-Ghazali and Bultmann in this work comparative method is
mainly followed. Moreover, comparison of ideas itself requires their clarification and
analysis on the one hand and evaluation and criticism on the other to highlight
similarities and differences present in their thought. Therefore it can be said that the
comparative method is supported by analysis, elaboration and criticism to bring the
opposites on the front. For this reason the three are taken together in this study with
more emphasis on comparison. Further, it may be noted that al-Ghazili and Bultmann
represent two very different paradigms. Ignoring their contextual and other differences
might lead to incorrect results in comparison thus an attempt has been made not to
overlook them.
Besides, some of the preliminary clarifications may be mentioned; the term al-ta’wil
and demythologization has been rendered as ‘interpretation” and the word literal 1s
added to it whenever its opposite is meant. In dares it is the hijri calendar, as far as
possible, for the Muslim side and the Gregorian calendar for the Christian dates has
been followed. In case of both dates the hijri/Gregorian style is followed, and in case of
hijri date only ‘K’ is affixed w denote that. Thirdly, in transliteration the pattern of
Islamic Studies journal of ‘Islamic Research Institute Islarnabad’ has been followed.
Fourthly, the citations of the Holy Qur’an are taken from A. J. Arberry’s online

English translation and of the Bible from The American Standard Version online.
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CHAPTER ONE

AL-GHAZALI AND BULTMANN: LIFE AND BACKGROUND




LIFE OF AL-GHAZALI

-To write about a famous personality is as hard as to explain a known fact and it
becomes harder when in front is a towering figure, like al-Ghazali a remarkable scholar
whose expertise was not limited 10 one discipline. His encyclopedic knowledge is well
expressed by Muhammad Mustafa al-Maraghi (d. 1945) that majority of the scholars are
famous in one discipline, for example Ibn Sina’ {d. 428/1037) and al-Farabi (d. 339/950)
are known philosophers, al-Bukhari (d. 256/), or Muslim (d. 261/} are renowned names
in hadith, and Ibn ‘Arabi (d. 638/1240) is a famous Sufi. Whereas al-Ghazalt’s expertise
cannot be confined to one discipline; he was not one personality but an encyclopediac
with an unmatched mastery in Sufism, theology, philosophy, jurisprudence,' and wrote
extensively in all these fields.

He was Muhammad b. Muhammad b. Muhammad b, Ahmad® Aba Hamid* al-Ghazali*
al-Tisi®, al-Shafi‘t°, al-Ash‘ar?’, and was honoured with the titles of respect “Proof of

Islam” and “Ornament of Din”.

' See Ahmad Farid al-Rifa‘i, statement of Mustafa al-Marighi on al-Ghazili in «f-Ghazili (Egypt:
Matba'zh *Is3 al-Bab1 al-Halabi n. d.), vol. 1, pp. 9-10.

! For details see his autobiography al-Mungidh min al-Dalal, there are numerous other biographical
studies on him, from his contemporaries and the recent period. Taking chronologically, among the
classical biographers was, “Abd al-Ghafir al-Farisi who died in 529/1135. They were fellows in af.
Nizamiyyah and he got his information directly from al-Ghazali. See AlMumtakbab min al-Siydq li Tarikh
Nishapuy, ed. Muhammad Ahmad ‘Abid ‘Aziz (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-“Iimiyyah, 1409/1989), pp.73-74;
Abii Bakr b, al-'Arabi (d. 543/1143), 4l Awdsim min al-Qawdsim (Cairo: Makeabah Dir al-Turath
1417/1997); Abii al-Qasicn Ibn ‘Asakir (d. 571/1176), Tabyin kadbib al-Muftari fi ma Nusiba ila al-Imam
Abi al-Hasan al- Ash'a¥i (Damascus: Matba*ah al-Tawfig, 1347 H.), pp. 291-306; Ibn al-Jawzi {d.
597/1200), ai-Muntazim (Hydarabad, Dakan: Matba'ah di'irah al-Ma'‘arif sl ‘Uthminiyyah 1359 H),
vol.9, pp.168-170; Ibn Khallikan (d. 681/1282), Wafayat al-A'ydn ed. Muhammad Muhyi al-din,{Cairo:
Matba‘ah al-Sa‘adah 1368 /1948), vol. 4, pp. 353-355; al-Dhahabi (d. 748/1347), Siyar A'lam al-Nubal&d’
(Beirut; Mu’assasat alRisalah, 1410/1990), vol.19, pp. 322-346; al-Yafi'i {d. 768/1366), Mir'dt al-findn wa
"Tbrak al-Yaqzan fi Ma‘rifal Hawadith al-Zaman (Hydaribad, Dakkan: Matba‘ah da‘irah al-Ma‘dnif al-
Nizamiyyah, 1338 H), vol.3, pp. 177-192. The most detailed one is by T3j al-din al-Subki (d. 771/1369),
Tabaqiit al-Shiafiyyah al-Kubra, ed. ‘Abd al-Fateah and Mahmud Muhammad (Cairo: Dar Thya® al-Kutub
al-‘Arabiyyah, n. d.), vol.6, pp.191-389; Jamal al-din al-tabaki, ol-Nujam al-Zzhirah (Cairo: Matba‘ah Dar
al-Kutub al-Misriyyah,1935}, vol.5, p.203; Muhammad Bagir, Rawda: al-Jennat (Tahran: al-Matba'ah al-
Hydariyyah, 1390 H.), vol 8, pp 3-20; Tash Kubra Zadah (d. 962/1365), Miftah al-Sa‘adah wa Misbih al-
Siyadah (Hydaribad Dakkan: Da'irah al-Ma‘@rif al-Nizamiyyah, n. d.), vol. 2, pp. 190-211; Salih al-din al-
Safdt (d. 964/1367), al-Wafi bil Wafayat (Istanbul: Marba‘ah al-dawlah1931.H.}, vol.1, pp. 274-277; Ibn al-
‘Tmad (d.1089/1679), Shadharat al-Dhbahab {Cairo: Maktabah al-Qudsi, 1350 H), vol .4, pp.10-13; Murtada

1




He was born in Tas in 450/1058; he and his brother were raised up as orphans by a
Sufi friend of their father, a custodian appointed by their father on the deathbed with a

request to educate them. To fulfill the wish they joined a madrassah and thar-opened

for them the path of knowledge.t

(d. 1205/1790), Ithaf al-Sadah al-Muttagin (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-limiyyah, 1409/1589), vol.1, pp.8-7.
From the prominent recent works are 5, M, Zwemer, A Moslem Secker after God: (New York: Fleming H.
Revell Company 1920); W. M. Watt, The Study of al-Gazili Oriens vol. 13 {1960-1961), pp. 121-131 and
Mustim Intellectual A Study of al-Ghazali (Edinburgh: University Press 1971); Frank Griffel, ALGhazali’s
Philosophical Theology, (Oxford: University Press 2009); and Al-Ghazali in Standford Encyclopedia of
Philosoplry; Richard Joseph McCarthy, Freedom and Fulfilimen: (Boston: G. K. Hall & co. 1980); Ehsan
Yarshater ed., art. Gazali in Encyclopeadia Iranica (New York: Bibliotheca Persica Press 2001), vol. 10;
Statement of Mustafa al-Maraghi on akGhazili in the book of Ahmad Farid al-Rifa'i, &f-Ghazali (Egypu:
Macba‘ah “Isz al-Babi al-Halabi n. d.), vol. 1, pp. 9-15; Yusuf al-Qardiwi, al-Tmam al-Ghazali baina
Madilihi wa Nagidili (Beirut: M0'assasat al-Risalah 1414/1994). '

* Kunyah (name in relation o father or child), it was an honourific title as he had daughiers only and no
SO

* Nisbah o Ghazil, there is a long debate regarding the meaning of Ghazal which is linked with o spell
it with single ‘z' or double. Those who prefer it with double ‘z' among them are Subki, Ibn Khallikin,
Dhahabi, Muhammad Bigir, Ibn ‘Imad, Murtadi and for them Ghazzal means a spinner and it was the
trend in Khawarazm o call people according to their profession. Whereas for al-Sam‘ani it is with single
‘2’ Ghazila which probably was the name of a village near Tiis. In contemporary writings, particularly
orientalists use single “2”. See a detailed discussion in W. Montgomery Watt, Muslim Intellectual A Study
of Al-Ghazzlz (Edinburgh: R& R. Clark, Ltd. 1963), pp. 181-183; in The Encyclopedia of [slam, ed. Lewis,
Petlat and Schacht (Leiden: E.J.Brill 1965), vol. 2, p. 1038; M. M. Sharif, A History of Muslim Philosophy
(Pakistan: Pakistan Philosophical Congress 1983), vol. 1, p. 582,

One of the uncles of al-Ghazili also had the same nisbah and kunyab, he was known as Ahmad b,
Muhammad Abd Hamid Ghazili al-Qadim, al-Kabir see al-Subldi, Tabagar, vol. 4, p. 87, and also his
brother had same nisbab and kunyah Ahmad b. Muhammad b.Muhammad b. Ahmad al-Tiisi al-Ghazali
(d. 520 H.). See al-Subki, Tabagit, vol. 6, p.61.

* Nishah (related) to Tis. It was a small ¢ity comprising of two towns, Tibarin and Nuwqan in the
province of Khurasin, of old Persian Empire. It was conquered in the times of ‘Uthmin bin ‘Affan, the
third caliph after the Prophet {peace be upon him). See Yiqut al-Hamawi, Mu jam al-Baldan (Cairo:
Matb‘ah al-Sa'3dah 1324/1906), vol.6, p. 70. In modern times, it is situated near Meshad.

& Madbab 1-Shifi'i was founded on the teachings of Muhammad b. Idris al-Shafi'i (d. 204/820) who
followed the school of Madina in the beginning but later in Iraq developed a different madbab in figh. To
some extent, this school combined the traditionalism of Malik (d. 179/ 795) and rational thought of Abt
Hanifah (d. 150/767) together. He wrote a small book al-Risalab, on the method of legal reasoning and
with it founded the branch of Uil al-figh.

7 Ash'arite school of Kalam was founded on the teachings of Abi al-Hasan ‘Ali b. Isma‘il al-Ash‘ari {d.
324 HL). This school eried to balance between the rationalism of Mu‘tazilah and literalism of Hanabilah.
Abu Bakr al-Baqillani {d. 403 H.), AbG Ishaqal-Isfira’yini {d. 418 H.), Abt al-Mu‘ali al-Juwayni (d. 478
H.), Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (d.606 H.) were the prominent scholars of this school.

¥ Sce, al-Subki, Tubagat, vol. 6, p. 193,




EDUCATION
After early schooling with the Sufi friend of his father, formal education started in his
own village Tts with Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Radhakani with the swudy of
jurisprudence.” After that he went to Jurjan to study with AbG Nasr al-Ism3°ili (d. 405
H.)." On his return to Tis he stayed there for some time and learnt Sufism with Yusuf
al-Nass3) then left for Nishapur'! 1o study with Imam al-Haramayn al-Juwayni (d.
478/1085)" in al-Madrassah al-Nizamiyyzh." There he studied theology, jurisprudence,
logic, philosophy, rhetoric, natural sciences and Sufism." His teacher and colleagues
soon recognized his extraordinary intellectual abilities. Al-Juwayni used 1o say, ‘al-
Ghazili is a sea to drown in’. During this period, he taught fellow students and wrote
books in theology, phitosophy and logic."” Here he also studied Sufism with Abu ‘Al
al-Fadl b, Muhammad b. *Ali al- Firmadi (d. 477/1084-85) who was a disciple of Abu al-

Qasim al-Qushayri (d. 465/1072) author of 4/-Riszlab in Sufism and learnt more about

spiritual practices.'

PROFESSIONAL CAREER
On the death of al-Juwayni in 478/1085, al-Ghazali left Nishapur for the royal camp of
Nizam al-Mulk (d. 485/1092)." Soon his excellence and profound knowledge impressed

* See, al-Safdi, al-Wafi bil Wafayat, p. 274, Ton Khallikin, Wafayat al-A%an, p. 353, al-Subki, Tabagat, vol.

6, p- 195.
1% See, al-Subki, Tubagat, he mentions his full name as Muhammad b. Aba Bakr Ahmad b. Ibsahim b. :
Isma‘il Aba Nasr al-Isma‘ili (d.405 H.) Obviously, he cannot be the teacher of al-Ghazali. There was '
another scholar named Ismi‘il b. Mas*addah b. Isma‘il b. Ahmad b. Ibrahim b. Ismi‘il (d.477 H.) who

might have taught al-Ghazali. See Mustafa Aba Sway, Al-Ghazali A study in Llamic Epistemology, (Kuala

Lumpur: Dewan Bahasa dan Pustaka 1996), p.17.

M. M. Sharif, A History of Mustim Philosoby, p. 583;

2 See footnote no. 195 down.

1 See p. 22 down. i
" See, al-Subki, Tabagit, p. 196; al-Dhahabi, Siyar A'tam al-Nubala', p. 323.
** See ‘Abd al-Ghafir, AL-Muntakbab min al-Siyag li Tarikb, p. 73; Ibn Jawzi, al-Mantazim, p. 168; al- ’
Subki, Tabagat, p. 196. :

* See, Murtadd, lzhaf al-Sadab, p. 26; Jami, Nafabit al-Uns (Lahore: Masraqi Printinig Press n. d.J), tr.

Urdu Ahmad "Alj, p. 400; Ibn “Asakir, Tabyin Kadhib af Mufiari, p. 295; Smith, ALGhazali the Mystic,

p-17; M. M. Sharif, A History of Muslim Philosohy, p.583.

v See footnote no. 110.




all. Consequently, in 484 H. Nizam al-Mulk appointed him to the chair of theology in
Nizamtyyah of Baghdad, a most prestigious institution of the time."

In Baghdad he was welcomed very warmly; his lectures attracted hundreds of people
among them were students, scholars and nobles altke. Apart from teaching during this
period, he wrote books and gave Fatwi (legal opinions) on different matters. His
position, status, fame, wealth and the respect he received excelled dignitaries and he

enjoyed a life what men can dream of but few can attain.”

LEAVING BAGHDAD AND THE SPIRITUAL CRISIS

While still at the height of reputation and with a bright future lying in front he left al-
Nizdmiyyah and the city of Baghdad in 488/1096 and opted for seclusion and
wandering. It was a major turn in his life that changed his thought and had far-reaching
results.”

This was not a sudden change; its roots were in his background, education and the
training that he received in his early life and particularly from al-Juwayni undoubtedly
were the stirring factors. As mentioned before his childhood grooming was under the
Sufi friend of his father; then he studied Tasawwuf with Yusuf al-Nass3j and al-
Farmadhi al-Ts1, which revealed for him that the “Truth’ is above human reason thus
opening the doors for such a faculty.”? Moreover, training and education, which he
received from al-Juwayni, polished his thinking and creative abilities further. Al-
Juwayni never appreciated Taglid (blind following), and encouraged discussions among

his students to inculcate open inquiry. Above that, it was in the Fitrab (nature) of al-

*® See, al-Subki, Tabagat, p. 197; Ibn ‘Asakis, Tubyin Kadhib al-Mufiari, p. 292; Yifi'l, Mir'at al-fannan, p.
177; Ibn Khalligin, Wafayaz al-A'yan, p.354.

" See al-Subki, Tabagat; al-Dhahabi, Siar ATim al.Nubals’, p. 323; al-Safadi, al-Wafi bil Wafzyat, p. 275;
ak-Yafi'y, p. 177.

 See, al-Subki, Tabaqar; Ibn Khalliqan, Wafayat al-A'yan, p. 353; Ibn *Asikir, Tabyin Kadhib al-Muftari,
pp 292-293; Ibn al-Jowzi, 2f-Muntazim, p. 169.

4 See, Murtadi, Ithaf al-Sadah, p. 12. He was also influenced by Abo Talib al-Malgki {d. 386/996), al-
Mubhasabi {d.243/857), al-Junayd (d.289/910), al-Shibli {d. 334/945} and Abu Yazid al-Bustami (d.
261/875).




Ghazali, which kept him moving towards Reality.” In Baghdad, he was not satisfied
with his situation and realized that the worldly life, which he was living, was a
hindrance in reaching the Truth. Fear of God and the life of Hereafter were the main

factors that turned him towards God, leaving everything behind *

JOURNEYS IN SEARCH OF TRUTH

From Baghdad he went to Damascus, and wrote his most famous book Jhya’ ‘Ulim al-
din then to Jerusalem and from there to Egypt and Alexandria. During this period, he
gave himself a tough time of self-discipline, purification and worship. He stayed away
from people, visited mosques and shrines until he attained the level of "ngi: al-
Wujiid” (pivot of existence), a Blessing for all and a Guide towards al-Rahmin.*

Lastly, he came back to his village T4s and established a Madrassah with a khaniqah
next 10 his house where he remained for the rest of his life. During this period, he
concentrated on teaching, recitation of the Holy Qur’an and to stay with the friends of
God. He also started to look again in the traditions of the Prophet {peace be upon him)
particularly al-Bukhiri and al-Muslim. It is said that he must have excelled it if life had

allowed him so.”

DEATH

He died on Monday in 505/1111 at the age of fifty-three, and was buried in Tabaran.
His brother Ahmad relates that on the day of death al-Ghazali performed ablution and
said his prayers then asked for the shroud and kissed it and said, ‘*with full submission

" See al-Ghazili, A+Mungidh min al-Dalal, ed. ‘Abdul Halim Mahmid (Cairo: Maktabah al-Anjilo al-
Misriyyah 1964), pp. 11-14,

B See Ibn *Asakir, Tabyin Kadhib al-Muftari, p. 293; al-Sublksi, Tabagat; al-Dhahabi, Star A tam al-Nubala’,

p.324.

¥ See al-Subki, Tabagat, p. 200.

® See ‘Abd al-Ghifir a5 narnted by al-Subki, Tebagir, p. 210; Murcada, fthaf al-Sadah, p.12; Ibn Jawzi,
al-Muntazim, p.170; Smith, Al-Ghazali the Mystic, p. 29.




to the angel’ then he stretched his feet and turned towards al-Qiblah {direction of
Makkah) and died before sunrise.”

MAJOR THREADS OF HIS THOUGHT

Al-Ghazili, as said above, was a theologian, a jurist, a philosopher and above all a
mystic, which is the most significant aspect of his thought; besides that he was Sunni
and Asha‘ri with respect to his theological leanings. However, was he a strict follower
of any of these shades of thought or was an independent thinker is a frequently asked
question.” Best source to know his thought is what he narrated himself in al-Mungidh
min al-Dalal regarding intellectual and spiritual development of his life. His picture in
it is of the seeker after truth, who probed in every shade of thought and evaluated all
those who claimed to be the bearers of truth in his age. As narrated by him, since early
age, there was an urge in him 1o know the truth and not to follow anyone blindly. The
passion for gaining knowledge was an inborn instinct in him or was like a burning
flame 1o reach the reality, which he termed as “fitrah’ (navure). Nevertheless, it may be
noted hete that following others or taglid has not been negated by him in toto. He
denied its negative aspect only, which is follow without knowledge, for him the correct
should be differentiated from the incorrect one in following others.”® Otherwise its
positive aspect that is to follow the right authority is important in religion, as faith is
based on what prophet Muhammad (Salla Allahu ‘alayhi wa sallam) informed and 1w
follow that is binding for the believer.”” Above the common following is gradation in
knowledge among people as mentioned in the Holy Qur’in,

“God will raise up in rank those of you who believe and have been given knowledge.”

(58:11).

* See al-Subki, Tubagat, p. 201; Murtadi, libaf al-Sidah, p.14.

¥ See Nakamura Kojiro, Was Ghazili an Ash‘arite?, The Memoirs of the Toyo Bunko, 51(1993); Michael E.

Marmura, Ghazali and Demonstrative Science, Journal of the History of Philosopby (1965); R. M. Frank,
Al-Gbazili and the Ash'arite school (Durham: Duke University Press 1994),

* See Al-Ghazali, al-Mungidh min al Dalal, p. 126,

? Ibid., p. 179.




Thus, for al-Ghazili o know the right authority and to follow it is required in religion,
for him taqlid is related with knowledge and rejects only the negative aspect of it. From
above we may conclude that while remaining within the boundaries of rehigious
authority he never closed the doors of reasoning and used the wol of knowledge
differentiate between the correct and the incorrect authority.

In search of correct authority, the thing that bothered him was the division of people in
various religions and sects where each one claimed to be on the right path and that
salvation lies with them only. As all claimed to posses the true knowledge, this led him
to seek the true, assured knowledge or conviction without doubt.* In other words, it is
al-ilm al-yagin that nothing can nullify its truth. For example if someone claims that
the numerical value of ten is less than three and to prove it he turns a rod in a snake,
this action in itself might be astonishing but should not shake the knowledge for
numerical values.” Atthough all factions claimed to have attained al-‘ilm al-yagin but
al-Ghazili, a5 an independent thinker, evaluates their claims. It may be noted that al-
Ghazali remained within the religious frame as far as the possibility and source of such
knowledge is concerned. He is not skeptical of its possibility neither he considers its
source to be away from God, Perfect knowledge comes from God only. Apart from it,
the lowest level of knowledge is of senses al-bissiyyat then the rational evidence of a/-
darariyyat and after that is al-aqliyyat. In this gradation, the lowest level is of senses
judged by reason, and above reason is another faculry that corrects reason. To
demonstrate its possibility al-Ghazali compares a dream with an awakened state. A
dreamer while in dream considers it o be a reality; only on awakening he realizes the
truth. Similarly, this life is like a state of sleep or dream and the rruth will be clear on
death. Knowledge gained then would be the most accurate and authentic as compared

to all other categories, as it comes in the prophetic saying,

¥ Ibid., pp. 124-127; Mustafa Abi Sway, Al-Ghazali A study in Islamic Epistemology, pp53-56.
* See Al-Ghazili, al- Mungidh min al-Dalal, p. 127.




Plgesst g 13 s |
People are sleeping; when they die they awaken.
And in the verse of the Holy Qur’an it comes:
“Thou wast heedless of this; therefore We have now removed from thee thy covering, :
and so thy sight today is piercing,” {50:22). |
However, some people do not acknowledge this category, but it is most accurate as its

source is from God. It is n#r, which enters the heart and is not the result of rational

proofs. Moreover, whosoever considers that knowledge is limited to senses or rational
perception only has confined the mercy of God to few categories.’” This knowledge is
above reason and senses, being supra rational and supra logical it is intitutive in nature
and surpasses reason and senses but at the same time it does not contradict reason. For
al-Ghazali, there is an intellectual equilibrium attained at this leve} berween reason and
intuition, with reason being lower to intuition. Thus, for him knowledge is attained
within religious frame and through God.

With this perception of true and authentic knowledge and after breaking the hurdles of
al-taglid, a!-Ghazali classified various thoughts present in his times o identify where
the truth lies. According to him, philosophers represent rational approach based on
logic and al-burhan (categorical and clear proof}, whereas rationalism of al-
mutakallimiin is of al-va’y wa al-nazar category, sect of al-Ta‘limiyyah fully submit w0
the authority of imam, and those who rely on intuition are Sufis. To verify the truth
claims of these groups al-Ghazili penetrated in their core teachings and concluded that
Sufism is the best option as it opens the path towards God and a sufi thus receives
directly from Him the knowledge.

Concluding the above discussion it can be stated that it seems unfair to confine a

scholar like al-Ghazili within the boundaries of particular thought. Although he

* Abt Nu'aym al-Isbahani, Hifyat al- Awliya’ (Beirut: Dar al- Kutub al-‘Arabi, 1405] vol. 7, p. 52.
* See Al-Ghazili, al-Munqidh min al-Dalil, p. 130.




criticised al-madbhabiyyab for declaring the opponents as unbelievers and that it leads
to blind following.* However, he never denied his allegiance to Ash‘arite thought while
rejecting some of their concepts.” He denounced al-taglid and literalism of al-Kalam,
pure rationalism of philosophy where it went against the clear teachings of religion.
His perception was based on assured knowledge, which had the highest authority, it is
the supra rational or supra logical knowledge which is intuitive and comes directly to
the heart after its purification. This knowledge is above rationalism or literalism,
though it never contradicts the literal or the rational understanding of religion, it only
goes beyond them. Thus, al-Ghazili was undoubtedly an independent thinker but
always remained a Sunni, Shifi‘ite and Ash‘arite throughout his life.*

It may be said in this regard that intellectual equilibrium between literalism,

rationalism and intuition is one of the greatest contributions of al-Ghazali and

consequently rightfully gained him the title of mujaddid. At the same time, it may be
reminded that in trying to bring the intellectual balance, he could not escape the heavy !
criticism from all these fronts.

But no doubt that all these trends are indespensible to reach the correct understanding
of religion and helps in interpretation of the religious text. This equilibrium is well
reflected in his writings particularly in a/-fhya’ and for Christians in his interpretation

of Gospel of John, which will be discussed in the coming chapters. i

* See al-Ghazali, Faysal al-Tafriqah, in Majma ah Rasa'il al-Imam al-Ghazali (Beirur: Dar al-Kuwb al-
‘miyyah n. d.), p. 77; ALGhazal, Kitab al-Arba'in fi Usiil 2l-Din ed, ‘Abd Allzh *Abd al-FHamid
‘Arawini and Muhammad Bashir al-shagafah (Damascus: Dar al-Qalm 2003), p. 276; Al-Ghazili, Mizan f
al-'Amal ed. Sulayman Dunya (Cairo: Dir al-Ma'arif 1964), p. 409.

* See Nakamura Kojiro, Was Ghazali an Ash‘arite?, The Memoiss of the Toyo Bunko, pp. 7-20. Al-Ghazalt

deviated from Ash‘arite in issues like theory of al-aslah, Atomism, and theory of Soul.

* ALl-Ghazili’s criticism of madbbabiyyah may not be equated with modern negation of madhibib, his

eriticism was leveled againse some of their misperceptions only and its nature was methedological

whereas in modern age the negation is outright rejection and is unmethodological, which resembles to
some extent Protestant thought in the Christian world.




WORKS OF AL-GHAZALI

Al-Ghazali wrote extensively in the areas of jurisprudence, philosophy, logic, theology,
Sufism, ethics and polemics. Some of his major books can be classified as follows: i1n |
Figh, the prominent works are al-Wasit, al-Basit, al-Wajiz, al-Kbulasah, n Usitl al- l.
Manghidl, al-Mustasfz. In philosophy there is Magasid al-Falastfah, Tabafut al-Falasifab, |
Miyar al-lim, Mubik al-Nazar and al-Qistds al-Mustagim. In kalim the major writings
are al-lqtisad fil al-I'tigad, al-Asma’ al-Husna, Qawa'id al-‘Aqa’id, Tjam al-'Awam ‘an
U ab-Kalzm and Ma'arij al-Quds. In Tasawwif there is hyz’ ‘Ulam aldin, Bidayat al-
Hidayah, Minhaj al-'Abidin, Ma‘arij al-Salikin. There was a commentary on the Holy
Qur’an with the title Yagar al-t3'wil fi Tafsir al-Tanzil in 40 volumes but is
unfortunately lost, another interpretation on it is Jawahir al-Quran. In refutation of
sects there is Hujjat al-Haqq, al-Mustazhari, Fada’ih al-Batiniyyab, a refutation on i
Christianity al-Radd a-Jamil, and his autobiography is al-Mungadh min al-Dalal >

Due to large number of his writings, since the middle of nineteenth century many

scholars dealt with the issue of identification and verification of genuine work from the

great corpus and their arrangement in chronological order.” Within the books our

concern is with 4l-Radd al-Jamil a refutation on Christian faith therefore its status

briefly is what follows.

STATUS OF AL-RADD AiL-JAMIL
Authenticity of al-Radd al-Jamil li Hahiyyar Tsa bi Sarth al-Injil was not a settled issue

like his other famous books.

¥ See, al-Subki, Tabaga, pp. 224-227; Ibn ‘Imad, Shadharat adh-Dhabab, pp. 12-13; Muhammad Bagqir, l
Ruwdat al-Janat, pp. 17-19; Ibn Khalligin, Wafayat al-A'yin, pp. 154-355; Murtads, Aitzbaf al-Sadab, pp.
56-60.

*# See, ‘Abd al-Rahmin Badawi, Muw'allafar al-Ghazali (Kuwait: Wakilah al-Matbi‘ax 1977), he gives good
information about all the previous works done on this topic; W. Montgomery Wart, The Authenticity of
the Works Attributed to al Ghazialt, hup://wwweghazali.org/site/bibliography.htm (accessed on 3/1/09);
George FE Hourani, A Revised Chronology of al-Ghazili’s Writings, American Ovriental Society 104.2
(1984), pp.289-302; Mashhad al-‘Allaf, Kutub al-Imim al-Ghazali al-Thabit minka wa al-Manbil,
http://www.ghazali org/biblio/Authenticit yof GhazaliWorks-AR hrm (accessed on 3/1/09).
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Badawi in his Mu’allafdt al-Ghazali categorizes it among the doubtful books, although
he provides information of all those who ascribed the book to al-Ghazali.”

The objections raised by those who considered it as unauthentic work of al-Ghazali are
firstly that there is no cross references for it in the other books of al-Ghazali. Secondly,
linguistically it is different from other works. Thirdly it is not mentioned by other
biographers; only a Coptic theologian mentions it. Fourthly al-Ghazali talks in detail
about Christian religion and their books in al-Radd al-Jamil but this information is

absent in his other works, and lastly authenticity of it depends on his visit to Egypt

and Alexandria which in itself is a doubtful issue.®

On the other side those who considered it an authentic work, amﬁng them is
Massignon who discovered two manuscripts in the Aya Sofia library at Istanbil*! of a/-
Radd al-Jamil and in an article® he emphatically ascribed it to al-Ghazili and translated
some portions of it. Later in 1936, Rev. R. Chidiac edited the book and brought it w0
light. In 1973, another critical edition appeared from Cairo by ‘Abd al-*Aziz Hilmi
which further strengthened the authenticity of af-Radd al-Jamil, The last two works

used internal and external criticism to verify the authenticity and to refute the

¥ See Badawi, Mu'allafat al-Ghazali, p. 262

* See G. F. Hourani, A Revised Chronology of al-Ghazili's Writings. where he summarizes these
objections of H1. Lazarus-Yafeh from her book, Studies in Al-Ghazzali (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press
1975), pp.458-477; ‘Abd al-*Aziz *Abdul Haq Hilmi, al-Radd al-famil li al-Ghazali (Cairo: al-Matba'ah al-
Amiriyyah 1393/1973), pp. 121-126; W. Montgomery Watt, The Authenticity of the Works Attributed to al-
Ghazalt; according to Badawi this book was considered by Bouyges unauthentic but later on he changed
his opinion because the proofs are not very strong to mark it as unauthentic, see M "ailafar, p. 262.

I These manuscripts ate numbesed as Aya Sufiya 2246 and 2247. They were copied by M. b. ‘Isa b. “Abd
al-Qadir al-5hafi'l in Cairo in 672 / 1273 with the book of al-fmam al-Juwayni, $hifa’ al-Ghalil fi Biyan
ma Waqa' fi al-Tawrat wa al-Injil min al-Tabdil and is present in one cover. See Constance E. Padwick, Al
Ghazalt and the Arabic Versions of the Gospels, The Moslem World, vol. xxix no. 2, {April, 1939), p. 131,
* The title of the article is Le Christ dans les Evangiles sefon al-Ghazali in Revue des Etudes Islamiques,
1932, p. 523. For him the importance of this treaty lies in the fact that it tells us about the Christian
Muslim relations and reveals a different methodology used by al-Ghaz3li as compared to al-Juwayni or
Ibn Hazm. Unlike the other two he is not searching for the original text rather accepred the text as it is

and accused Christians on false interpretation. See Padwick, Al-Ghazali and the Arabic Versions of the
Guspels, p. 131,




objections raised over it; especially Hilmi discussed in detail the ambiguities left over

by Chidiac, Briefly, the refutation on objections is as follows.

External criticism showed that Abu al-Khayr b. al-'Iayy'.lab a Christian author of sixth
ceniury mentioned it in his book to refute al-Ghazali’s allegations.” Moreover, Haji
Khalifah (d.1068 H.} mentioned it with a little variation in the title as 4/-Radd al Jamil
ala man Ghayyarabh al- Tawrat wa al-Injil " After him “Abd al-Qadir al-Tydriusi (d. 1038
.) mentioned it in his commentary on al-Zhyaz™ as Kitab al-Qawl al-Jamil fi al-Radd
ala man Ghayyarah al-Infil* Although there is variation in the wordings but the
content is same which verifies the anthenticity of the book.”

Internal criticism shows similarity of methodology adopted by al-Ghazali in al-Radd
and in his other works, particularly which he wrote in refutation of Greek philosophy
or al-Batiniyyah.” That is to accept the arguments of the opponents then to show the
faults and weakness present in their thought.” Moreover, there is linguistic similarity in
use of phrases and words in al-Radd al-Jami! and in other works of al-Ghazali.*

As far as al-Ghazall’s knowledge of Christianity is concerned, hya’is a good example
of that, Zwemer gathered all the traditions and logia (sayings attributed to Jesus peace
be upon him) in al-Ghazili’s books particularly Jpyz'?' According to him, al-Ghazal: |

was well aquatinted with the Old and the New Testaments and cannot be accused of

9 8ee ‘Abd al-‘Aziz ‘Abd al-Haq Hilmi, al-Radd al-Jamil li Imam al-Ghazali, pp. 57-58.

“ See, Haji Khalifah, Kashf al-Zanun an Asami al-Kuiub wa al-Faniin (Makkah al-Mukarammabh: al-
Maktabah al-Fisaliyyah, n.d.), vol. 1, p. 837.

% <Abd al-Qadir al-*1driisi, Ta'rif al-Abya’ bi fada'il al-Thya' (Beiruv: Dar al-Ma‘drifah, 1404 Y1), p. 9.

* See, Abd al-*Aziz Hilmi, al-Radd al-Jamil li Imam al-Ghazéli, p. 59.

¥ For Hilmi there is variation in the wordings of titles for different books and this need to be verified by
comparison with manuscripts, see Hilmj, ibid., p. 58.

* See for example Tubafut al-Falasifabh and Fada'ib al-Batiniyyah. %
“Al-Ghazili elaborates his methodology in af-Mungidb min al-Dalal.
* Words like “Bil hara”, “fa bil hara” or “fakam hard” which are present in a/-Radd are also present in '
Mishkat al-Anwar, see Hilmi, al-Radd al Jamyil li al-Ghazali, pp. 64-65. i
% See S M. Zwemer, A Muslim Seeker after God, (New York: Fleming H. Revell Company 1920), pp. 257- !
294, It was also published in an Arabic booklet as Magamul-Masih il-Makin fi Ibya' ‘Uliim al-Din (Cairo: 5
Nile Mission Press), see Padwick, Al-Ghazali and the Arabic Versions of the Gospels, p. 130.
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presentng distorted text or relying on his memory only, in the case of gospels ke cited
the ‘very words of the text’.”

Further Padwick tried to determine the version of the New Testament used by al-
Ghazali. For him it seems that he might have used separate versions for gospels and
epistles, which were not necessarily from the same translation. Secondly, the Arabic
translations of the N.T. in that age were from Greek, Syrian or Coptic languages. He
might have used copto-arabic versions, which were written in paratlel columns,” as
they are very near to quotations of al-Ghazili particularly of John.*

There is a possibility that al-Ghazali relied on different translations of the N.T. If that
being true then presence of few Coptic words in #/-Radd, which related the writing of
this book with the visit of Egypt, can be resolved. Secondly, this visit was considered a
legend™ because it was linked with the journey for al-Maghrib but, their dates do not
coincide® so the journey was discarded. Consequently, al-Radd was categorized as
inauthentic. In fact, the conclusion is based on linking the two visits, i.e. to Egypt and
al-Maghrib together. It is possible that al-Ghazali visited Egypt prior to 499 H. during
his other journeys” and that nullifies the whole argument.

In addition, a comparison of al-Ghaz3li’s thought in al-Radd with some other works
might help in determing the status of the book, although there is an opinion that al-

Ghazal’’s thought is not consistent and is contradictory at times.”® Whereas the case 15

*? See Zewmer, A Muslim Seeker after God, p. 260; Padwick, ALGhazali and the Arabic Versions of the
Gospels, pp. 130-131. _

$ 1t was written in 1204 or 1205 and is found in Vatican library with the number Vatican Coptic No. 9,
see Padwick, Al-Ghazali and the Arabic Versions of the Gospels, pp. 137-138.

*Tbid., pp. 133-139.

% See Badawi, M allafat al-Ghazals, p. 23; Jabre in the article of G. F. Hourani, A Revised Chronalogy of
al-Ghazili’s Writings, p. 296; Bouyges in HUmi’s book al-Radd aljamil, p. 53.

* Al-Ghazili planned to visit Yisuf b, Tashfin in al-Maghrib but when he heard the news of his death,
he changed the plan, The problem aroused because Yusuf b. Tashin died in 500 H. whereas al-Ghazali
retuned from his journey in 492 H. and was teaching in Nishdpfr in 500 FL.

¥ See Hilmi, al-Radd al-Jamil i Imam al-Ghazali, p. 57.

* See R. M. Frank, Al-Ghazali and the Ash'arite School (Durham and London: Duite University Press
1994}, p. 3 where he says about al-Ghaz3li, “His writings differ greatly from one another in form and
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not so, beneath the apparent diversity there is underlying consistency which can be
deduced from his writings including #/-Radd. In Peter Heath’s opinion there are certain
underlying principles in al-Ghazili’s writings which can solve the seemingly
inconsistencies.” According to Heath, conceptual structure of al-Ghazali was well
grounded in philosophy, theology and mysticism of his day. He took from them the
theories and blended them 1o suit his own argument. He was not a strict follower of
any of these trends particularly philosophy and theology although he picked elements
from them. He condemned non-rationalism of philosophers, literalism of theologians
and deviations present in mysticism, and his thrust was 1o uncover the real spirit of
religion and mysticism, in his opinion, most suited for that.® However, there are shifts
present in his terminology, language and ideas, which led many to criticize him. Reason
behind these shifts is that he changes them according to his audience whereas the
content remains the same.”! When we compare these principles of al-Ghazali with a/-
Radd we find striking similarities. In 2/-Radd, he is strongly condemning non-
rationality of Christian philosophers, literalism of their theologians and pointing to the
deeper philosophical issue of religious language in comprehensible terms of mysticism.
His presentation of terminology, language and ideas are to suit his Christian audience;
he talks 10 Christians in their tone. Al-Ghaz3ili even makes it clear in a/-Munqidh min
al-Dalal that the requirement before criticism is to have a full grasp of the opponent’s
thought.” In that case it is natural to borrow the opponent’s terminology which would
be easy to understand therefore we find al-Ghazali using Christian terms and idiom in

al-Radd which is absent from his other works.”

rhetoric as well as in topic and focus "; Tbn Rushd, al-Kashf ‘an Manahij al-Adilab fi ‘Aqa’id al-Milah ed.
Muhammad *Abid al-Jibiri (Beirut: Markaz Dirdsat al-Wihdah al-* A rabiyyah 1998), p. 151.
* See Peter Heath, Reading al-Ghazili: The Case of Psychology in Reason and Inspiration in Islam ed.

Todd Lawson (London: 1. B. Tauris in association with The Institure of Ismaili Studies 2005), p. 187-188.
% Ibid. pp187-196.

9 1bid. p. 191.

% See al-Ghaz3li, al-Mungidh min al.-Dalal, p. 25.

® This might be the reason, which forced Ibn Rushd to claim that al-Ghazili changes his identity
according to the identity of his addressees, “He is an Ash*ari with Ash‘aris, a Sufi wich Sufis and a
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The methodology of al-Ghazali in al-Radd can be compared to rya’ his most famous
and authentic work. Kenneth Garden pointed out two important aspects of style in
Iya** when compared with 4/ -Radd we find sharp similarities present in them. Firstly
both are polemical, Jhya’ as the name depicts is to revive the religious sciences which
became obscure in his age so it was written against the prevailing Muslim religious
trends and norms of his age,” and in the same tone he criticized Christian religious
norms and understanding in a/-Radd. Secondly, in both books, there is rereading of
religious terminology, in the sense that originally, the words had some particular
meaning but with passage of time a new understanding evolved and the original
meaning was forgotten, and this paved the way for change in meaning of the text.* In
addition, al-Ghazali by pointing out this change tried to restore the original sense of the
terms.

Consequently, it can be said that the arguments to prove authenticity of s/-Radd are
sound enough to ascribe this work to al-Ghazali in spite of the objections raised.
Apart from the authenticity, a brief summary of the book is as follows. As is clear from
the title this treatise was a refutation of divinity of Jesus in Christianity. The book has
three portions; a short introduction, main body of al-ta’wil and a conclusion with
comments on concepts considered foundational for the concept of divinity of Jesus.
The introduction is about the issue of al-taglid in Christian thought. Al-Ghazali
differentiates berween the teachings of Jesus and the literal interpretations of the late
generations. These literal interpretations after a passage of time replaced the original
religion of Jesus, and the later generations considered that this was the religion

preached by Jesus. Al-Ghazali criticized their uncompromising understanding and

philosopher with philosophers”. See Ibn Rushd, Fagl al-Magal Fima bayna al-Hikmal wa al-Shari'ah min
al-Irtigal ed. Muhammad ‘Ammara (Cairo: Dir al-Ma‘arif 1969), 2™ edition, p.52.

¢ See Kenneth Garden, “Al-GHAZALI'S Contested Revival: Thya’ Uliim Al-Din and iss Critics in
Khorasan and the Maghrib® (Ph.D. Thesis) Chicago: University of Chicago, 2005.

% Tbid., pp. 26-30.

% To cite one example, see the reinterpretation for the word ‘Figh* in Ihya’ as discussed by Garden, ibid. p
30, and for the term ‘fiab* \n al-Radd al-Jamil lil Imam al-Ghazak, pp. 244-245.
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refusal to accept interpretation for the text. Further, he elaborated the influence of
Greek philosophy on Christianity. The eatly generations borrowed notions from the
Greek philosophy to explain their major tenets. Next to it is the main portion of 4/
Radd where implementation of al-ta’wil is carried on. Al-Ghazili concentraved on the
Gospel of John, as it is the most venerated gospel among Christians. In the end, al-
Ghazili highlighted the nature of religious language, which is different from the
common language. Religious language carries deep meanings and in order to
understand it properly, one should be able 1o ‘go beyond” or ‘cross’ the literal meanings
for deeper ones. This going beyond or crossing is al-ta’wil. These are the main issues
discussed in al-Radd, which would be discussed in the following chapters, before that
let us take a fleeting glance on the age of al-Ghazali.

THE AGE OF AL-GHAZALI

Al-Ghazali witnessed a disintegrated Abbasids Caliphate,** their power was limited to
certain religious ceremonies or their names were inscribed on coins.? Caliphs who sat
on throne during the lifetime of al-Ghazali were al-Qa'im bi Amrilldh (d. 467/1075), al-
Mugqtadi bi Amrillzh (d. 487/1094) and al-Mustazhar billah (d. 512/1118).”° During this
period sultans {provincial governors)' were politically dominant, among them Saljugs

(429-552/1038-1157)"* came to power before al-Ghazali was born by taking over eastern

It reminds the aim of al-Ghazali in writing /bya’, when the real teachings of religion are forgotten and
are replaced by later interpretations. See al-Ghazili, Ihya’, vol. 1, p. 10,

* Abbasids Caliphate was established in 132/750 by Abd al-"Abbas al-Saffzh and lasted uatil the fall of
Baghdad in 656/1258 with the slain of Caliph al-Musta‘sim. They ruled for five centuries,

* See Le Strange, Baghdad during the Abbasid Calipbate (London: Clarendon Press n. d.), p. 327.

™ See Tbn Kathir, 4f-Bidayah wa al-Nibyab, ed. ‘Ali ‘Abd al-Satir (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-Tmiyysh
1407/1987), vol.12, pp. 117, 155, 195.

™ From the reasons of disintegration in the second half of the caliphate was the vast territory under them
so for administrative purposes, they appointed governors and delegated powers to them. These governors
with the passage of time became very powerful that they could refuse to obey the orders of the caliph
and at times pressed the caliph with undue demands. See *Abd al-Majid Abi al-Futah Badawi, a/-Tarikb
al-Styast wa al-Fikri (Cairo: Dir al-Wafa’ 1408/1988), pp. 16-18; Hasan Abrahim Hasan, Tarikh af-Iilam
(Beirur: Dar Thy3’ al-Turdth al-"Arabi 1965), vol. 3, pp. 1-2.

™ Safjugs were Turkish tribes, who were nomads and entered Khursin. They were the descendants of
Saljuq b. Duqaq who was from the branch of Oghuz tribe named as Qiniq. It is also narrated that Saljuq
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provinces and Baghdad. They defeated Mas‘id b. Mahmiid of Ghaznah in 431/10407
then Buwayhids in 447/1055.”* Moreover, they established their kingdom firmly under
Alap Arsalan and Malik Shah. During this period Nizam al-Mulk, their powerful wazir
played a leading role in cultural development. Saljugs had friendly terms with the
Caliphate and were Sunnis like the Abbasids.” Submission to the office of Caliph was
in religtous spirit more than political,” and the caliphs, on the other hand, respected
them as well.”

In the religious arena the prominent factions were al-Shafi‘iyyah, al-Ahnat," al-

Hanabilah,” al-Ashd‘irah, al-Mu‘tazilah,® The Twevelers,’ al-Isma‘iliyyah,® al-

was the name of the place where Saljug b. Duqaq was born and was named after the place. See [bn Bibi,
Saljug Namah, tr. {Urdu) Muhammad Zakariyya Ma'il (Lahore: Zarin Art Press 1975), pp. 10-11.
Acording to Tbn Athir Saljuq with his people embraced Islam and started to open the land of Turks. See
al-Kamil fi al-Tarikb, ed. Carolus Johannes Tornberg (Beirut: Dar Beirut 1386/ 1966}, vol. 9, p. 474.

7 See Ibn Athir, al-Kamil fi al-Tarikh, vol.9, pp. 482-483; Spuler, The Cambridge History of Islam, ed.
Holt, Lamton and Bernard Lewis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1970), vol. 1 A, p. 149,
Ghaznavid dynasty (351-582/962-1136) was of Turkish origin and their name is detived from the city of
Ghazna which lies in Afghanistan now. Most prominent ruler of this dynasty was Mahmud of Ghazna
(388-421/998-1030) who was the governor of Khurasin. See Spuler in The Cambridge History of Islam, p.
147; Hasan Ibrahim Hasan, Tarskh ol Lilam, vol. 3, p. 83,

™ See Ibn al-Taqeaq, al-Fakbari fi al-Adab al-Sulianiyah wa al-Duwal al-Islamiyyah (Egypt: al-Matba‘ah al-
Rahmaniyah, n. d.), p. 211; Tbn Achir, al-Xamsl fi al-Tarikb, vol. 9, pp. 609-610; Tbn Kachir, al-Bidayah wa
al-Nehayah, vol. 12, pp. 70-71; Spuler, The Cambridge History of Islam, p. 149; Ibn Khuldin, Tarikh fbn
Kbuldan, ed. Turk: Farhian al-Mustafa (Beirut: Dar Thya al-Turdch al-*Arabi 1419/1999), vol.4, p. 495.
Buwayhids (334-447/945-1055) were from the tribe of Daylam at the south of the Caspian Sea, what is
now Azarbayjan. Their historical background is not clear; some relate them to royal family of Persia or
to Arab tribe or to a poor family background. See Hasan Ibrahim Hasan, Térikb al-Islam, vol. 3, pp. 37-
38.

7* See Spuler, The Cambridge History of lslam, p. 149.

" The Caliph called Tughrul Beg for help against the Shiite Buyids who was supported by Egypt see [bn
Arthir, al-Kamil fi al-Tarikh, p. 609; Tbn Kathir, 2/ Bidayah wa al-Nibiyah, p. 71.

7 Tughrul Beg was warmly welcomed by the caliph with gifts and was bestowed with the title of the
king of the east and the west, the caliph even married niece of Tughrul Beg see Ibn Athir, ibid., p. 617,
634; Ibn Kathir, ibid., p. 72, 77.

" School of Figh established on the reachings of Abt Hanifa al-Nu‘man a-Kufi {(d.150 H.), and is also
known as Athdb 2Rl (inclined towards opinior), it was followed more in Baghdad, Balk, Bulkhira,
Persia, India and parts of Africa.

" This school of figh was founded on the teachings of Abmad b. Flanbal (d. 241/855) He is famous for
his resiskance against Mw %azilah on the issue of uncreated Qur’in which kept the Sunni faich intact. He
rejected rationalism of Mu‘tazilab and favoured interpretation of Qur'an- bil- Qur'dn,
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Qaramitah.* Tension between them was due to religious-cum-political factors,
particularly friction between Abbasids and Fatimids® played a major role in it. Riots
between Sunnis and Shi‘is on ‘ashira” (10th of Muharram), or between al-Hanabilah
and al-Ashi‘irah® or al-Shafi‘iyyah and al-Hanabilah® were to the extent of bloodshed,
persecution of scholars” or murders by Isma‘ilis* was as commen as suicide bombing
of today, Commenting on the reasons of unrest, Richard W. Bulliet discards economic,
ethnic reasons or class divisions present among these groups. According to him it was
Asabiyyah (fanatic attitude), which emerged due to the difference of opinion in
jurisprudence or theology, with an interesting fact that both, theology and

jurisprudence, are not the sources of religion but are interpretation of the sources.”

® Wasil b. ‘Ata’ (d.131 H.) was the founder of Kalimi School, Their basic teachings are al-Usil al-
Kbamsab which are al-Tawbid, al-‘Adal, al-Wa'd wa al-Wa'id, al-Manzilah bayn al-Manzilatayn, al-Amy bil
al-Ma'riif wa al-Nakyi "An al Munkar. They are rationalists and 10 sharp contrast to Hanbali chought.
¥ They are orthodox Shi'ls who believe in twelve Imams the descendants of al-Hussin b. ‘Al and the
twelfth one is Mahds {disappeared in 260/874). They duffer from Sunnis on the issue of mamah, and
believe that descendants of ‘Ali have the divine right for the leadership and on sinlessness of Mahdi.
¥ A faction within Shi‘ah who follow Isma'il b. Ja'far {died between 136/753-146/763) and believe in ol
ta'wil al-batini with such ngour and force that all the religious concepts and beliefs aze interpreted
accordingly. They are also known as al-Batiniyyab and af-Ta limiyyab.
® There are different opinions about them, it is said that /- QarZmitah is another name of al-Iima ‘iliyyab,
or they were the followers of Hamadan Qarmat. Like f5ma‘¥lis they are extremists and believe in - Ta'wil
al-Batini,
™ Fatimid kingdom {297/909-567/1171) was established in Egypt and al-Maghsib by ‘Ubayd Allah al-
Mahdi (d. 322 H.}. According 10 some of the historians they were the descendents of Isma‘il b. Ja'far al-
Sadiq therefore they were known as Ismi‘ilis and for some their forefather was ‘Abd Alizh b. Maymiin
al-Qadah. He believed in two Gods of al-Khayr and «l-Sharr. Last ruler of it was Aazid who died in 1171
and Salah al-din restored the power of ‘Abbasid Caliphate in Egypt.
% See Tbn Kathir, of-Bidayah wa al-Nibayab, vol.12, p.122, 125.
% See Ibn Athir, al-Kamil fi al-Tartkh, p. 614
¥ Al-Juwayni, al-Qushayri and others where persecuted by Hanafi wazir al-Kundari (d. 457 H.) of
Tughrul Beg. Al-Kundari was very harsh towards 4/-Shafi‘iyah and a-Asha‘trah, according 1o Ibn Athir he
treated them like al-Rafidab. See vol.10, p. 33. -
* Sunni Scholars and the dignitaries were the target of Isma‘ilis, ‘Abd ur-Rahmin al-$abiini(d.380 H.),
*Abi al-Qisim b. al-Juwayni (d.493 H.}, Fakhr aiMulk b. Nizam ul-Mulk {(d.500 H.) were killed by
them.
* See Richard W, Bulliet, The Batricians of Nishapur (Massachuserts: Harvard University Press 1972),
pp-31-33, *Abd al-Majid AbG al-Fattih Badawl in af-Tarikh al-Siyasi wa al-Fikri discussed the historical
development of sectarian division which appeared due to difference of understanding and interpreting
the text. There were two extremes of pure literalists and the other of rationalists, and the rest of the sects
swing between these two.
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This reflects a disturbed psyche of the age, which must have affected al-Ghazali. This
shallowness of religious life, with his internal spiritual crisis, forced him to leave
Baghdad and later on to write his master piece Iya” ‘Ulsm al-Din, with the intention
of reviving the true religious spirit.

Apart from Muslim sects, among major minorities were Jews, Christians and
Zoroastrians in Baghdad. Concentrating on Christians only here, Eastern Christianity™
was divided into Nestorian,” Jacobite,” and Malkite™ sects living in Egypt, Iraq, Syria

and Armenia. Regarding their social and religious conditions under Muslim rule there

® Western (Roman Catholic} and the Eastern {Greek Orthodox) Churches were divided in the eleventh
century of Christian era due to theological, political and cultural differences. Issues like supremacy over
Christian world, position of pope or the patriarch in respect to civil authority and the differences in
theology were the causes of split. See Powel Mills Dawley, Chapters in Church History (New York: The
Seabury Press 1963), pp. 67-70; Williston Walker, A History of the Christian Church (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons 1959), pp. 140-150,

’! The sect was named after Nestoirus the bishop of Constantinople in 428, and became official when
Mar ‘Abd-Ishu of Nisibis formulated “The Orthodox Creed of Nestorians” in 1298. See G. P. Badger,
The Nestorians and Their Rituals, (London: Darf Publishers Limited1987), vol. 2, pp. 49-51, Nestorius
differed from the Alexandrian school on the theclogical issue of ‘relation of the divine Loges with the
humaniry of Jesus’. Alexandrian school stressed on the unity in Christ’s personality ie. his humanity
was absorbed in his divinity. Nestorius on the other hand followed the school of Antioch, for them there
was no merging of the divine and the human in Christ; the two were ethically joined through a harmony
of will or purpose. They condemned the use of the title Theotokos (Mother of God) for Mary and the
phrases as God died or the God was born were blasphemous for them. This sect was powerful in Persia,
Syria and due to missionary activity spread in Arabia, Turkistan, India, and China. See T. A. Burkill, The
Evoluetion of Christian Thought (USA: Cornell University Press 1971), pp.96-98; John Joseph, Musfim-
Christian relations and inter-Christian Rivalries in the Middle East (New York: University Press 1983), p.
4; Jean Danielou, The Christian Centuries A New History of the Catholic Church tr. Vincent Cronin (New
York: Longman & Todd Ltd. 1964), vol. 1, pp. 335-42,

*? Jacobite or the Syrian Jacobites were from the Monophysite Church whao believed in one deified
human nature of Christ or one divine nature after the union of Christ with Jesus, The sect was
organized by Jacob Baradaeus. They were well established in west Syria and Persia and coexisted with
Nestorian Church there. Other churches of Monophysites were the Coptic (Egyptian) and Abyssinian
(Ethiopian} Church, Armenian Church and the Maronite Church in Lebanon. See John Joseph, Muskim-
Christian relations and inter-Christian Rivalries in the Middle Fast, p. 4.

* Malkites {also spelled as Melchites) which means Royalists, were who remained faithful with
Byzantine Empire or the East Roman or the Greek Orthodox also known as Rém Orthodox in Arbic.
They were mainly in Syria, Slavic Balkan and some villages in Damascus. They were among earlier
Christians who easily shifted to Arabic language from the Greek. They followed the theological stance of
Byzantine Church Le, Christ as savior of humanity had 10 be both man and God, One person in Two
Natures. See John Joseph, Muslin-Christian relations and inter-Christian Rivalries in che Middle East, pp.

2, 5; al-Biruni, The Chronelogy of Ancient Nations, tr. Edward Sachau (Lahore: Hijra Internasional
Publishers 1983}, p. 282
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are different narrations. According to some, Muslim Caliphs provided religious and
social protection to their non-Muslim subjects, and they enjoyed a better life under
Muslims as compared to Byzantine Empire, their co-religionists.”’ On the other hand,
there are some examples of maltreatment meted out by Muslim rulers as happened in
Palestine or Egypt”™ or in Armenia.” Nevertheless, the overall condition of Christians
was that they enjoyed a peaceful life a fact that can be verified from their social
conditions. Christians were active members of the community among them were
doctors, historians, poets, translators, philosophers and teachers, due 10 their high
caliber they enjoyed social respect.” Moreover, Christians and Muslims both were
engaged in religious discourses and theological debates,” detail of it will follow in the
coming section but this in itself is a sign of freedom of religious expression. The
situation is well stated by Lawrence E. Browne in his The Eclipse of Christianity in Asia
who quoted Eliyya of Nasibia (1008-1049) which says:

“What we believe concerning the Muslims is that their obedience and love impresses
us more than the obedience of people of all other religions and kingdoms that are

opposed 1o us, whether we are in their land or not, and whether they treat us well or

* See Rasha Hamud al-Sabih, al-Istam wa al-Masiyhiah fi al-Ustr al-Wiista Alem al-Fikar, vol.15, issue 3,
p 702; Aziz Suryal Atiya, A History of Eastern Christianity (London: 1968), pp. 193-194.

*1n 1009 Caliph al-Hakim passed fanatical orders against Chnstians in Palestine and Egypt. Nearly
3000 churches were destroyed and many were foreed to convert to klam. See WH.C. ¥rend, Religion in
the Middle East, ed. M.A.C. Warren and A.]. Arberry {(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1984),
vol.1, p. 249; John Joseph, Muskim-Christian relations and inter-Christian Rivalries in the Middle East,
p-13.

% See James Thayer Addison, The Christian Approach to the Moslem A Historical Study (New York:
Columbia University Press 1942}, p. 21.

” For detail of Christian condition see, Rafa’il Babo Ishaq, Abwal Nasava Baghdad fi ‘Abd al-Kbilafzh al-
‘Abbasiyyah (Baghdad: Matba'ah Shafiq 1960); Samir Khalil, “al-Turith al-'Arabi al-Masihi al-Qadim w2
Tafa'uluhu ma® al-Fikr al-‘Arabi al-Islami, Blemochristiana, 8, (1982), p. 19; Samir Khalil, Ancient Arabic
Christian Thought, Theological Review The Near East schoolof Theology vol, 2 (1982), pp. 173-174; James
Thayer Addison, The Christian Approach to the Moslem A Historical Study, pp. 23-24.

% ]. Windrow Sweetman in Islarn and Christian Theology covered in detail the theological debates going
on in these two religions over the centuries. For Rashd Hamiid al-Sabih Christians were under political,
cultural and religious pressure therefore they initiated the debate; see al-Islam wa al-Masiliyyab fi al-‘Usir
al-Wasta, p. 85; Laurence E. Browne, The Eclipse Of Christianity in Asia, (Cambridge: University Press
1933), pp. 111-112,
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not. And that is because the Muslims regard it as 2 matter of religion and duty to
protect us, to honour us, and to treat us well, And whosoever of them oppresses us,
their Master, i.e. their Prophet, will be his adversary on the day of resurrection.”®
Coming to the intellectual life, despite the political instability there was intellectual
development as fourth century is known as the Golden Age for Muslims and this wave
of progress continued without any change in the following centuries as well.'"

As stated above Abbasids Caliphate was politically at its ebb and the power was with
Sultans. They worked for the betrerment of the state and people, and took various
measures to this effect, for example establishment of madaris, libraries, hospitals, roads
or w gift large sum of money to scholars."” Whether behind it was the true spirit of
serving people or it was a sign of power, is not our concern here but it helped in
general uplift of people and enhanced in turn the intellectual growth. From the other
factors which worked in the uplift was that different ethnic and religious groups were
living together which naturally resulted in exchange of ideas;'® moreover translation of
ancient sciences from different languages opened new vistas for thought.'” In addition,
as different schools of thought were already established by this time they used these
‘Uliim in one way or the other to defend their own positions.™ Added to these factors
was the non-biased attitude of the early Saljuq rulers which was a decisive element in

cultural and intellectual development in their times. Although Muslim heritage of this

* Laurence E, Browne, The Eclipse Of Christianity in Asia, p. 48; John Joseph, Muslim-Christian relations
and inter-Christian Rivalries in the Middle East p. 14.

'™ For some there was intellectual stagnation and decline in this period as only Sunni schoo! of thought
prevailed. However, the truth is contrary 1o it; intellecteal production of this age is as rich as of the
previous century and secondly replacement of Shi‘i thought by Sunnis is 2 sign of change and nor of
stagnation or static ness.

' See M.M. Sharif, Muslim Thought its Origin and Achievement (Lahore: Ashraf Press 1951), pp. 34-3%;
*Abd al-Majid Badawi, al-Tarikh af.Siyasi wa al-Fikri, p. 20.

"% See Adarn Mez, l-Hadarab al-Islamiyyab fi al-Qarn af-Rabi* al-Hijri, tr. Muhammad *Abd al-Hadi
(Cairo: Matba®ah lajnah al-Ta'lif wa al-Tarjamah wa al-Nashr 1366/1947), vol.1, p. 87.

¥ See Ahmad Amin, Zubr al-Islam (Cairo: Maktabah al-Nahdah al-Misriyyah 1962), vol.2, p-11.

'* See Sa'id Marizan Asairi, al-Hayat al- Timiyyab fi Trag fi al-"Asr al-Saljagi (Makkah al-Mukarramah:
n.p., 1987}, p. 153.
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era Is very rich’® and to go in details is out of our scope, so here the discussion will be
fimited to the study of other religions with a focus on Christianity and the role of al-
Madaris al-Nizamiyyah in this regard, to which al-Ghazali was affiliated. Let us first
take al-Nizimiyyah, its establishment and functioning and later come back 1o the study

of religions.

AL-MADARIS AL-NTZAMIYYAH

Nizam ul Mulk,™ wazir of Alap Arsalin and Malik Shih, founded a chain of
institutions known as al-Madaris al-Nizimiyyah. They were located in Nishapir,
Isfahan, Basrah, Harar, Balkh, Misal and Baghdad.'”

These institutions have a unique place in the history of educational institutions. They
resemble present day universities with huge buildings, which were fully funded by
Nizim ul Mulk. This was for the first time that the government took the financial
responsibility that covered salaries of teachers, staff, and scholarship for students, free

education and lodging for them.™®

1% See for details Seyyed Hossein Nasr, Science and Civilization in lilam (Lahore: Suhail Academy 1983);
Reynold A. Nicholson, A Literary History of The Arabs (Cambridge: University Press 1969); M.M. Sharif,
Muslim Thought its Origin and Achievement; Hasan Ibrahim Hasan, Tarikh al-Islam; Sa*id Marizan,
Hayat al-Timiyyah fi Triq fi al-'Asr al-Saljigi, pp. 343-504; *Umar Fariikh, Tarikb al-Fikar al-‘Arabi
(Beirut: al-Maktab al-Tijiri lil Tibi'ah 1382/1962), pp. 319-355; “Ali ‘Abd Allih al-Dif3’, al-Mujiz fi al-
Turath al-Tlmi (Toronto: 1979), pp. 80, 133, 139, 146, 155. Some of the prominent scholars of this era are
Ibn Miskawaih (d. 421/1030), al-Birfini (d. 440 H.), Nisir Khusro (d. 481/1008), ‘Umar al-Khayyim (d.
517 H.), Ibn Sind {d. 428/1037), Ibn Bajjah (d. 1138), Ibn Haytham (d. 430/1039).

1A | Hasan b. ‘AL b. [shiq b. al-* Abbas Ab ‘Ali Nizim ul Malk al.Tasi al-Shafii was born in 408 H. in
Tis. He was minister for Alap Arsalin and Malik Shah for 29 years until his death in 485 H. He wasa
learned man, and a Sufi who greatly respected scholars and encouraged discussions in his court. He also
erected many Mosques, Madaris, Khanigahs (Sufi lodgings) in his empire. See al-Subki, Tabaqat al-
Shifiyyal al-Kubra, vol. 4, pp. 309-328; Tbn Kathir, al-Bidayah wa al-Nibayah, vol. 12, pp. 149-150; Tbn
Achir, ad- Kamil fi al- Tarikh, vol.10, p. 204-209; Ibn ‘Imad, Shadharit al-Dbabab , vol. 3, pp. 373-377; Ibn
Khalikan, Wafayat al-A'yan, vol 2, pp. 128-131.

17 See ‘Abd al-Razzaq Kanpiri, Nizam «l Mulk Tt (KanpGr: 1329 HL), pp. 666-672; Ahmad Shalabi,
Tarikh Ta'lim wa Tarbiyyat Islamiyyab, xMubammad Husain Khin Zuberi (Lahore: Idarah thaqafat
Islamiyyah 1963), pp. 116-118; al-Subki, Tabagar, vol. 4, p. 313; Ibn Kathis, al-Bidayab wa al-Nibayah,
vol. 12, p. 150,

' See Sa‘id Nafisi, “alMadrasah al-Nizimiyyah fi Baghdad”, Majatlah al-Majma' al-flmi al-Iragt,
twr.Hussayn ‘Ali Mahfoz vol.3, no. 1, (1373/1954), pp. 143-144; Muhammad ‘Abd al-Rahim Ghanimah,
Tarikh al-Jami Gt al-Kubra (Taywudn: Dir al-Tiba'ah al-Maghrabiyyah 1953), p. 77.
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ALNizimiyyah of Baghdad was most famous among them although chronologically it
was after al-Nizamiyyah of Nishapir. Its construction started in 457 H. and was
inaugurated in 459 H. It was situated on the eastern side of Baghdad and had big
lecture halls, library, hostels, stores and shops. The cost of construction was two
hundred thousand Dinir with annual expenditure of fifteen thousand Dindr, with
enrollment of six thousand students,'”

The academic structure was compaosed of al-Ustadh (Professor), al-Mu‘id {Assistant to
professors), and al-Wu‘az. (Preachers). To maintain the decorum of the institution
teachers wore black gown and used elevated chairs while teaching."® Medium of
instruction was Arabic and the currieulum comprised of pure Islamic traditional
disciplines i.e. Arabic language and literature, al-Qur’an and its ‘Ultim, Hadith and its

‘Ulom, figh, mathematics etc..'

OBJECTIVES OF AL-NIZAMIYYAH

Nizam u! Mulk was a God gifted man, with qualities that are rare in administrators.
Piety and sound scholarship were the underlying elements of his personality and were
clearly reflected in his politics."? When he came 10 power there was instability in the
country, Nizim ul Mulk realized it and took measures, which could bring peace and
stability. From it was educational reform through the establishment of al-Nizdmiyyah.
As discussed earlier major reason of this chaos was sectarianism that was politically
charged, Before coming of Saljugs the alliance between al-Mu‘tazali, al-Shi‘l and al-
Isma‘li thought, which were spreading rapidly, weakened Sunnis. Al-Isma‘'il preachers

were spreading their teachings among common people and Saljugs were to face these

' See Sa'td Nafisi, “al-Madrasah al-Nizamiyyah fi Baghdad®, p. 147; ‘Abd al-Raziq Kanpuri, Nizam i
Mulk Tist, pp. 647-649, 653; G. Le. Strange, Baghdad during the Abbasid Caliphate, p. 297,

1'° See Sa‘id Nafisi, “al-Madrasah al- Nizimiyyah fi Baghdad”, p. 149.

1 See Muhammad ‘Abd al-Rahim Ghanimah, T@rikh of-Jomiat of-Kubra, p. 78.

"2 For detail, see his book Siyisat Namab tr. Muhammad Munawwar (Lahore: Reading Printing Press
1961),
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fronts."” Nizim al-Mulk used the tool of “education” 10 reduce these wendencies
although it was a long term programme but had far reaching effects. The aim of al- '
Nizimiyyah was to produce scholars who could teach masses about al-Bataniyyah and
revive Sunni thought,” and play an important role in society by taking over the key
positions."” To achieve these aims Nizam ul Mulk planned that these Madaris should
be established in the main cities and scholars from Shafi‘ire, Asha‘rite school only were
allowed to teach. Nizam ul Mulk himself used to interview candidates for all

appointments even for the positions of lecturers or the preachers in order to check

their ability."*

APPRAISAL OF AL-NIZAMIYYAH

To determine how far al-Nizamiyyah was able to achieve the objectives and what

impact did it have on. society, we need to look in some historical facts.

It was a successful institution in terms of qualitative and quantitative production; large

numbers of scholars were attached 1o it either as teachers or as students. It was the
efforts of these scholars that it could stand firmly in front of Shi‘ite wave and could
strengthen Sunni religion.”” To be affiliated with it was considered an honor therefore
some scholars even changed their Madhab in order w be part of it; such decisions must

have been very hard when Madhabiyyah was very strong,'™®

3 See Muhammad Ghanimah, Tarthk al-fami‘at al-Kubra, pp. 71-72.

" Al-Ghazali wrote books to refute al-Batiniyyah from them is Fad@'h al-Batiniyyab.

'8 See ‘Abd al-Majid, al-Tarikh al-Siyasi wa al-Fikvi, p. 179; Muhammad ‘Abd al-Ghanimah, Tarikhal
Jami'at al-Kubra,

" See ‘Abd al-Majid, al-Tarikh al-Siyasi wa al-Fikrt.,, pp. 181-183,

7 ALNizimiyyah produced dozens of scholars of great repute who served the society, fought against the
deviated tendences and worked as teachers, judges and in other capacities, for detail see Nour Allah
Kasa'l, Madaris Nizamiyyah va Tathirat iini va Iitama' An (Tahran: Ma'ssah Intisharit Amir Khabir
1374 H.).

'"® For example Abt al-Fatah Ahmad b. ‘Ali b. Tarkin Ibn al- Hamimi (d.518/1124) was Hanbali and
converted to Shafi‘ite school, he studied with Abt Bakr al-Shashi and al-Ghazali then was appointed as
teacher, see Ton Juwzi, af-Muntazim, vol.9 p. 251, similarly al-Mubarak b. al-Mubarak al-Wasiti al-Nahii
(d.612/1215) and al-Qadi Abi Bakr Muhammad b. Yahyi b. al-Muzafar (d.639/1241) converted 1o
Shaft‘ite school from Hanbalite, see Mir'at al-Zaman vol. 8 p. 573; al-Subki, Tabagat, vol. 3 p. 252.
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As already said that al-Nizamiyyah achieved great results due w the policies it adopted
which were conducive in those circumstances. However,l it might be objected that it
was the power of Nizam ul Mulk that was used to implement his Madhhab. In that
case, it would be political authority behind the success of al-Nizamiyyah.

Badawi in his book al-Tarikh al-Siyasi wa al-Fikri considered the factors involved, and
for him it was Asha‘rite school only that could face the challenge ar that time. They
followed a moderate methodology between al-tanzih and al-tashbih without ignoring
the place of reason. Whereas Hanbalites and Malikites were too literalists and therefore
were unable to answer back Batinism. Hanafite on the other hand mostly followed
Mu'tazilite thought in these provinces and were more rationalists. So it was Asha‘rites
who had the proper means to face the situation. Secondly, there was a common
acceptance of these two schools of Figh and faith together in the provinces of
Khurasin, Iraq and Persia, which bore fruits to the efforts of Nizam ul Mulk.'”
Whereas for Bulliet there were some other reasons, it was due to political reasons that
Nizam ul Mulk adopted this policy. Al-Kundari a rival of Nizim ul Mulk was powerful
figure and followed Hanafite school, in order to reduce his strength Nizam ul Mulk
played with card of madhabiyyah. It was only by establishing Shafi‘ite faction that the
power of al-Kundari could be minimized and a political stability could be attained.
Whatever the reasons might be but there is no doubt that alliance of Shafi‘ite and
Asha‘rite schools brought the required results. Nevertheless, the objection raised by
Bulliet cannot be ignored that was this alliance in turn was not responsible for keeping
the spirit of Madhabiyyah, which was destructive? Particularly what happenedinal-
Nizamiyyah in 469/1076 was because of madhabiyyah and asabiyyah, which resulted

" See ‘Abd 21-Majid, al- Tarikh al-Siyasi wa al-Fiksi, pp. 184-185; Muhammad ‘Abdul Ghanimah, Tarikb
alJimi‘at al-Kubra, pp. 73-75.

12 See Richard W. Bulliet, The Patricians of Nishapur, pp. 72.73.
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in bloodshed.” Although Nizim ui Mulk was not biased and made it crystal clear
that, the purpose of the institution is to serve knowledge and not to divide people.'®
Still there was no justification for closing the doors on students and teachers of other
factions unless they converted to Shafi‘ite school, and it was enough to keep the fire
aflame. Caliph al-Mustansir (d. 640 FL.) felt the need of bridging the gap between the
madhahib and te inculcate in people the spirit of respect for others. Therefore, he
established 2 madrasah near al-Nizamiyyah in Baghdad, known as al-Mustansariah in
631 hijra. The hallmark of this institution was that it was open for four schools of
figh.'® It was bigger than al-Nizamiyyah and for each faction there was a mosque and 2
teaching hall. Al-Nizamiyyah started to decline and 1o lose its position after al-
Mustansariah was established.'®

Within al-Nizimiyyah there were some strong personalities who raised their voices
against al-taglid and al-ta‘gsub;'® al-Juwayni and al-Ghazali'* were on the forefront to
condemn i, both rejected al-taqlid. Their criticism of al-ta‘ssub was not only directed
towards Muslims but towards Jews and Christians as well. In their view, it blinds
human perception and leads people astray. Jews and Christians before Muslims fell in
the same pitfall so it is a sickness, which needs a cure, Apart from the individual voices,
it must be said that if al-Nizamiyyah, overall, had worked for this objective it must

have produced far better results.

2L Abf Nagr b. al-Qushair (d.514/1120) delivered a lecture in al-Nizimiyyah in which he condemned
Hanbalite School and as a reaction to ir, fight broke between two factions and people were killed; see Ibn
Khathir, «l-Bidayah wa al-Nibayab, vol.12, p.122.

122 Spe Tbn Kathir, ibid., vol. 12, p. 125; Ibn al-Jwiiazi, af-Muntazim, vol.8, p. 312

2 See Sa‘id Nafisi, al-Madrasab al-Nizidmiyyah fi Baghdad, p. 147, and the four famous schools are ie. al-
Shafi'tyyah, al-Malikiyyah, al-Flanafiyyab, al-Hanabilah.

#Ibid,, p. 149.

23Ty was Asabiyyzh and extremeness, which were condemned; they were trying to remind people of the
noble character of the founding figures of these schools towards athers and the respect they showed to
each other. At the same time, condemning al-Tregfid should not be mixed up with Anlamadbbabiyyah of

modern age.

12 See, Al-Ghazali, Mungiz min al-Dalal, pp. 13-14.
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The carriculum of 2k-Nizimiyyah focused on traditional religious disciplines, with less
importance to pure or social sciences, whereas Muslim contribution in sciences was
very rich in this period. Caliph al-Mustansir tried 1o compensate for this deficiency in
his institute, where medicine was an important subject of the curriculum with a clinic
for the treatment of the sick.”

Al-Nizamiyyah of Baghdad survived until the beginning of the ninth century hijra; the
rest of them disappeared during wars and with the decline of Saljuq power.”® Thus, al-
Nizimiyyah was one of the great institutions, which served the ummah for generations
and enriched the Muslim civilization, With this, we move to its role in the study of

other religions, but before that let us cast a glance upon the nature and characteristics

of this study generally.

STUDY OF ‘RELIGIONS’ AND THE ROLE OF AL-NIZAMIYYAH

Study of other religions as a discipline among Muslims developed under ‘llm al Kalim,
with the title of Wm al-Adyan or Milal wa Nibal'”® (nations and creeds), outside Kalam;
Muslim exegetes also dealt with it in their explanation of the Qur’anic verses.™
Leaving the work of exegetes, here only the specialized works on al-Adyin would be

dealt with and Muslims produced vast literature in form of dialogues and books.™"

17 See, ‘Abd al-Majid, al-Tarikh al-Siyasi wa al-Fikvi, p. 244; Muhammad ‘Abd al-Rahim Ghanimah,
Tarikh al-Jami‘at al-Kubra, pp. 167-172.

“* See ‘Abdul Majid, ol-Tarikh al-Siyasi wa al-Fikri, p.228; Ahmad Shalabi, Tarikh T'lim wa Tarbiyyat
Islamiyyab, p. 119; ' Abdul Razaq Kanpin, Nizam al-Mulk Tiusi, pp. 644-645.

"1 the beginning, no proper name appeared for it 3s we have Figh or Tafsir. It appeared on the title for
the books of Tbn Hazm and al-Shahristani, it was called Thn alldiyin by Aktwan al-safa’ see their Rasa'
{Qum: Maktab al-*Ilim al-Islami 1405 H.}, vol.4, p. 16. For Arabs before Islam too it was one of the
important disciplines. See al-Shahristini, al-Millal wa al-Nibal, ed. Muhammad b. Fath Allah Badarin
(Cairo: Maktabah al-Injilwu al-Misriyyah 1364), vol.2, p. 248.

™ Although the Holy Qur’an is not a book of Comparative Religions but it talks about different
religions and philosophies particularly Judaism and Christianity therefore study of other religions has its
place in Tafasir, There are some studies done on Tafasir for example see *Abdul Majid Sharafi, “al-
Masihiyyah fi Tafsir al-Tabari lil Qui'an al-Karim, Slamochvistiana Roma 6, {1980), pp. 105-148; Jane
Dammen McAuliffe, Quranic Christians an Analysis of Classical and Modern Exegesis {Cambridge:
University Press, n.d.}, but this area needs further study.

31 See for detail Muhammad Abi Zahrah, Tarikb al-Jadal (Cairo: Dar al-Fikr al-*Arabi 1980); Moritz
Steinschneider, Adab al-Jadal wa al-Difa’ fs al-‘avabiyyah bayna al-Mustimin wa al-Masibiyyin wa al-Yahid,
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Regarding the nature of studies whether by Muslims, Christians or Jews in Middle
Ages 1t had cerrain distinctive features as compared to the modern age, firstly the issues
discussed were theological and secondly the style of writing was polemical. Polemicists

relied on Aristotelian logic and on philosophical-dialectics, which was dominant in al-

Muta‘zill writings."”* Among the issues were Trinity, Divinity of Jesus, Incarnation and
so forth. In scriptural studies it was the signs of prophethood of Muhammad (peace be
upon him), with the nature of revelation, naskb (abrogation), corruption of the text,
and lack of reliable transmission,” Apart from it, from Christian side there were also
Biblical translations, commentaries, codification of jurisprudence, and religious
history.'™

In L. E. Browne's opinion, polemical dialogue and theological issues are outdated and
worthless in the modern age.” No doubt, religious studies in the modern age try to
avoid as much as possible polemical or theological trend but the polemical dialogue in
the middle ages had certain reasons behind it, which were political and religions in
nature. As commented by Rasha Hamiid al-Sabih Christians after their defeat and the
establishment of Muslim empire felt insecure. In order to defend their religion they
started 1o raise objections against Islam and their writings carried the polemical color.

Later the wars between Muslims and Christians in tenth and eleventh century too had

an emotional impact on Christians living in Muslim territories, the desire for Christian

tr. Satah ‘Abdul al-* Aziz Mahjub Idris, revised by Muhammad Khlifah Hasan {Caive: al-Matibi* al-
Amiriah 2005).

" See Tacques Waardenburg, Musiim Perceptions of Qther Religions A Historical Survey, ed. Jacques
Waardenburg (Oxford: University Press 1999}, p. 49; Norman Daniel, Islem and the West (Edinburgh:
University Press 1980), p. 1; Samir Khalil, Ancient Arabic Christian Thought, Theological Review The
Near East schoolof Theology, p. 174.

™ See J. Windrow Sweetman, Islam And Christian Theology, part one vol. 1, pp. 66-83; Laurence E.
Browne, The Eclipse of Christianity int Asia, pp. 109-124; David Thomas, Anti-Christian Folentic in Early
Islam Abii ‘Isd al-warrig's ‘Against the Trinity' ed. 8 tr. David Thomas (New York: Cambridge
University Press 1992), pp.31-50; Neal Robinson, Christ in fslam and Christianity (London: Macmillian
Press 1991), pp.43-49,

" See Samir Khalil Samir, Religion, learning and science in the Abbasid peviod, ed. M. ]. L. Joung,
J.D.Latham and R.B, Serjeant (Cambridge: University Press 1990), pp. 451-454

" As mentioned by Laurence E. Browne, The Eclipse of Christianity in Asia, p. 113.
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victory appeared in form of sirong polemical writings against Islam. Apart from
political reasons, as said above Christian were translators of ancient philosophy, so
Anstotelian logic appeared in their writings against Islam. On the other hand Muslims
100 in their refutations used the same weapon and tone while writing on
Christianity.” Thus, it was the political and social situation in the middle ages, which
resulted in polemic trend. Further, each epoch has its own trends and ways of
expression and perhaps it is wrong to judge 2 particular era with the standards of
another age as it might lead to biasness.

Added to above is, the style of writing is not a criterion to judge the worth of
scholarship. In fact, the worth of scholarship depends on soundness of its methodology.
Muslim scholarship, though it falls under polemics but is at the same time best
example of new and sound methodology in the study of other religions. To the extent
that the scriptural studies by Muslims, as will be discussed shortly, is counted by
Waardenburg as the initial stage of modern Biblical studies. I polemics is totally
worthless than where to place these works and on what criteria to judge them is a
question which needs answer.

Similarly, 1o consider theological issues as non-significant for the modern age must be
considered again. Faith is the basis of any religion and study of religions without
locking at these differences would be worthless and superficial. The need in religious
studies in the modern age is to take in consideration the theological differences so that
each can understand the other in a better way and can\establish good relationships.
Modern dialogue aims at establishment of good understanding and relationship but
avoids talking on theological differences and thus ends up with {ruitless results.
Coming back to middle ages among Muslims some of the renowned names were, like
Ibn Hazm (d.1064) who wrote al-Fisal fi al-Milal wa Ibwa’ wa al-Nibal. Qadi **Abd al-
Jabar (d. 415 H.) wrote al-Mughni. Al-Shahristani (d.1153) al-Milal wa al-Nibal, al-

"% Rasha Hamid al-Sabah, “allslam wa al-Masiyhiah fi al-Ustir al-Wasta® ‘Alam al-Fikr, pp. 703-713.
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Birtini Kitab al-Hind and al-Athar al-Bagiyyah and al-Juwayni (d. 478 H.} Shifa’ al-
Ghalil.

Among Christians who wrote in defense of their religion or to refute objections were
Elijah of Nisibia (d. after 440-1/1049)," ‘Ab al-Faraj al-Tayyib {d.455/1043),"* Ibn
Zur‘ah (d.943/1008)," Ibn al-Atharidi {d.1103) and aj-Takrit of eleventh cenwury who .
also wrote on astrology, medicine, mathematics, history, theology, spirituality and
law.'*® AbG Silih Yu’annis around 1028 C.E. compiled Christian law ‘Jumiah’ while
pointing the fact that Christians do not have Sha’riah like Muslims."! Apart from it, !
Christians greatly contributed in translating bocks of philosophy, medicine,
mathematics, astronomy and history from Greek, Syrian and Coptic languages in
Arabic. In the academy of Dar al-Hikmah (House of Wisdom) Yahyi b. ‘Adi (d.974),
Ibn Zurah (d.1008), Ibn Khammar (d.1017) and AbG ‘Ali al-Samh (d.1027) worked as

translators and were original thinkers as well ¥

With these few words on general charateristics, we now move to the scriptural studies
in Christianity. Here first we will briefly discuss the Christian sources available with
Muslims at that time and than the nature of its study, which as commented by
Waardenburg was the initial stage of modern Biblical studies. In what follows

concentration will be on the New Testament with a focus on gospels cnly.

Muslims had access to Christian sources either through Christian translations or

through the literature produced by converts to Islam. Both these sources were from

Y7 He wrote on theology ‘Ustluddin’ in which he discussed Tawhid, al-Tatblith, al Tafjassud, al-Fida',
Prayer, fasting and the authenticity of the Bible, see Louise Shighiy al-Yasi', Kitab al-Makhtiitat ak
‘Arabiyyab li Katabah al-Nasraniyyah (Beirut: Matba‘ah al-Aba’ al-Yast'yyin 1924), p. 49

1% He had commentary on whole Bible with introduction on Gospels, in theology he wrote on Tewhid,
al-Tathalith, al- Ugniirn, al-Tabi'ah, Figh al-Nasyaniyyab and on councils, ibid., p. 22,

1% He wrote on al-Tewhid, 2l-Tathlith, al-fitibad, refutation on Judaism and Islam and on Gospels, see
Louise Shighti, Kitab el-Makhbtitat al-‘Avabiyyah li Katabah al-Nasraniyyab, p. 8.

' For details see Louise Shighd al-Yast'], ibid., p. 20; Samir Khalil Samir, RefigiOﬂ, learning and science
in the Abbasid period, p. 459,

U See Samir Khalil Samir, Religion, learning and science in the Abbasid period, p. 449,

12 See, Muhammad Nasir b, Omar, Christian Translators in Medieval Islamic Baghdad: The Life and
Works of Yahya Iba ‘Adi, Hamdard Islamicus, vol. xx, (July-September), No. 3, p. 48; M.M. Shanf
Mustim Thought its Origin and Achievment, p. 32,
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mainstream Christianity and from minor and heretical sects as well."”. These
translations were mentioned in the early writings of Ibn al-Nadim al-Baghdadi (d. 380
H.),*" al-Ya'qubi (d. 284 H.},'¥ al-Mas'udi (d. 346 H.),'* and al-Tabari (d. 310 H.).'¥
On the other side in modern age worth and genuineness of translations of Christian
scriptures has been doubted as the original language from which they were translated is
not known, whether it was Greek, Sytian or Coptic. Thus, they are useless for critical
studies due to lack of information about their original languages.'** Following these
lines Lazarus, not only questions the worth of Arabic translations prior to thirteenth
century of Christian era, she even denies the existence of dated written gospel before
that age.'” In absence of Arabic translation, Muslim authors in her view ‘relied mainly
on oral transmission from Jews and Christians, and often copied the same verses from
each other’."™ A practice, which continued for generations and in her view they quoted
verses of the Bible out of its context.” Non-availability of Arabic gospels among
Muslim authors was one of the reasons of her denial to ascribe a/-Radd to al-Ghazali."™
While investigating for the information about the original tongue from which the

Arabic gospel appeared we find that the translation from Greek appeared in eighth

" Ebionites and Elkesaites were Christian sects who were declared heretical by the mainstream
Christianity, Ebionites were Jewish Christians and less philosophical in their understanding, they were
ant-Trinitarian and considered Jesus to be an angel and prophet but not a divine being. They had their
own gospel. See Neal Robinson, Christ in Islam and Christianity, p.21; Williston Walker, A History of the
Christian Chsrch (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons 1959), p. 35.

1 See Thn al-Nadim al-Baghdadi, af-Febrist (Egypr: al-Matba'ah al-Rakminiyyah 1348 H.), pp.32-36.

"5 See Ahmad b. Abu Ya‘qub, Tarikh «f Ya'qibi (Beirur; Dir Sadir 1960}, vol.1.

* See Abt al-Hasan al-Mas‘tdi, Mariij al-Dbahab wa Ma'ddin al-Jawihir (Beirut: Dir al-Kutub al-
‘Nmiyyah 1986), vol. 1.

¥ See Abfi Ja'far Muhammad al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Ummam wa al-Mulk (Cairo: Matba®ah al-Istigimah
1939), vol.1.

' See F. G. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (London: Macmillian and
Co. 1901), p. 167; Bruce M. Metzger, The Bt of the New Testament (New York and Oxford: Oxford
University Press), p.85.

' See Hava Lazarus-Yafeh, Intertwined Worlds Medieval fslam and Bible Criticism (Princeton: Princeton
University Press 1992), p. 115.

" Ihid., p.118.

12t [bid.

152 1bid., p. 124.
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century of Christian era and its manuscript is present in Vatican.” Likewise, a
translation from Syrian was made between 750 and 850 A.D.," in addition, the Coptic
version was most authentic versions among them.” According to al-*Amiri Arabic
translation was made from Syrian tongue.'”® This information weakens the objection of
Lazarus. Moreover, it must be kept in mind that the question of original language
raised above is related to canonical” books only. Whereas Muslims perceived the issue
from the different perspective for them the distinction between canonical and non-
canonical was not of paramount importance, rather the important thing was ‘the gospel
a sacred book possessed by Christians’. In addition to it, there were diverse Christian
sects living with Muslims, from mainstream to heretical sects, and each group had its
own gospel. For example from the non-canonical literature of heretical sects, which was
a good source of information for Muslims there were the Gospel of the Childhood,
Protoevangelium of James, Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew, Apocalypse of Paul, a sermon
by Peter, by Simon, Infancy story of Thomas and so forth.!”® From above it can be
concluded that Arabic gospels were easily available among Muslims though with
variations but their concern was the “sacred literature’ of Christians and not the
problem of original languages and their versions, which is an issue of modern age

Christianity. Therefore, it can be concluded that looking in the Middle Ages with the

1 Tt is Vatican, Arab 13, and Museo Borgino-Progaganda, See Cara De Vaux, Indjil, First Encyclopeedia
Of Islam ed. M. Th. Houtsma, A. J. Wensinck, T. W. Arnold, W. Heffening and E, Levi-Provencal
(Leiden: Brill 1987), vol. 11; F. G. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, p.167;

Sidney H. Griffith, Gospel, Encyclopaedia of the Qur’an, ed. Jane Dammen McAuliffe (Leiden: Brill
2002), vol. 2.

' See Cara De Vaux, Indjil, First Encyelopaedia of Istam, vol. 11.

' See F. G. Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament, p.157.

1% See AbT al-Hasen al-*Amiri, of-lldm Bi managib al-Idim ed. Ahmad ‘Abd al-Hamid Ghurib (al-
Riyad: Dar al-Asilah 1988}, p. 204.

" Canon or Kanon is 2 Greek word, which originally meant measuring instrument, and metaphorically,
it meant rule of action, later it was used for the Bible in the middle of the fourth century of Christian
era. Therefore, Canon technically is the list of holy books or list of Church’s authoritative books. See
Bruce M Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament (Oxlord: Clarendon Press 1987), pp- 289-293; William
Barclay, Introducing the Bible (New York: Abingdon Press 1972}, p. 19.

1% See Neal Robinson, Christ in Islam and Christianity, p. 19; Cara De Vaux, Indjil, First Encyclopaedia of
Islam, vol. 111, J. K. Elliott, The Apocryphal New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon Press 2005).
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question of modern critical studies is itself Jiable to objection, and undoubtedly it will
lead 10 wrong results. As for Muslims their concern was the “sacred books’ as possessed
by Christians and its historical linage.

Apart from Arabic translations of gospels, another source for Muslims was the
literature produced by the converts, These converts knew their previous religions well
therefore their information was authentic. Among them was ‘Ali Ibn Rabban al-Tabari
(d. 247 H.?) who extensively quoted verses from both Testaments to proof the
prophecy of Muhammad {peace be upon him)™ or was Samaw’al al-Maghrabi whe
quoted from Jew scriptures. Although Lazarus considers them biased and a source of
misinformarion rather than information, but at the same time admits that these
converts were well versed in the original languages. Among them, she mentioned, was

Samaii’al al-Maghrabi who knew original Hebrew, and Ibn Rabban al-Tabari who

translated from early Syriac tongue and anonymous author of a/-Radd al-Jamil from
early version of Coptic language.'® With this acceptance, for converts that they were !
well versed in original languages of scriptures, Lazarus contradicts her claim, as noted

above, that written Arabic translation was not available 1o Muslim scholarship or was

not reliable. Secondly though she denied al-Radd 1o be an authentic work of al-Ghazali
but her comment on his translation, ‘and quoted it rather exactly’™*' is significant.
Moreover, this comment is in sharp contrast 1o Chaidiac’s remarks, as according 10
him, al-Ghazili relied on the secondary source and not on Biblical text directly, and in
case of direct reading, it was a quick glance.'® Thus, it becomes clear that Muslims had

direct access to Christian literature, with its division of canonical and non-canonical

books, which gave them the opportunity to know the differences within Christian

¥ See “Ali Ibn Rabban al-Tabari, al-Din twa al-Dawlab ed. *Adil Nuwayhid (Beirut; Dir al-Afaq 1973),
pp. 76-188.

Y9 See Hava Lazarus-Yafeh, Intertwined Worlds Medieval Isiam and Bible Criticism, p- 124
161 Ihid.

*! See al-Ghazalt, sl Radd al Jamil, p.168.

33




sects and the variations present in their books. Besides, the information provided by the
converts further clarified the ambiguities present in it.

With this background of sources present with Muslims, let us turn towards the nature
of scriptural studies. As stated above, the debate was revolving around ‘distortion’ in
the books, which is directly linked with its revelatory status and authenticity.
Consensus among Muslims was that corruption wok place in Christian books but they
disagreed on whether it occurred within text by change of words or in its
interpretation.'®® To identify the nature of ‘distortion’, the authorship, dae and place of
writing, original language, variants and transmission of the gospels were discussed
which, in modern studies fall under higher criticism. These issues are more or less
historically oriented, that is it helps in placing the book in its correct historical
perspective. Besides it must remembered that Muslims discussed these questions within
their general studies on Christianity, there was no specific work on Bible emerged in
the early phase. It is with Shifa’ al-Ghalil by al-Juwayni (d. 478 H.), and later with 4/
Radd by al-Ghazali that speaific books on scriptures appeared. Some of the major issues
related to the gospels are as follows,

The Qur’anic concept of Injil differs from the Christian understanding of ‘gospels’ in
terms of its number and authorship. According to the Holy Qur'an Injil was revealed
to ‘Isa (peace be upon him) therefore it was not many in number whereas for Christians
gospels were penned down by others after Jesus, they were many and four among them
were selected by the chruch. Undoubtedly, Muslim scholarship was well aware of this
difference still they centered their discussion on Christian perception of the gospels.
Therefore, we find generally Muslims discussed four Gospels except for *Ali Ibn

Rabban al-Tabari who in his al-Dtn wa al-Dawlah while describing scriptures refers to

') See Jacques Waardenburg, The Medieval Period in Muslinm Perceptions of Otber Religions, pp.42-43.
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‘gospel” as one book ' However, it is not clear from his writing that the idea
originated from his previous Christian understanding or from the Holy Qur’an.

About the authorship of the gospels, some Muslims followed the Chnistian claim that
the direct disciples of Jesus authored them, Among them were al-‘Amiri (d. 381 F.),'
al-Birtini {d. 440 H.)," and al-Shahristani (d. 548 H.),'” whereas al-Jahiz {d. 255 H.}'*,
Ibn Hazm (d. 456 H.)'**and al-Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar (d. 415 H.)'" refuted that. For them
the authors were not the disciple of Jesus. About the author of Luke, al-Qadi
menuoned, ‘Luke himself admits that he never saw al-kalimah, who is Jesus for them,
and met only those who served Jesus’.”! Other than Luke, too there is confuston about
authors. No doubt, they are minor hints as compared to modern Biblical studies but
still their worth as beginnings in the field cannot be negated.

As far as the order of gospels is concerned according to al-Qadi it was John, Matthew,
Mark and Luke,” for al-* Amiri it was Matthew, Luke, Mark and John,"”* whereas al-
Ya'qiibi, al-Biruni and Ibn Hazm arranged them as Matthew, Mark, Luke and John."
Although al-Ya‘qubi was earlier but it seems that the reliance on canonical arrangement

of gospels was late among Muslims.

16 See ‘Ali Tbn Rabban al-Tabari, al-Din 1wa 2l-Dawiab, p. 101.

%> See Abf al-Hasan al-‘Amiri, aIlam, p. 208.

“&See Al-Birini, The Chronology of Ancient Nations, p.25.

7 See al-Shahristani, Kitdb of-Milal wa al-Nipal, ed. Mubammad b. Fath Aliah Badrin (Cairo: Makrabah
alInjila al-Masriah n. d), vol.1, p. 202.

1 See al-Jahiz, al-Mukbtdr fi al-Radd ‘sld al-Nasara, ed. Muhammad Abdullah al-Sharqawi (Cairo: Dir al-
Sahwah 1984), pp.99-100.

1% See Tbn Hazm, alFisal fi al-Milal wa al-Abwa’ wa al-nibal (Egypt: al-Matba®ah al-Adabiyyah 1317 H)),
vol. 2, pp. 2-3.

70 See al-Qadi *Abdul al-Jabbar, Tathbie Dala'il al-Nubswwah, ed. ‘Abd alXKarim ‘Usmin (Beirut: Dir al-
‘Arabiyyzh 1966), p. 155.

" 1bid.

"2 Tbid., p. 155

7} See al-*Amird, ‘Ham, p 208,

7 See al-Ya‘qubi, Tarikh al-Ya'qabi, vol.1, p. 69; Al-Biriini, The Chronology of Ancient Nations, p.25; Ibn
Hazm, al-Fisal fi al-Milal, vol 2, pp.2-3.
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For the date of writing of the gospels, according to Ibn Hazm and al-Juwayni Matthew
wrote after nine years of Jesus.”* Mark according to Ibn Hazm came after twenty-two
years of Jesus; Luke was after Mark and John after sixty years of Jesus."”® Al-Juwayni
mentioned two dates for Luke, twenty-two or twenty years, John after thirty years and
Mark after twelve years of Jesus,"” it seems that Ibn Hazm and al-Juwayni relied on
different versions.

Another important aspect in the history of gospels was the distinction made between
oral transmission phase and its written form. It was pointed by al-Ya'qubi'”® whereas al-
Qadi mentioned as,

“It is stories of nation, men and women, of Jews, Romans and others who narrated
what was said and done”.””

After him, Al-Juwayni explicitly differentiates between the two phases, period of
verbal transmission and of written form." For him distortion started in the first
period, due w its longer span and carelessness of transmitters.” To it al-Juwayni added
intentional and unintentional change by authors.' Due to uncountable errors and
contradictions in scriptures, for majority of the Muslim scholars the gospel authors
were not trustworthy.

Original language of the Gospel of Matthew was Hebrew according to Ibn Hazm and
it was translated in Greek, whereas Mark, Luke and John were written in Greek."
Differences in versions present among Christians is another important aspect in critical

studies, which al-Birfini, Ibn Hazm and al-Juwayni discussed. Copy of Bible with

V3 See Ibn Hazm, al-Fisal fi al-Milal, vol.2, pp.2-3; al-Jawayni, Shifa al-Ghalil fi Bayin ma Waqa' fi al-
Tawrat wa ak-injil min al-Tabdil, ed. Michel Allard (Beyrouth: Dar el-Machereq Editeurs 1968}, p. 59.
¢ See Ibn Hazm, al-Fisal fi al-Milal, vol.2, pp. 2-3. '

77 See al-Tawayni, $hifi al-Ghalil, p. 59.

78 See al-Ya‘qubi, Tarikb al-Ya'gabi, vol.t, p. 72.

7% See al-Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbir, Tahbit, pp. 155, 201.

8 See al-Tawayni, Shifi al-Ghaltl, p. 59, 73.

¥ Ibid.

% Toid. p. 67.

"™ See Ibn Hazm, al-Fisal f al-Milal, vol.2, pp. 23,
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Christians is different from the one with Jews, and the gospels within Christian sects
varied.® Ibn Hazm and al-Juawyni cited concrete examples of variations in versions

present among Jews and Christians, like the lineage of Patriarchs or the coming of al-
Masih is different in these versions.'®

About transmission of the gospels Ibn Hazm discussed in detail, with the method of

external criticism he proved that the transmission was not safe and early Christians lost

the original books due to persecution as he said,

‘For some three centuries they remained under persecution and ....it was only after
Constantine’s conversion that they gathered together and started preaching in public.
During the period of persecution God withdrew his al-Injil except for leaving some
verses extant which were to be an evidence against their fabrication’.'®

In addition, as stated above according to al-Juwayni oral transmission was the first

phase in the life of the gospels and it was during this period, due to length of the period
and carelessness of transmmitors that the gospels underwent change and distortion.'"”
Before them, al-Hasan bin Ayub, a convert from Christianity leveled this allegauon; in
his opinion, Christians themselves burnt the books of al-Masih.

Apart from the above issues al-* Amiri noted two trends of theology present in the New
Testament; one was of Paul and the other of rest of the disciples. According to him,
Pauline teachings differ greatly from the religion taught by disciples.'”®

In the end, few words must be added about the methods or tools used by Muslims,™ al-
‘Amiri defined the principles or the methodology of ‘comparison® in the study of other

religions, For him it must be carried on between ‘equalities’ i.e. faith is to be compared

8 See Al-Biruni, The Chronology of Ancient Nations, pp.25-27; Ibn Hazm, al-Fisal f alMilal, vol.2, pp.6-7;
al-Tuwayni, Shifa al-Ghalil, pp. 47, 49, 53.
' See Ibn Hazm, al-Fisal fi al-Milal, vol.2, pp. 7-10; al-Juwayni, Shifi al-Ghalil, pp. 51-55.

"% Ghulam Haider Aasi, Muslim Understanding of Other Religions (Islamabad: [slamic Research Institute
1999), pp. 135-136.

¥’ See above footnote no, 185.

¥ See al-*Amiri, [lam, p. 208.

*? See for detail Din Muhammad, “Min Manahij ‘Ulami’ at-Muslimin fi Dirasat al-Adyan”, Hewliyyat
Al-Jami‘ah Al-Islamiyyab Al-"Alamiyyah, 3(1995), pp. 79-121.
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with faith, or al-asl (principle) in one religion to be compared with al-asl in another
similarly al-far* (sub-division) with al-far® in another otherwise the results would be
unsound,"™ and he practicaily applied these principles on six major religions. Ibn
Hazm and al-Juwayni delineated ‘textual criticism’ with internal and external
criticism.” Further the method of interpretation of the rext i.e. al-ta’wil was also used
by al-Juwayni.' Al-Birtini and al-Sharistani are known as historians of religion, Kiwab
al-Hind of al-Birlini is still counted as an authentic source on Indian religions and al-
Milal of al-Sharistani is one of the earliest encyclopedias on the world religions. From
above it becomes clear that the general trend of Muslim scholarship in these studies was
rational and critical with exploring new methods for understanding the faith of
‘others’. Thus to label them as polemics and to discard them on that basis is not
justified particularly in the face of Waardenbugh comments. With this, we now move
to the role of al-Nizamiyyah in the study of ‘other religions’.

Among the prominent figures of al-Nizamiyyah who wrote on Christianity were al-
Juwayni, al-Ghazali and al-Shahristani. Here the discussion would center on al-Juwayni
and al-Shahristani only.

AlImim al-Haramin' al-Juwayni®™ discussed in his books al-Shamil fi Usitl al-din and

in Shif#’ al-Ghalil about the contradictions present in the gospels. In both these books,

' See al-' Amari, ilam, p. 125.

" See Ibn Hazm, al-Figal fi al-Milal; al-Juwayni, Shifa al-Ghahil.

Y2 See al-Jowayni, al-Shamil fi Usil al-Din, ed. *Ali Sami al-Nashshar (Al-Iskandaniyyah: al-Ma®inf 1969),
pp- 607-608,

3 Imam of the two Holy cities that is Makkah and Madinah, it was dtle of honour, which he earned
during his stay there for four years.

¥4 He was Abii al-Mu‘ali ‘Abdul Milik b. ‘Abduilak b. Yisuf, al-Juwayni, Di&’ ad-din, «/-$53fi'i was born
in 419 H.. One of the great Asha'rite scholar, and unchallenged Imdm of Shafi‘ite school who studied
from his father figh then from Abu al-Qistm al-Iskaf al-Isfard'Tai theology and on the death of his father
he started to teach in his facher’s place while he was only 19. Later he taught at al-Nizimiyysh of
Nishaptur for thiry years. This institution was constructed for him where he remained the sole director
wntil his death. Among his books are al-Niba@yyab, al-Shamil, al-Burhan, al-frshid, Ghiyath al-Ummam,
Mughith al-Khaliq, al-Risalab al-Nizamiyyah. He died in 478 H. On his death his students who were 400

i number broke the pulpit and their pens in mourning, See al-Subki, Tabagit al-Shafiyyah al-Kubra, vol,

5, pp. 165; Ibn ‘Asikir, Tabyin Kadhib al- Mufiari, pp. 278-285; al-Dhahabi, Sivar A%m al-Nubala', vol.
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he used a different appraoch, in the former a very brief discussion at the end of
theological refutation of divinity and crucifixion of Jesus; he discussed the
interpretation of few problematic verses of the Bible, whereas in the later book, which
is of small size, he proved the change in the text through textual criticism.
In al-Shams:l he mentioned that there are two types of verses about Jesus, some narrate
his human nature whereas others, which are ambiguous prove divinity of Jesus as
claimed by Christians. Al-Juwayni argues that the second category, due w their
irrationality, Christians themselves interpret them metaphorically." Thus, as
Christians accept the method of al-ta’wil so all the irrationalities must be interpreted o
make them in accord with verses clearly disclosing his human nature."
The verses, which clealy depict human nature of Jesus are where he cried for help
while being taken to the cross, or said that he was send as a teacher, or that people
disown their messengers,”
Whereas the verses that prove divinity of Jesus, according to Christians are, who saw
me saw the father,” or that he is the Word of God." Christians, according to al-
Juwayni, do not take such verses literally. The fiteral explanation means that not the
human Jesus but the divine being appeared to people, consequently Christians are
forced to interpret these verses metaphorically. Thus, it was the human nature of Jesus,
which appeared to people and no one saw his divine aspect. Similarly, Maryam gave
birth to a human baby and not to the divine being. Al-Juwayni argues that as
Christians accept the method of interpretation therefore it is possible w interpret non-
clear verses rationally. According to him, the word ‘father’ in the above verse can stand

for Jibra’il instead of God, as he is the far cause 1n Jesus’ birth and was his guide and

18, pp. 468-477; Ibn Khallikan, Wafayit al-A'an , vol.3, pp. 167-170; al-Y3fi'l, Mir'3t al-Jannan, vol 3, pp.
94.99.

% See al-Juwayny, al-Shamil, pp. 543-570.

1% Ihid., pp. 607-608.

¥ 1bid., p. 607,

1% See John 12:44,

"7 See al-Jwwayni, al-Shamil, p. 607.
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teacher*® Moreover, the word “God” for Jesus is 2 metaphor, which reveals his high
status among his followers. As Jesus was the spiritual guide who led his nation towards
the right path 1o save them, being a spiritual guide he was elevated to the status of God
in 2 metaphorical sense, as sun at times is termed as God.”' The saying of ]e:sus where
he claimed 1o be present before Ibrahim (peace be upon him} again d_epicts his elevated
status and not his divinity as understood by Christians. This interpretation will easily
accommodate other such verses present in Injil, where Sulaymin (peace be upon him)
claimed to be present before the creation of the world.™

According to al-Juwayni if the text has more than one meaning in that case literal
interpretation can lead to contradictions, to avoid it the text must be seen in its
contextual and linguistic framework.” This will open the boundaries of al-ta’wil for
more possible rereadings within the contextual framework of their books and will
eliminate the contradiﬁtions of the text. It can be said that it inspired al-Ghaz3li who
later on elaborated al-ta’wil in al-Radd al-Jamil ™

Coming to $hifa’ al-Gbalil where modern technique of textual criticism 1s applhed, in it
al-Juwayni deals with the issue of al-tabdil in revealed books of Jews and Christians;

according to him they are not in their original form but are changed and corrupted.*

0 [bid., p. 608.
1 Ihid,
22 [hid.
25 1hid., p. 595.

#* Gabriel Said Reynolds while refuting authenticity of sl-Radd focused on the dissimilarity of thought
in ai-Radd with al-8hifz. According to him, they are different from each other and if al-Ghaz3li was the
author of al-Radd than the influence of al-Juwayni must have been there, See, “The Ends of al-Radd al-
Jamil and its Portrayal of Christian Sects”, Islamochristiana, 25 (1999) p. 53. In reality, it is not necessary
that the disciple must follow the footsteps of his predessor; door of disagreement is always open._ Still had
Reynolds compared it with 4l-Shamil he must have realized the link in the thought of al-Ghazili and al-
Juwayni.

“*There are different expressions in the Holy Qur'an to express the distortion present in the books of
Jews and Chyistians. For example al Tabrif (distortion) (2:75), (5:130, 41), 2/ Tabdif {alteration) (2:59),
(7:162), al-Labs (confusion) (2:42), (3:71), Kitman (concealment) (2:42), (3:71), Iltiwa (twist) (3:75,78).
What was exactly changed in the seriptures, text or the interpretation, there are two opinions among
Muslim scholass. Ibn Flazm and al-Juwayni are among those who favor that the text was alvered and for
Ibn Khuldtin and al-Ghazili the interpretation of the text was changed, al-Razi combines the two, see
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Authenticity of scriptures in Judaism, Christianity and Islam is fundamental. Any
contradiction or change in them is detrimental to their revelatory status. Al-Juwayni
proved al-tabdil in their bools on the verdict of the Holy Qur’an. Glad udings for the
arrival of Muhammad (peace be upon him} was mentioned in their books, which
they distorted thus turning their books unauthentic.” Interestingly, for al-Juwayni,
Jews and Christians both deny the charge of distortion but condemn each other of
altering the bocks.*® The point of contention between Jews and Christians are the
verses about al-Masih,™ whether al-Masih was Jesus or not, ecach group claimed that
the other has changed the verses related to him ™

Al-Juwaynt in this book is precise and selected verses, which accept only literal
interpretation for comparison to avoid difference of opinion or possibility of doubt.*"
For example, the verses related to ancestry of Ibrihim and Jesus {peace be upon them)
or those related 1o the historical incidences about the life of Jesus. Such historical facts

can only be true or false and cannot accept more than one interpretation,”* A

Jean Marie Gaudeul and Robert Casper, “Nusis Islamiyyah fi Tahrif Ahl al-Kirab Kutubuhum al-
Mugqaddasah”, Islamochristiana, 6 {1930), pp. 61-104.

% See (61:6), (2:146), (7:157), (6:20).

¥ See al-Juwayni, Shifd al-Ghalil, p. 39.

2% Thid., p. 49.

% AlMasth or messiah comes from the Hebrew word which means ‘the anointed one’, in Hebrew Bible
(1 Sam 10:1; Ps 2:2) the term is applied to the Jewish king who on his inauguration was anointed with oil
as a sign of God's favour, and was called as ‘the Lord's anointed’. After the destruction of Judea in 587
B.C.E. by Babylonians, the term came to mean a future deliever of Israel. The idea of future deliever and
a ruler who would establih the kingdom in the Promised Land, emerged due to the promise of God with
king David that he will always have a decendant on his throne (2 Sam &:14-16). By the time, books of
the New Testament appeared the different understandings of messiah amang Jews were present, Some
expected a king like David, others considered him a supernatral being who will come as a judge, and for
some he would be a preist who would interpret God’s law for people. Thus there were various concepts
regarding messiah among Jews as for Christians the term appeared late with the writing of the New
Testament books, and it seems to be a combination of the idea of the future deliever with the righteous
man who suffers and this was applied to Jesus. See Bart D. Ehrman, The New Testament Historical
Introduction to the Early Christian Writings (New York: Oxford University Press 1997), p. 57.

19 See al-Juwayni, Shifé «l-Ghalil, p. 51.

A11bid,, p. 57.

4% Al Jawayni mentioned that some expounders of gospels tried to resolve the contradiction present in
linage of Jesus by giving two names for all the ancestors of Jesus, which according to him is not worth
considering. See ibid., p. 67.
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ditference in historical narrations for the same event means that either one or both of
them are false, thus concluding that a change took place in the books.*”

In comparison of texts al-Juwayni selected different versions of the scriptures present
among Jews and Christians.”™* However, he mentioned that there are non-canonical
books too present among Jews of Samaritans or the ‘ancient books” with the disciples
of Jesus.” Further, he pointed out that comparison with historical documents could
bring results that are more accurate.’® Due to variations present in these versions, al-
Juwayni questioned the authenticity of the Biblical text. Besides, presence of non-
canonical literature raises the question why the need of selecting certain books from
many was felt. It simply means that the change appeared in the very early stage.
Modern distinction between Synoptie gospels and John is evident in al-Juwayni’s
thought. In Shifz he compared the first three due to their similarity in content and style
whereas in al-Shamil while refuting divinity of Jesus he refered to John, the only gospel
which explicitly mentions his divinity. This makes al-Juwayni near 1o the
contemporary world than to the medieval.

Further proper transmission from generation to generation is essential for the safety of
the original text. Presence of variations or contradictions means unsafe transmission of
the book. Al-Juwayni used the method of external criticism and historical study, to
prove unsafe transmission of these bocks, As for Jews, they lost their books in
Babylonian destruction. Tawrat with them was authored by ‘Azra al-Warriq, an
untrustworthy figure in al-Juwayni’s opinion.”” Contrary to the status, which ‘Azra
enjoys among Jews he was responsible for corrupiing the books for political benefits.*®

On the other side distortion of gospels took place during the long period of oral

** Ibid., pp. 71, 73, 75.
M 1bid., p. 57.
#51hid., p. 53.

¢ Tbid., p. 67.

37 See Shifa', p. 45.
Z81bid., pp. 47-49,
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transmission,”” none of them was written in the life of Jesus, or soon after him,
although Christians claim infallibility for their writers.”

With the use of internal criticism, he proved inconsistency within gospels. Moreover,
he differentiated between intentional and unintentional changes present in the

books.” Some of the examples of such changes are lineage of Jesus, which is
mentioned twice, in Matthew and in Luke and in both of them, the chain of the
ancestors 1s different, such a mistake cannot be unintentional.” In addition, wrong
mathematical calculations and genealogical mistakes are present in Matthew.”™ These
and many more examples prove that they are changed and are not in their original
form.

The other great figure of al-Nizamiyyah was al-Shahristani™ who is famous for a/-Mila!
wa al-Nibal . It is a concise encyclopedia on the history of religions and Muslim sects.
The book is significant because it provides principles to develop historical research in
study of religions. Al-Shahristini is therefore among the pioneers in this field but like
all foundational works, it too has certain flaws. Apart from Muslim sects, various
religions discussed by him are for example Judaism, Chrstianity, Zoroastrianism,
Hinduism, religion of Arabs prior to Islam, worship of Idols, stars, spirits and
philosophies. His methodology is historical descriptive and non-judgmental™® however,

criticism of other religions or sects™ is not absent from his work.

2 Ibid., p. 57.

2% 1bid., pp. 57, 83.

2 1bid., p. 67.

2 1hid., pp. 59-67.

2 Ihid., pp. 61-63.

# Muhammad b. ‘Abd al- Karim b. Ahmad Abw al-Fath al-Shahristini was 2 famous theologian and
historian, who taught in al-Nizimiyyah of Baghdad for three years from 510 o $13 H.

8 It has been translated in many modern languages for example in German, English, Turkish, Persian,
and Urdu and has been published many times from different places like Rome, London, 1stanbil,
Bombay, Lahore, and Cairo. See al-Shahristani, Kitab al-Milal wa ol Nibal, ed. Muhammad b. Fath Allzh
Badran, (Catro; Maktabah al-Anplu al- Misruyyah n.d.), vol. 1, p. 13 (Incroduction).

2 [bid,, p. 23.

% For example see ibid., p. 153, 163, 194, 195, 202
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He is not chronological but is thematic in historical presentation and divided the world
religions in two major divisions; those who received revelation and those who did not.
Religions with revelation are given preference aver those who follow their own
opinions in his arrangment.™ Therefore Abrahamic faiths appear first than those who
had some form of revelation 1.e. Zoroastrians or al-Hunafa’ and in the end are
philosophers, Idol worshippers and Hindus, as they are the people who follow their
whims and desires.”™

It is not important for a book of history to follow chronological order, the division of
religions can be thematic, or geographical or based on ethnicity. As far, the religions,
which received revelation al-Shahristani, limited them to Judaism, Christianity and
Islam. This perphaps reflects partial understanding for the concept of revelation. He
excluded many nations from receiving any form of revelation like Greeks, Hindus and
others.”™ This position of al-Shahristini cannot be justified in the face of the Qur'anic
verses: “and a guide to every people.” (13:7), “We never chastise, until We sent forth a
Messenger.” (17:15), “not a nation there is, but there has passed away in it a warner.”
(35:24).

Further, al-Shahristani discussed the emergence of religions and their division in sects™
the reason behind it is the difference among people 10 stick to reason or o revelation.
This difference started from the times of creation of Adam when Satan discarded the
order of God to bow down before Adam. He refused using reason and claimed his

superiority over Adam for being created from fire, and stood against the command of

P4 1bid., p. 42-43.

 1bid,

™ Muslim theologians through out their history had declared Hindus as deniers of revelation for reasons,
which need to be checked again. Muhammad Modassir Ali had revisited this positicn of Muslim
understanding. According w him, Hinduism is a religion, which has strong religious foundations with
enough space for concepts like revelarion in it; but at the same time, there is a vast difference in religious
terminology and notions present in it and Islam. Once these misconceptions, which passed on in Muslim
theology, are corrected it becomes quite evident that Hindus recieved revelation. See Muhammad
Modassir Ali, *T'he Concept of Revelation and Prophethood in Hinduism: A Critical Islamic View’
{Master’s Thesis), Islamabad: International Islamic University, 1420/1999.

1 See al-Shahriseani, al-Milal wa L. Nijal, pp. 20-21.
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God. Through the story, al-Shahristani highlighted how pure reason can mislead unless
revelation keeps it within chains.**? Although al-Shahristani presented the swory in form
of an interesting dialogue between God and Satan, however 1t may be questioned that s
it the only reason for differences among nations? Perhaps he was taken over by the
prevailing controversies of al-Mu‘tazilah and al-Ashi‘irah.

Another distinguished feature of al-Milal is that it provides definitions for basic
terminologies in his introduction for example Din, Millah, Niblah, Islam and so forth.
Din, according to him, is not only a religious term but it has social and political
dimensions as well which he makes clear through the terms Millah, Minbaj and Shir'ab
and their relation with it.” In this way, al-Shahristani pointed out how religious ideas
influence the institutions of society and in turn is influenced by them, In modern
studies it is an important aspect of religious studies as now religion is studied through
the perspective of sociology, psychology and the role it plays in politics.

Concluding the above discussion it may be noted that al-Nizamiyyah played a
dominant role in the field of education, in deed it was an effective tool to resist religious
deviations and fanaticism by inculcating moderate tendencies. Moreaver, it produced
scholars of high repute who are famous not only among Muslims but are recognized

worldwide, their works particularly on other religions are great asset.

M bid., pp. 23-27.
P 1bid., pp. 44-47.
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BULTMANN

LIFE AND THE BACKGROUND




LIFE OF RUDOLF BULTMANN

Rudolf Bultmann 1s one of the most influential figures of the post Reformation
Protestant theology and a leading scholar of Biblical studies particularly of the New
Testament. His writings have a great significance both in terms of quantity and in
terms of quality as he wrote extensively, and dealt with various issues of theclogy and
Biblical studies. He is among those few whose writings stirred a debate in scholarly
circles within his life. A brief introduction of this great personality as outlined by him
in his autobiography is as follows.

Rudolf Karl Bultmann® was born on August 20, 1884 in Wiefelstede,’ which was at the
time of his birth a village of the grand duchy of Oldenburg.’ He was the eldest son of
Arthur Bultmann and Helene. The family for generations served German Evangelical
Church in Lutheran tradition as pastors. His grandfather was a missionary w Africa
and was born in Freetown, Sierra Leone in West Africa and his maternal grandfather
was a pastor in Baden. Therefore, he grew up in a family of deep religious inclinations.
His father gradually moved towards Protestant liberalism and led his son to join the
annual gatherings of “The Friends of Die Christliche Welt’;* this change had a

! See Rudolf Bultmann, Autobiographical Reflections in Existence and Faith, tr, 8 selected by Schubert
M. Ogden (London & Glasgow: Collins 1973}, Second Impression, pp. 335-341; Roger Johnson, Rudolf
Bulimann interpreting faith for the modern era (London: Collins 1987), pp. 9-10; David L. Edwards,
Rudolf Bultmann: Scholar of Faith, www. religion-online.org, {accessed on 11/9/2008); Mawt McLaughlin
and Rob Smid, art. Rudolf Karl Bultmann in Boster: Collaborative Encyclopedia of Western Theology,
hup://people.bu.edu/wwildman/ WeirdWild Web/courses/ mwt/dictionary/mwt_themes_760_bulunan
n.hum#Rudolf Karl Bultmann {1884-1976) (accessed on 11/9/2008). According 10 Roger Johnson, there is
no biography of Bultmann, and the reason for it as stated by him is, ‘Bultmann was an extraordinarily
modest man who did not wish to call attention to himself’. However, it is a virtee in a man but it led ©
lack of information about this great man, See Rudolf Bultmarnm interpreting faith for the modern era, p.
332,

? Wiefelstede is 2 municipality in the Ammerland district in Lower Saxony Germany, and is
approximately 15 km from Oldenburg.

* Oldenburg is an independent city in Lower Saxony Germany, and is situated between the cities of
Bremen and Groningen, near Hunte River. In 1893, a canal was constructed to connect Hunte and Ems
Rivers, which connected the port of Oldenburg with North Sea, and this increased greatly the economic
importance of the city.

* It was a liberal Protestant journal, and Bultmann published his early essays in it.
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significant impact on Bultmann’s thought as will be seen later.” Economically the
family was modest; his father owned a farm near Bremen, and Bultmann lived early

years of his life in the country.

EDUCATICN

His educational career started with the elementary school in Rastede, which he
attended from 1892 to 1895, Then from 1895 to 1903, he attended the humanistic
gymnasium at Oldenburg where his father was pastor in Lamberti Church since 1897.
R. Bultmann showed immense interest in his studies at elementary school and at
gymnasium, areas of his interest were religious studies, Greek language and history of
German literature, After completing studies at gymnasium, he joined Tiibingen
University,® and then Berlin’ and finally Marburg University® where his major subject
was theology, and he attended lectures on philosophy and its history, and was
interested in theatre and concerts too. The hallmark of these three institutions is their
strong committedness to liberal theology, which no doubt influenced Bulimann.

In theology, he studied under Karl Miiller, the church historian, at Tiibingen, and
Hermann Gunkel (1862-1932), the Old Testament scholar who introduced the method
of Form Criticism to him. Moreover, he studied with Adolph Harnack, the historian of
dogma at Berlin, Adolph Jiilicher and Johannes Weiss, scholars of the New Testament,
and Wilhelm Hermann (1846-1922). Latter emphasized on religious experience more

than on doctrine, and followed neo-Kantian epistemology by differentiating in “fact’

> See Roger Johnson, Rudolf Bultmann interpreting Jaith for the modern era, p. 9; Matt McLaughlin and
Rob $mid, art. Rudolf Karl Bulumann in 8oston Collaborative Encyclopedia,

¢ Count Eberhard V founded the University of Tiibingen in 1477, which is located in the city of
Tiibingen, Baden-Wurttemberg Germany. In the beginning, the Church endowed it, and it had four
faculties; of theology, law, medicine and philosophy.

"1t was founded in 1810 by educational reformer and linguist Wilhelm von Humboldt with the faculties
of law, medicine, theology and philosophy. Among the famous thinkers associated with chis institution
were Johann Fichte, F. Schleiermacher, Hegel, Schelling, Albert Einstein and Max Planck.

? Landgrave Philip 1 of Hesse founded the University of Marburg in 1527. Famous theologians and
philosophers associated with it were F. Heiler, W. Herrmann, R, Oto, Paul Tillich, Hans-Georg
Gadamer, Martin Heidegger, Karl Barth, and Annemarie Schimmel.
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and ‘value’. Bultmann followed this distinction and considered history as fact and faith
as value” Among his teachers, Johannes Weiss was the one who encouraged Bultmann
10 opt and prepare himself for the future of research and teaching in the field of the
New Testament.

In educational achievements, he passed first theological exam under the High
Consistory in Oldenburg in 1907, then worked for a year as a teacher in gymnasiam,
after getting scholarship he was able to pursue his studies in Marburg and earned the
doctorate degree of lic. theol. in 1910, the title of his dissertation was ‘The Style of
Pauline Preaching and the Cynic-Stoic diatribe” under the supervision of Johannes
Weiss who also proposed its theme. In addition, in 1912, he completed his post-
doctorate research on the exegesis of Theodore of Mopsuestia, which was proposed by
Adolph Jillicher and with this; he qualified for a position of lecturer in the New
Testament studies in Marburg.

PROFESSIONAL LIFE

After completing post-doctorate research, he taught at Marburg as Instructor until
1916. During these years, he was closely associated with Wilhelm Heitmiiller and
Martin Rade, who was zealous reader and editor of the journal, Die Christliche Welr,
and was a member of “The Association of the Friends of Die Christliche Welv’.

It was in the company of Wilhelm Heitmiiller that the works and method of history-
of-religions school™ was opened to Bultmann. As for ‘the association of friends’ here

Bultmann had the opportunity of meeting free thinkers from the Protestant camp and

? See Anthony C. Thiselton, Biblical Interpretation in The Modern Theologians An Introduction Christian
Theology since 1918 ed. David F. Ford & Rachel Muers (USA: Blackwell 2005), p. 291.

¥ The history of religions schoot is the translation of German term Religionsgeschichtliche Schule which
was founded in 1890, and was known 15 ‘little Gettngen faculty’. This school focused on comparative
and historical methods of studying religions. According to it, the Biblical ideas were the product of its
own culture, therefore origins of Christianity must be studied in relation to other religions and
maovements present in that age. In the beginning of twentieth century, this school influenced greatly
Biblical and Christological studies. Albert Schweitzer is the representative of this school who is wel!
known for his Quest of the Historical Jesus. They criticized the Biblical interpretations of liberal
Protestant theologians like that of Albrecht Ritschl.
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to participate in their discussions. These discussions stirred theology and the church to
a great deal before and after the First World War.

In autumn of 1916, he went to Breslau, joined as Assistant Professor, and stayed there
until 1920. Here he got married and had children, due to war, the situation was not
very good and so he faced hard times during these years.

In 1920, he went to Giessen as full Professor and as successor of Wilhelm Bousset
where he enjoyed the lively academic life with exchange of ideas with theological
faculty and on the campus generally.

In the autumn of 1921, he returned to Marburg, which for him was his scientific home,
joined there as a full Professor, and succeeded Wilhelm Heitmiiller as the chair of the
New Testament studies. He remained there until his retirement in 1951 and after that
became Professor of emeritus and continued o participate actively in theological
discussions there until his death in 1976.

During his stay at Marburg, life was not easy due to political upheavals; outbreak of
Second World War in 1939 and the Hitler regime both adversely affected the university
life, particularly the latter one as Hitler regime forced many to emigrate and was very
hard for others, Therefore, Bultmann and his friends greeted Americans allies and
considered it a positive political change. In spite of political disturbance, these years of
his life were more productive in terms of books, 1 which we will turn shortly.
Secondly, during this period he had the opportunity to participate in discussions with
the circle of scholars present at the campus. Among them were Adolf Jiilicher, Hans
von Soden, Gustay Hélscher, and Walter Baumgartner. Above that were those who
came 10 Marburg on invitation to deliver lectures, e.g. Karl Barth and Friedrich
Gogarten or Martin Heidegger who stayed and lectured from 1922 till 1928 and with
them Bultmann have good chance of exchanging views. Similarly, he interacted with
Hans-Georg, Gadamer scholars from philosophy department and lectured in Holland,

Switzerland, Sweden and America which enriched him immensely.

50




MAJOR THREADS OF HIS THOUGHT

In Germany, liberal theology''and critical post Kantian philosophy'? dominated the
higher education, which influenced Bultmann in his early years. Liberal theology was
concerned with historical critical method particularly in reconstruction of historical
Jesus, 1t also concentrated on the moral aspect of religion with its confidence in
humanity as partners with God in building the Kingdom." Later on Bultmann realized
the limitations of liberal theology, which made him to move away from it. From the
factors which forced him to think over his affiliation with them were their over
emphasis on the histortcal reconstruction of doctrines particularly that of Jesus Christ,
or on the moral aspect of religion only. Moreover, the destruction brought up by the
World War (1914-1918) led doubts over moral goodness of God and the ability of man
to build in an ideal society in liberal thought.** Although Bultmann moved away from
the liberal theology,"® he retained the historical critical method of studying religion. It
was under Wilbelm Heitmiiller that he learnt to understand and compare the New
Testament literature in the light of other religious movergents of early Chrisrian age

‘e.g. Jewish apocalyptic or Gnosticism.

WORKS OF BULTMANN

Bultmann wrote extensively but his major contributions is in the field of theology and
the New Testament mainly started after 1920 and continued well after his retirement
from Marburg. From his important writings are; the series of Kerygma and Myth
which is the translation of his essays Neues Testament and Mythologie (The New

Testament and Mythology). It also includes criticism, which was raised on Bultmann

! For detail see down footnote no. 43.
" See down page no. 58.

" See Roger Johnson, Rudolf Bultmann interpreting faith for the modern era, p. 332.
Y Ibid.

** His criticism of liberal theology is elaborated in his sermon preached on Pentecost Sunday 1917, It was
published in the same year in the liberal Protestant journal Die Christliche Welt and was translated by
Schubert M. Ogden under the title *Concerning the Hidden and the Revealed’, which appeared in
Existence and Faith and in Roger Johnson, Rudolf Bultmann interpreting faith for the modern era,
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from his contemporaries on demythologization. Among his critics were Julius
Schniewind, Ernst Lohmeyer, Helmut Thielicke, Karl Barth and Karl Jaspers. In 1951,
Bultmann delivered lectures in Yale University, which were published as jesus Christ
and Mythology. Afterwards in 1955 he delivered Gifford lectures at Edinburgh
University on history and eschatology that were published as The Presence of Eternivy:
History and Eschatology. His Die Geschichte der Synoptischen Tradition (The History of
the Synoptic Tradition) is not directly related to the theme of demythologization but is
important in the New Testament studies. Some of his essays were collected and
translated; from these are Existence and Faith, Christ wir.bout Myth, New Testament and
Mythology translated by Schubert M. Ogden. Primitive Christianity in its Contemporary
Settings translated by R. H. Fuller, Louise Smith and Erminie Huatress Lantero
translated Jesus and the Word, and Louise Smith alone Faith and Understanding. Charles
W. Kegley translated The Theology of Rudolf Bultmann, Harold Knight translated his
Sermons at Marburg as This World and Beyond: Marburg Sermons. In these essays, the
most relevant to the theme of demythologizing is Theology of the Netw Testament

translated by Kendrick Grobel, Kerygma and Myth and Gospel of Jobn: A Commentary
translated by G. R. Beasley-Murray.

In order 1o have a clear picture of interpretation of Bible by Bultmann it would be
appropriate to have a brief look at the historical development of Biblical Studies in the

Protestant circles but before that, let us have a bird’s eye view of the age of Bultmann.

THE AGE OF BULTMANN

Political and soctal situation of Germany in the times of Bultmann were unstable, the
two world wars, which Germany experienced greatly damaged the life. In the First
World War Germany faced mass destruction with death rate that reached o millions
and hyperinflation of 1920s, which resulted in high unemployment rate thus causing
economic crisis. Later on in the Second World War under Hitler regime, again there

was mass killing and vast destruction, which led the country to political and
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economical deterioration. Stories of Hitler’s concentration camps where millions were
killed depict the terror and social disorder of that age. With the deféat in war,
Germany was divided in west and east halves. Post war situation was equally grave as
afrer the first war there was moral, social, economical and political decline in the
country. Added to it was the large-scale killing, unemployment, economical crisis or the
great depression with social disintegration, all these factors made life very grim." Due
to general devastating conditions, it is natural that it influenced the common man.
Bultmann too refered to this situation in his autobiography that he faced hard rimes
after the outbreak of the Second World War, and lost his brother in a concentration
camp. About the life in university and in community, during the Hilter regime, as
commented by Bultmann was poisoned by mistrust and denunciation, therefore he
with his friends welcomed the American allies as liberation for them."”

Hunger, poverty and badly shaken social political setup had consequences that were
felt in all spheres of life, religious or the intellectua) sides were no exceptions from it. In
religious life, extreme attitudes emerged. There was anti religious, and anti church
attitude, which surfaced with a wide gap between religion and politics, considering that
the religion and the Christian standards are outdated. Material goods and the
technological developments became standards and virtues of life. On the other hand as
a reaction to it adherence to religion and to church turned stronger with enxiphasis on |
the community work, dogma, Bible and liturgy.” Extreme attitudes in religio-
theological world were not just a result of a sudden change or an aftermath of the war
rather its roots lay in the changed conditions of religious and intellectual life of

eighteenth and nineteenth century as well. These changes, as will be seen in what

¥ See for detail David Welch, Modern European History 18712000 (London & New York: Routledge
1999), second edition; Stephen J. Lee, Aspects of European History 1789-1980 (London & New York:
Routldge 1932); Giles MacDonogh, After the Reich The Brutal History of the Allied Occupation (New York:
Basic Books 2007), pp. 1-10; Birdsall S, Viault, Modern European History (New York: McGraw Hill 1990).
7 See Rudolf Bultmann, Autcbiographical Reflections in Existence and Faith, pp. 337-338.

* See Karl Bihimeyer, Church History, tr. E. Mills 8 France ]. Muller revised by Hermann Tuchle
{Germany: The Newman Press-Westminster 1966}, vol. 3, pp. 480-484.
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follows, greatly influenced Bultmann’s thought therefore it would be appropriate to
have few words on some of the important trends of his age.

It may be noted at the outset that German religious thml.lght in the modern age was
very rich and had a great impact on the overall western thought. In addition, as our
concern is German thought generally and its relevance to Bukkmann particularly so we
will try to remain within its boundaries as far as possible. As it is out of scope to
encompass all the trends therefore only few movements with their key figures and
concepts would be mentioned here. Some of the major movements of eighteenth
century, which remained in swing and shaped the thought of coming centuries were,
Pietism, Enlightenment, and Romanticism. Pietism, in few words can be defined that it
is not a system of thought but a system of ethical reachings. It is a theological revival
where attention is paid to ‘heart felt religion’; it is a reaction to intellectualism and |
rationalism. Because of it, the center of attention is the ‘feeling’ or the ‘emotional
aspect’ of religion. The ‘Word’ must penetrate the heart; concisely it is the inner
experience of the heart or the soul and without this expericnce, there is no true faith.”
Among the famous representatives of the movements were Nikolaus Ludwig Graf von
Zinzendorf (d. 1760) from Germany and John Wesley (d. 1791) was from England.
Zinzendorf stressed on the role of feeling in religion against rationalism. Faith for him
should be based on personal relationship between Christ and the believer, in other
words he called for ‘the living faith’. His thoughts later on paved the way for
Romanticism in Germany where Friedrich Ernst Schleiermacher {d. 1834) developed

this shade of thought further in religion.” Later on over emphasis on the “Word’ or

% See Claude Welch, Protestant Thought in the Nineteenth Century (New Haven: Yale University Press
1972}, vol. 1, pp. 26-27

* See Alister E. McGrath, Christian Theology An Introduction (Oxford: Blackwell 2001), third edition, p.
33.
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scripture turned to be a negative aspect of pietism, as they tried to hold fast to literal
dogmatic interpretation of the scriptures.

Enlightenment or Aufklarung in German can be defined loosely only asitis a
combination of various ideas and characteristics, but the dominant fearure of it is the
supremacy of reason. Reason is the sole judge in evaluating the soundness of religion
and its concepts; any irrational element in revelation is simply to be eliminated. In it,
reason or understanding means the same. It valued only the logical component of
religion or Christianity, as it could be verified rationalty. According to rationalists
simple reason or the common sense is the only criterion for judging the validity of
Christian doctrines.”? Therefore religious traths, in their opinion, could be derived
from reason alone and revelation was only confirming the natural religion. Apart from
it, moral values and ethics were given a high place in it and nigid dogmaticisﬁx was
negated. Major issues discussed by the representatives of this thought revolved around
miracles, revelation, concept of sin and evil, interpretation and status of scriptures and
the significance of Jesus Christ.”

The issues of miracles, revelation and significance of Jesus Christ are interlinked and
provided the basis for the new understanding of the universe and led to the discussion
of quest for the historical Jesus. In traditional Christianity, miracles related to Jesus had
great importance. Nevertheless, as these happenings were against the normal
functioning of nature so their worth and authenticity were questioned by the
rationalists. Due to the scientific discoveries, Biblical accounts were considered
outmoded particularly after the discovery of Newton's laws of cause and effect, which
proved the mechanical working of universe where miracles could not be adjusted.

Among those who rejected the possibility of miracles was David Hume, {or him truth

% See Williston Walker, A History of the Christian Church (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons 1959), pp.
444-445,

# See Flugh Ross Mackintosh, Hypes of Modern Theology (New York: Charles Seribner's Sons 1937), pp.
13-14.

? See Claude Welch, Protestant Thought in the Nineteenth Century, vol. 1, pp. 31.41; Alister E. McGrath,
Christian Theology An Intvoduction, pp. 93.95.
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of miraculous events depends on their occurrence in our own age. As there is no such
evidence, therefore their possibility is out of question. Dependence for reliabilicy
should be on human testimony and not on Biblical narrations.®

The concept of revelation or the faith in the person of Jesus Christ as a supernatural
occurrences as believed in traditional Christianity was also denied in the age of
Enlightenment. The traditional figure of Jesus in the New Testament was that of a
supernatural redeemer of humanity, which was unacceptable to the Enlightenment
rationalism. For them there were differences present between the picture of Jesus of the
New Testament and the real facts of history about him. Behind the miraculous figure
was a simple man of history. Prominent scholars who rejected the traditional Christian
faith on miracles and Jesus where Hermann S. Reimarus (d. 1768) and G. E. Lessing,
for them they contradict reason therefore are unacceptable. According to Reimarus,
there is a possibility of going behind the narratives of the New Testament and to
uncover the simple and human picture of Jesus, which would be acceptable in the
present age. Moreover, for him the early followers altered the picture of Jesus for
political gains.” Lessing denied the historical worth of the New Testament narrations,
as their authenticity could not be proved. In addition, historical events do not provide
basis for faith, .there is a gulf present between faith and history. It is impossible to
bridge the gap, so an historical event cannot be the basis of faith. For him only human
reason is capable of acquiring accurate knowledge and not the history of the first
century. Moreover, Lessing also questioned the relevance of Biblical accounts for the
modern age, which is of existential nature.”.

Coming to the third movement that is Romanticism, this emerged 1n 1790s 1n
Germany as a protest against formalism and rationalism of Enlightenment. It called for

freedom, simplicity, and universality in concepts. It also claimed for moral asceticism

*See Alister E. McGrath, Christian Theology An Introduction, p. 93.
# Ibid., pp. 387-388.
*Tbid., pp. 385-386.
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and discipline on the one hand and for dynamics, power and fullness for life on the
other. It stressed on the individuality of man but in a different way from rationalists. In
rationalism, the emphasis was on the individual reason whereas in Romanticism it was
on individual imagination and personal feelings. Romantics gave importance o
‘feelings’ in the self or in humanity, and for them relation of man with world is not
based on reason rather on his ‘inner heart with feeling and impulse’. Thus, it is the
aesthetic approach towards the world and is not rational in spirit.” Another important
aspect of Romanticism is its concept of history as expounded by Herder (1744-1803).
Here scientific investigation is the ool to study history, thus no historical account is
trusted unless passed through historical scientific investigations, which means that it
must be supported by proof or reason for its happening. Scientific methodology was
applied to mundane and sacred history alike. In its relation with religion, for Herder,
God is within living human experience, and religion is the ‘highest humanity of man’.
Hence, religion is located within humanity, or history of humanity is the history of
revelation. Romantics applied the scientific methodology to Biblical narrative, dogmas
and church history and in all these cases, the results of the scientific investigation were
in sharp contrast to the accepted traditional concepts.”

From above it becomes clear that Christian thought in this age was very different from
the traditional Christian thought. In traditional Christianity God could interfere in the
universe and revelation was a supernatural phenomenon whereas modern age rejected iv
out rightly and accepted only the natural working of the world. Human reason had the
authority to judge revelation. In short, it was man whether in form of rationalism or
feelings and emotions, who became the center and judge of religious concepts and not

God the revealer of these ideas. The center of focus was shifted from God to man and

7 See Claude Welch, Protestant Thought in the Nineteenth Century, vol. 1, pp. 52-53; John Kent, The

Enlightenment in Companion Encyclopedia of Theology ed. Peter Byrne & Leslie Houlden (London &
New York: Routledge 1995), p. 253,

% See Claude Welch, Protestant Thought in the Nineteenth Century, vol. 1, p. 54; William Adams Brown,
The Essence of Christianity (INew York: Charles Scribner’s Sons 1913), pp. 124-127.
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this shift is later on reflected in the thought of Bultmann. Moreover features of
rationalism and feelings continued to influence coming centuries.

Coming to the prominent figures of the post-enlightened age, we have Immanuel Kant
(1724-1804), one of the most influential figures in philosophy and theology who
influenced the coming generations, His greatest contribution was theory of knowledge
in which he attempted to synthesize reason and experience or in other words pure
rationalism and pure empiricism as was expounded int Critique of Pure Reason.” Prior
to Xant, in Christian thought, there was distinction between the entities and the
knower. Entities, physical or spiritual, had independent existences outside the knower
and were unaffected by his thought. This distinction caused a gap between a knower
and the known or the subject and the object, thus giving an incomplete picture for the
process of knowledge. Whereas for Kant the mind or the knower works in two ways at
the same time in gaining knowledge that is, it perceives knowledge and contributes to it
as well. In this process, the mind moulds and shapes the raw material of experience ina
fixed pattern thus with it he provided a link between the subject and the object.
Moreover, Kant negated the traditional coneept that God was independent of all finite
beings, with perfect attributes but incomprehensible by man and He had relation with
man through revelation or church.” He also denied the traditional arguments to prove
the existence of God. The knowledge of the world, which is finite in magnitude,
cannot lead 1o knowledge of God who is transcendent. However, his denial was in his
words ‘to make room for faith’ so for him religion was not to be established on pure
reason gained through senses but on moral laws. In this way, Kant denied the
traditional way of knowing God and revelatton but shared with natural religion the

concept of moral laws as a basic component of religion.”

B See Alister E. McGrath, Christtan Theology An Introduction, p. §9,

¥ See William Adams Brown, The Esserice of Christianity, pp. 113-119; Garrett Green, Modernity in The
Blackwell Companion to Medern Theology, p. 170.

* See John Dillenberger and Claude Welch, Protestant Christianity interpreted through its development, p.
181; Emil L. Fackenheim, Immanuel Kant, Nineteenth Century Religious Thought in the West ed. Ninan
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With this, we turn to the nineteenth century and one of the most important figures of
this age was Friedrich Schleiermacher {1768-1834), professor of theology at Halle and
Berlin and is known as ‘the father of modern theology’.”” He proposed a different
concept of religion in reaction to dry argumentationl of rationalists and meral religion
of Kant. For him religion is not confined to speculative reasoning about physical or
metaphysical world neither is it confined to practical aspect of ethics or the beliefs and
dogmas rather it belongs to ‘feelings’. Religion for him is the direct wouch of the soul
with the Divine, as quoted by Mackintosh,

“Pious contemplation is the immediate consciousness of the universal existence of all
finite things in and through the Infinite, and all the temporal things in and through the

Eternal”.”

His focus was on psychology of religion that is the feeling of absolute dependence upon
God, than on rational or historical aspect of religion. In Christianity, for him, the
historical event is not pivotal rather it is the Christ figure. Man expericnces dependence
on God in the redemptive act of Christ which is the core of Christianity.

On the other side, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel {1770-1831) stands in a sharp
contrast to Schleiermacher who emphasized on reason and knowledge. Hegel was nota
theologian like Schleiermacher, but a philosopher of Kantian tradition. He accepted
that ‘feeling’ is an important factor in religion but for him it is a lower stage of
consciousness whereas reason is above it, in other words ‘feeling’ 1s 2 primary stage of
contact between the finite and the infinite where understanding takes place.’
Nevertheless, it is an imaginative stage and reason is above it. Reason was most supreme

in his thought and he equated reality with reason therefore to understand Hegel it is

Smart, John Clayton, Steven Katz 8 Patrick Sherry (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1985), vol.
1, pp. 17-32.

* For details on Schleiermacher’s theology see Hugh Ross Mackintosh, Fpes of Modern Theology; John
Dillenberger and Claude Welch, Protestant Christianity; William Adams Brown, The Essence of
Christianity.

? Hugh Ross Mackintosh, Types of Modern Theology, p. 44.

" William Adams Brown, The Essence of Christianity, p. 194.
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important to know his concept of reason. As said above that he was influenced by
Kantian philosophy particularly the dualism of phenomena and neumcna but he
looked for one reality, which is Absolute, or God.” In philosophical terminology, he
wanted reconciliation between opposites, between Christianity and science, or
theology and philosophy where reason is to play a major role.® However, knowledge
gained through reason is not static but is moving upwards in dialectical terms. This
principle of change he applied on all spheres of life, including religion, nature and
history. Therefore, God is the cutcome of the unending dialeciical movement, Later on,
Tiibingen School of the New Testament applied the principle of dialectical process on
the New Testament studies as will be discussed shortly. In addition to it, Hegelianism
discarded symbols in religion; they are contradictory and childlike concepts. Instead,
religious ideas must be explained rationally and philesophically to reconcile the
contradictions present in religion.” Thus, reason distinguished between rational and
irrational elements in religion, a dominant characteristic of the Tiibingen School,
which influenced Bultmann.

Few words here may be added about Tiibingen School as it had significant influence on
German thought and on Biblical studies particularly.

Tiibingen School was founded on the teachings of Ferdinand Christian Baur (1792-
1860) the name of the school is derived from the prestigious seat of learning of
Germany, Tiibingen University where Baur taught from 1826 until his death. In Baur’s
opinion, central task of theology was historical, which must be studied in the scientific
and critical spirit of the present age. Science is the tool for judging the truth of any
claim, and Christian theology has no choice except 1o submit its historical claims to it.
Christianity being an historical religion cannot ignore the demand of historical critical

examination, Its importance in the wordings of Peter Hodgson is,

 Thid., p. 188.

% See John Dillenberger & Claude Weich, Protestant Thought in the Nineteenth Century, vol., 1, pp. 87-88,
¥ Ibid., pp. 105-106.
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“Since Christianity itself, as an historical manifestation, belongs to the past, the highest
task (for the present), on the solution of which everything else depends, can only
consist in the ever purer and less prejudiced investigation of what Christianity
originally and essentially is. The more certainly progress in this way is strengthened
through an awakened and more active sense for historical research...the more...the
conditions are provided under which dogma can approach a new and rich epoch of its
development”’®

Baur’s own investigation was limited to historical critical scrutiny of the New
Testament, church and dogma, He was not a theologian but an historian and carried his
investigations in that mood.

Further, Tiibingen School followed Hegelian dialecticalism in historical investigation.
In their opinion, earlier followers of Jesus differed greatly after his death thus forming
groups with opposing ideas. Followers of Peter (thesis) opposed Paul and his followers
(antithesis) which later on emerged in 2 synthesis of Catholicism.”

Influence of Baur is well seen in David Friedrich Strauss (1808-1874), student of Baur
who applied historical critical method for reconstructing historical Jesus. Strauss views
were rejected by his contemporaries both orthodox and rationalists. He too, criticized
orthodox and rationalists both, orthodox due to their acceptance of superhuman
elements in Jesus’ life uncritically, and rationalists by giving naturalistic explanations to
them. For him origins of Christianity must be explained in pure historical terms and
not in dogmatic way. Historically miracles cannot be adjusted, as history is a flux of
cause and effect and miracles fall outside it, therefore they must be rejected. Miracles
are not facts but are myths and they represent the thought pattern of the age in which

they emerged, they are the expressions of the early age. In the modern age to consider

¥ Peter C. Hodgson, The Formation of Historical Theology A Study of Ferdinand Christian Baur (New
York: Harper & Row 1966}, p. 88.

¥ See Ninan Smart, The Religious Experience of Mankind (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons 1969), pp.
432, 500.
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them as *historic narrative’ would be ignorance.® On these premises, Strauss rejected
the superhuman elements from the life of Jesus and termed them as myths.

Albrecht Ritschl (1822-1889} a German theologian who followed Kant, Schleiermacher,
Hegelian philosophy and Baur’s school of thought, for him most important aspect of
religion is its practical or pragmatic side, which is best exampled in the model of Jesus
Christ. Moreover, the role of theology is the historical elaboration of the life of Jesus
with the critical historical tools. The important thing in his thought was the question
of essence of Christianity. For him, the essence of Christianity lies in the principle of
Justification and Reconciliation that is the redemptive act of Jesus and the kingdom of
God." Among Ritschlians, the desire 10 know the essence of Christianity was one of
the central questions. Wilkelm Hermann (1846-1922) of Marburg and Adolph von
Harnack (1851-1930) of Berlin were the leading liberal theologians engaged with the
issue of essence of Christianity.”

It may be concluded from above that some of the significant concerns of Tiibingen
School were; the scientific study of history where history was perceived as a closed
system working on the principles of cause and effect with no interference from outside,
Secondly all supernatural elements present in Christianity were considered ‘myths’ and
thirdly a distinction was made between the essence of Christianity and the mythical
elements in it with an effort to go behind the mythical picture and to extract the real
message. Bultmann too worked in the same direction although he was not interested in
historical reconstruction of Jesus in the manner of Tiibingen School.

With this we move on to liberal theology, which flourished in the last decades of the
nineteenth century and continued in the early part of the twentieth, it is significant

because most of the dominant trends of the previous age converged in it, besides that

% See Bernard M. G. Reardon, Religions Thought in the Nineteenth Century (Cambridge: Cambridge
University 1966), pp. 113-114.
* Thid., pp. 138-139,

* See William Adams Brows, The Esserice of Christianity, pp. 264-267; Williston Walker, A History of the
Christian Church, p. 494.
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Bultmann was associated with it in his early age. It refers not to one parucular concept
rather to a range of ideas that distinguish it from other philosophies. In broader terms,
it 15 as an attitude more than a philosophy, which is the outcome of socio-political and
religious background of the preceding age. Some of its basic features are that it
emphasized on individuality and freedom of thought with open mindedness, tolerance
and devotion to truth. Moreover, it shared the scientific and critical spirit of the age in
religious and Biblical studies. God for them is not a transcendent being but 1s
immanent in nature and that all religions are equal, none can claim absolute truth.®

In religion, they mainly focused on its ‘essence’ and not on outer or the dogmatic
aspect. In their view, putting aside the shell and extracting the kernel from it is in
aliiance with the modern knowledge. In Christianity its core teachings lies not in the
dogmatic formulations, nor in the tradition of the fathers or the church. Rather its
essence is present in the teachings of Jesus and not in his redemptive act or in the
concept of sin.* Thus, Adolf von Harnack reduced the teachings of Christianity to two
principles only i.e. fatherhood of God and brotherhood of man.*” The other important
feature of liberalism is the historical critical study. Jesus and his teachings being central
in the liberal thought, this led them to investigate critically life of Jesus.

Liberal theology flourished in pre-world war times thus was optimistic in its outlook.
Economical progress and relative political stability with scientific development led the
modern man to have faith in his potentials for achieving higher targets of peace and
growth. Nevertheless, two world wars reversed the situation; it questioned the
optimistic shade of liberal theology, and eventually caused its decline.*

The results of the world war were devastating and brought a great havoc in all spheres

of life. Due to stark economic and social situation, pessimism and fear prevailed,

# See Keith Clements, Theology Now, in Companion Encyclopedia of Theology, p.275.

* See ed. Anthony C. Thiselton, Liberal Theology in Encyclopedia of the Philosaphy of Religion (Oxford:
OneWorld 2002).

* See John Dillenberger & Claude Welch, Protestart Christianity, pp. 208-210.
*Ibid. p. 214,
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instead of optimism and freedom of liberalism the philosophy turned towards the
problems of threatened and shaken life. The problematic human existent became the
issue of the existential philosophy. Existentialism 1s not a unified set of philosophical
ideas but is in the words of John Macquarrie ‘style of philosophizing’,” still there are
certain common themes present in it. Basic characteristic of this philosophy is that it
starts with man and not with nature. Man who understands and is aware of his
existence is distinctive from other rypes of beings, and is aware that one day he has o
face death. Tt is also concerned with man as a subject and not as an object, in other
words it is protest against the view, which consider man as a ‘thing’ and not as an
individual existence. Man should be given importance as a thinking being, and as an
initiator of action, center of feelings and emotions. Existentialism does not give much
space to logic and epistemology; it is concerned with freedom, decision and
responsibility of man, and talks about finitude, guilt, alienation, despair and death.®
Though the origins of Existentialism lies with the Danish philosopher Soren
Kierkegaard (d. 1855) but it was the ideas and vocabulary of Martin Heidegger (d.
1976), another influential figure of this philosophy, which were taken up by Bultmann
in his interpretation of the New Testament. The reason behind it in Bultmann’s view is
that the concepts of the New Testament when expressed in Existential philosophy suits
best the modern secular man. One of such borrowing is Heidegger distinction between
‘authentic existence’ and ‘inauthentic existence’, which Bultmann interpreted in the
light of the New Testament.” It is one of the key concepts for Bultmann, where
‘inauthentic existence’ is the life of unbeliever who refuses tw recognize his dependence

on God for his salvation and on the other hand ‘authentic existence’ is just the opposite

¥ Yohn Macquarrie, Existentialismt (London: Hutchinson 1972), p. 3.

#1bid., pp. 4-5; David E. Roberts, Existentialism and Religions Belief (New York: Oxford University Press
1957), pp. 69 Alister E. McGrath, Christian Theology An Introduction, p. 190.
** See Alister E. McGrath, Christian Theology An Intreduction, p. 190.
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of it who recognizes his dependence on God. Further, ‘sin’ according to Bultmann is
the denial on the part of unbeliever.”

These were few relevant religious trends prevailing prior to and in the times of
Bultmann, with this we come to Biblical studies, here we will concentrate on the status

of Bible which would be followed by the historical sketch of its interpretation.

STATUS OF BIBLE
Western civilization faced a dramatic change in the status of Bible, traditionally it
enjoyed a revelatory position, which remained so in the early period of Reformation

but changed to the status of a common book of history and literature by nineteenth

century. Historically the seeds of change go back 1o Renaissance, an age marked with

reawakening of thought. From the factors of reawakening were the decline of church

authority, emergence of the city states, scientific discoveries, humanism™ with its

interest in classical languages and in other religions particularly paganism.”

James D. G. Dunn’s analysis about the change clearly depicts the psychology of the

age. Firstly, there was the intellectual awareness, which gave a sense that the ‘present’ is

not only distant but is also different from the ‘past’. Secondly, the realization that the i
languages of the ancient text have changed a great deal with the passage of time
therefore the field of historical philology must be developed.™

As said above one of the factors of change was humanism with the slogan *back to the

original sources’, which bypassed the reliance on theology, biblical commentaries or

* See Rudolf Bultmannr, Kerygma and Myth, vol. 1, pp. 19-20; Jesus Christ and Mythology pp. 3940, 53-54.
5! Humanism is 2 philosophical and literary movement, which originated in second half of the 14"
century in Italy and spread soon in other parts of Europe. The word ‘humanism’ came from studiz
humanitatis or bumaniora that is liberal arts, which focused on grammar, rhetoric, poetry, history and
moral philosophy. The movement was rooted in the love of classical antiquity. This greatly influenced
the Renaissance and the Reformation periods, which is reflected in the desire for the original scriptures
and to make it authority instead of the Church. Thus, emphasis on the study of original language and
criticism on religinus and social abuses of the church helped the Reformation to achieve its goals. _
¥ See Agnes Imhof, Renaissance in The Brill Dictionary of Religion ed. Kocku von Stuckrad, tr. Robert R. '
Barr (Leiden: Brill 2006}, vol. i-iv, p. 1623. i

% See James D. G. Dunn, Scholarly Methods in the Interpretation of the Gospels in Auslegung der Bibel s
(Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck 2000}, p. 106. i

65




the church impositions and approached the text directly.” This was the antecedent of
change in biblical status and scholarship, Bible was taken out of the church and its
authoritative interpretation and the attention was diverted to recover the original text.
Thus, Bible was put in its own historical setting with a careful study of linguistics,
grammar and the text.”® The desire to recover the original text resulted in a first Greek
translation of the New Testament by Desiderius Erasmus (d.1536) in 1516. Although
the translation of Erasmus was not up to the mark, as he had access to only four
manuscripts of the New Testament but it delineated the course of further studies in the
New Testament scholarship.®

The spirit to reconstruct the original text of the Bible remained in full swing during
the reformation period, which is well reflected in the words sola scriptura (scripture
only), or in the statement, ‘the reformers dethroned the pope and enthroned the
Bible’.¥ Thus, in reformation Bible became the center of Christian life instead of
church or pope. To have easy access reformers realized the need for translation, which
was mostly done from the eriginal Greek and Hebrew versions®® with the aim to purify
the text from later additions or corruptions.

Slogan of sola scriptura was so powerful that anything outside Bible was simply
rejected whether it was faith or sacraments.” Old questions of inspiration, canon, text,

and interpretation were probed again with new tools unknown in the middle ages.*

* See Alsiter McGrath, The Transition to Modernity in Companion Encyclopedia of Theology, ed. Peter
Byrne & Leslie Houlden (London & New York: Routledge 1995}, p. 238.

# See James D, G, Dunn, Scholarly Methods in the Interpretation of the Gospels, p, 106.

% See Alsiter McGrath, The Transition o Modernity, p, 238; James D. G, Dunn, ihid., p. 10?7

% See Roland H. Baiton, The Bible in the Reformation in The Cambridge History of the Bible The West
Jrom the Reformation to the Present Day ed. 5. L. Greenslade (Cambridge: University Press 1963), p. 1.
% See Cornelis Augustijn, The Sixteenth-Century Reformers and the Bible, Concifiurm, 1{February,
1991), pp. 58-66.

¥ 1bid.; See Norman Sykes, The Religion of Protestants in The Cambridge History of the Bible, pp. 179-
181.

 See Roland H. Baiton, The Bible in the Reformation in The Cambridge History of the Bible, pp. 6-24;
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Added to it was the rational spirit of the age where reason was placed higher then faith,
and a desire 1o liberate it from any established authority with the sole aim to establish
truth.®* Thus, reason was the measure for ascertaining truth. Detsm® a rational
movement of this age questioned the validity and meaning of Biblical revelation. For
them revelation must be understood in the light of reason otherwise it is to be
rejected.” Moreover, the deist circles emphasized on the individual intellectual
freedom, criticized miracles and all the irrational elements of Bible, Thus, rationalism
questioned the historical worth and place of Christianity, possibility of miracles and
authenticity of Christ event. These objections weakened the status of Bible even within
Protestant circles. Their earlier stance, “The Bible, T say, the Bible only, is the religion
of Protestants™ lost its spirit. The simple faith of early Protestants on Biblical
revelation changed into anti-Christian rationalism.

Apart from above, scientific discoveries too played a role in diminishing the authority
of Bible. The tension between science and theology was on its peak in this age and
science rejected the authority of the church and tradition and freed itself from their
impositions. Scientific principles were applied in all spheres including religion or
history. As expressed by Spinoza (d.1677) that the truth of any passage lics in 1ts
meaning and it must not be distorted to fit in an assumed ‘truth’.* To bring down
Bible on a level of any historical document meant to discard preassumed truths, for

example ‘supernatural events’ related 1o Jesus Christ. Due tw it historians started to

® See James D. G. Dunn, Scholarly Methods in the Interpretation of the Gospels, p. 108; W. Neil, The
Criticism and Theological Use of the Bible 1700-1950 in The Cambridge History of the Bible, p. 238.

“ Lord Herbert of Cherbury (1583-1648) the father of Deism postulated a philosophy of natural religion
that basis of all religions are common, which are above time and space and can be known through
human reason. These common notions are 1) existence of Ged, 2) worship of God, 3} moral values, 4}
evil to be abolished 5) reward and punishment after death.

& See Garrert Green, Modernity in The Blackwell Companion to Modern T beoiogy, pp. 167-168; W. Neil,
The Criticism and Theological Use of the Bible 1700-1950 in The Cambridge History of the Bible, p. 247.
“ See Norman Sykes, The Religion of Protestants in The Cambridge History of the Bible, p. 175.

% See John Kent, The Enlightenment, Companion Encyclopedia of Theology, p. 257,
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abandon the conception that human history is working under the divine intervention
rather history for them was a record of past events free from divine influence.

In nineteenth and twentieth centuries secular materialistic approach was more
powerful. On the one side, scientific discoveries were not in accord with Biblical
narratives and on the other people were deeply influenced by scientific notions, which
were secular in nature. Science only accepted facts, verified by experimentation,
observation, or derived through deduction or induction. In addition, it had the option
of “true’ or ‘false’ only, being literal in nature.* Common people adopted notions of
science and applied on every aspect of life including religion and Bible.

From above it becomes clear that the status of Bible changed with the passage of time.
It lost its sanctity and authority, which it enjoyed in the pre-modern and carly modern
age. Presently, Bible has come down to the level of common book of history or
literature, which is full of inconsistencies and irrational elements. Supernatural events
mentioned in it are myths or fanciful stories and not facts as divine intervention in the
natural course in not possible. The changed position of Bible naturally influenced its :

interpretation as will be clear from what follows.

INTERPRETATION OF BIBLE '
In recent Biblical studies, interpretation has gained importance as compared to the !
other areas of its history, philosophy or literature. It is the ‘meaning’ and particularly

meaning for the modern man, which is the key issue in the modern studies. As

expressed by James D, Wood it 15,

“(there is) a growing demand for the massage of the Bible, and has asked 10 what extent

the Bible is God's word to the modern man.”

As interpreting the massage of the Bible is the field of theology, thus therc is a shift

from historical critical studies in Biblical studies to the theological ones in recent

“ See W. Neil, The Criticism and Theological Use of the Bible 1700-1950 in The Camébridge History of the
Bible, pp. 255, 268.

¢ James D. Wood, The Interpretation of the Bible (London: Gerald Duckworth and Co. 1958}, p. 1.
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studies. Realizing its importance and need Bulumann interpreted Bible keeping in view

the demands of the modern man, which he termed as demythologizing,.

Interpretation of a religious text is a complex process particularly in case of a wide gap

present between the initial stage of its emergence and interpretation in the present age

as in case of Christianity, There are many factors involved in interpretation, which are

decisive in determining the direction of interpretation. From these factors are those

related to the text or those that influence from outside. Among the former are

identification of ‘religious text’, and the relation of rext with meaning. This relation j

between the text and the meaning can be from two sides, one is from the side of author,

that is ‘author intended reading’ and the other is ‘reader response’. In other words, the
words of the text signify something but what is signified, and who has the authority to
select the ‘signified’ or the ‘intended meaning’ from different alternatives, and the
principles on which the selection is made needs to be known. Identification of the text
is vital among all, as it is the center around which the reading and meaning revolve,
More so, for a religious text, it is the identification, which elevates it and makes it
authoritative. In addition, this determines the direction of ‘reading” and ‘meaning” of
the text. In fact, these three components have been discussed at length in the modern
age.* From the external factors that exert their pressure and often direct the
interpretation in a particular direction are religious, social, political and philosophical.
Therefore, interpretation is never carried in a vacuum, but the way peoplc think,
perceive or understand things manipulates it. In shorr, it is their worldview, which

determines the direction of interpretation.” From an overview of the history of Biblical

* See for detail Paul Ricoeur, Hermeneutics and the human sciences Esszys on language, action and |
interpretation, ed., tr., &introduced by John B. Thompson (Cambridge: University Press 1994); Paul

Ricoeur, The Canon Between the Text and the Community in Philosophical Hermeneutics and Biblical

Exegesis ed. Petr Pokorny and Jan Roskovee (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck 2002); Rowan Williams, Historical

Criticism and Sacred Text in Reading Txts, Seeking Wisdom scripture and theofogy ed. Dovid F. Ford &

Graham Stanton (London: SCM Press 2003).

* See David Jaspers, A Short Introduction to Hermenestics (Louisville & London: Westminster John Knox
Press 2004}, p. 3.
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interpretation, it becomes evident that the worldview of each age was the decisive
factor 1n its interpretation. Before going in the history of Biblical interpretation it
would be appropriate 10 look at the important key terms related 1o it.

Hermeneutics is a specific term for interpretation of any vext.”® It is derived from the
Greek hermeneuein which means to ‘translate’ or to ‘interpret’ or from hermeneus
meaning an interpreter or expounder, the later term is in turn derived from Hermes,
name of a Greek god. Hermes was the divine messenger of the gods to people, whose
work was to receive the message and then to deliver it to people in a comprchensible
manner. Therefore, the task of Hermes was receiving, perceiving and delivering the
message to others; this gave Hermes high status in the ancient thought, he was the
personification of knowledge itself. This position of Hermes largely parallels the
meaning of Hermeneutics where interpretation of the text refers to expounding deeper
meanings for people of a different time and place.”" To interpret for the different time
and place requires that the intended meaning of the author is conveyed to the hearer
without change in a comprehensible manner. From abave it may be deduced that in
Hermeneutics three things are important, sacred text, understanding on the part of
interpreter and understanding on the part of hearer, which as stated above are “text’,
‘reading’ and ‘meaning’ are the main parts of Hermeneutics. Thus, interpretation is a
process of understanding, whereas exegesis another term, which is closely connected w
Hermeneutics means ‘exposition’ or ‘explanation” and is more related to methods and
approaches used in explanation of a text.” From the difference in the two terms, it is

evident that exegesis is related to explanation and the methods of explanation whereas

7 Here in this thesis, “interpretation’ would be used instead of hermeneuties for the sole reason that
interpretation is a broader term and has been preferred more in recent academic circles.

7! See Christoph Auffarth, ‘Hermeneutics’ and by Dylan Burns, ‘Hermetism/ Hermeticism' in The Brill
Dictionary of Religion; Van A. Harvey, ‘Hermeneutics’ in The Encyclopedia of Religion ed. Mircea Eliade
(New York: Macmillian 1987}, vol. 6, p. 279.

”* See Christoph Auffarth, ‘Exegesis’ in The Brill Dictionary of Religion, p. 693.

7 See Frederick W, Danker, ‘Biblical Exegesis: Christian View’ in The Encyclopedia of Religion, vol.2, p.
142,
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Hermeneutics is a step ahead of exegesis; it requires a deeper reflection on 15 three
components and their integration for the correct and fruitful interpretation.

Without going in details of Hermeneutics due to limitation of space,* let us have a
glimpse of the historical shifts in Biblical interpretation in “text’, ‘reading’, and
‘meaning’. A major change in interpretation over centuries is from ‘author intended
meaning’ to ‘reader response’. For the sake of convenience, the historical perspective in
what follows would be divided in two main divisions; pre-modern and the modern age,
further modern period would be sub-divided in pre and post nineteenth century.

At the outset, it may be noted that defining limits of Christian books or its
canonization, is a late process as compared to interpretation. Later with defining the
Christian text its interpretation entered a new phase as would be clear from what
follows. As said above text is the pivotal point around which interpretation revolves.
Here late emergence of the exact text must have altered the direction of interpretation.
Besides, decline in the sanctity of the Bible in the modern age further influenced its
interpretation, Thus, from the very beginning Christianity faced problems about their
text and its interpretation and as both these factors are interlinked so change in one

automatically brings a change in another.

There is a long history of Biblical interpretation in pre-modern age to cut the long story

short, few examples of Biblical interpretation of this period would be cited. In the very
beginning, before the formation of the New Testament, Christians took the Jewish
books as their own scriptures while giving a new meaning to it. This modification in
text was only in reading or meaning and was not in the words of the text, thus the
alteration was in what the words signified. The text had a specific meaning tn the
traditional Jewish interpretation; Christians by interpreting it altered the meaning to

something different. Early Christians considered themselves as distinct from Jews, and

’* For a detailed study of Hermeneutical approaches in the religious studies, see Sadia Mahmood, *The
Influence of Modern Hermeneutical Approaches to Study of Religion on Contemporary Islamic

Thought: A Case Study of Woman in Islam” (Master’s thesis), Islamabad: International Islamic
University, 2003.
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this led them to have a different understanding of the book. This change started from
Jesus himself who followed the Jewish text, but gave a different and new interpretation
to it. In the Sermon on the Mount as narrated by Matthew Jesus interpreted the Ten
Commandments in a different way, it was shift from mere ritualistic mode to the
ethical mode.”” In Judaism there was undue importance given to rituals whereas Jesus
while keeping the words of the text interpreted where human relations were given
more importance, $o as it comes in the Sermon,

“You have heard that it was said to those of ancient times, "You shall not murder’; and
"whoever murders shall be liable to judgment. But I say to you that if you are angry
with a brother or sister, you will be liable to judgment; and if you insult a brother or
sister, you will be liable to the council; and if you say, "You fool,’ you will be liable to
the hell of fire”*

In the above passage the wordings ‘you have heard that it was said to those of ancient
times, you shall not murder...but I say to you...,” are significant in showing the change
in reading of the text.

St. Paul too interpreted the Old Testament in a very different way; in his letter to
Galatians the wives of Abraham represented two covenants.”” In this new interpretation
words remained unchanged while new meaning was given to them. Here Jesus or St.
Paul never questioned the authority or sanctity of the scriptures. For Jesus, as narrated
by Matthew, the law is not to be abrogated but to be fulfilled.” Even St. Paul, who

violated the law for the Gentiles, based his teachings of risen Christ on scriptures.” He

7 James Barr mentioned many examples where Jesus interpreted the Old Testamaet in a new or a radical
way, from them are the concept of Incarnation, ethical teachings particularly those related to family and
use of parables, See Holy Scripture Canon, Authority, and Criticism (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1983), pp.
16-18; David Jaspers, A Short Introduction to Hermeneutics, p. 30; Robert M. Grant, A Short History of the
Interpretation of the Bible (New York: Macmillan Company 1966), pp. 18-19.

7 Matthew 5:21-22,

7 1 Galatians 4: 22-26; another example of re-reading by St. Paul is in 1 Cor. 10: 6 here Exodus is taken as
warning for Christians.

7 Matthew 5: 17.

71 Cor. 15: 34,
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did not negate divine origin of the Old Testament; he only nullified the formalism of
the law for the Gentiles. Hence, the process of rereading started very early in
Christianity, but the divine authority of the scriptures was not doubted, and the
principle of interpretation was based on faith.

In the next phase when the Christtan writings started 1o appear, they were numerous
and the church selected few among them. In this new phase the church as an
institution had the authority to select and sanctify books. In words of Barclay, ‘it was
not the Bible which made the church; it was the church which made the Bible.”™ With
this selection, the church fixed the text or canorized it for the coming generations and
the situation remained so in Christianity uatil the emeigence of Protestant movement
when again the question of text was raised.

In this early phase, role of the church was decisive in selection and interpretation of
Bible, in other words it was “faith’ dominated. Whether it was the interpretation of the
Hebrew Bible, unity of the two testaments, or Christology, all were under the
authority of the church.® This means that the text and its meaning were determined by
the church, any interpretation outside the accepted criterion of church was simply
rejected. Role of the church reached its fullness in the middle ages. To cite few
examples from this period where faith is the determining element in interpretation and
is imposed by the church is the genealogy of Jesus mentioned by Matthew. Although
there are problems in this genealogy as it is about Joseph who later married Mary and
is not of Jesus,” but 1t is interpreted to provide an evidence for blood relation between
Jesus and Abraham. Another example is the birth of Jesus interpreted in the light of

the signs mentioned in the book of Isaiah,

% William Barclay, Introducing The Bible, p. 19.

* See Charles Kannengjesser, The Bible as Read in the Eraly Church: Patristic exegesis and its
Presuppositions, in Concilium The Bible and its Readers, ed. Wim Beuken, Sean Freyne and Anton Weiler
(Feb. 1991), 1, pp. 29-34; Jaroslav Broz, From Allegory to the Four Senses of Scripture Hermeneutics of

the Church Fathers and of the Christian Middle Ages in Philosopbical Hermeneutics and Biblical Exegesis,
p. 302,

8 See Matthew 1:1-17.
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“Thesefore the Lotd himself will give you a sign. Look, the young woman is with child
and shall bear a son, and shall name him Immanuel”,*?
Thirdly, sacrifice of Isaac by Abraham as mentioned in Genesis* prefigured
crucification of Jesus on the cross as a sacrifice.”

These and many other examples show how church directed the interpretation, as in the
words of Kannengiesser interpretation was ‘in the church and for the church’.* Thus,
the meaning was imposed by the church though it was faith oriented. In the above
examples by developing a historical continuity between the two testaments, church
wanted to strengthen its roots with Judaism. |

Later on there was further development in interpretation with the emergence of
Alexandrian and Antioch schools around second and third century of Chfistian era.
Alexandria was a highly learned and a cosmopolitan city where Judaism and the Greek
philosophy were equally dominant whereas Antioch was a Jewish populated Syrian
city. Difference in them was over interpretation that whether it should be literal or
allegorical. Alexandrian school, followed Philo, and opted for the allegorical method by
synthesizing Jewish thought with Greek philosophy. Philo interpreted Hebrew Bible
in the light of philosophy, for him the text carries more than one meaning, therefore,
allegorical method is appropriate for interpretation, in that he used grammatical,
linguistics, punctuation and symbolism.¥

Following these lines Clement of Rome (d. 214) and than his disciple, Origen (185-254)
incorporated the philosophical ideas and the Jewish thought in their interpretation,
considering that the text has more than one meaning therefore foliowed allegorical
method. For them scriptural language was symbolic, even the universe is full of

symbols where things have double meaning, one is apparently known to all and other

¥ Isaiah 7: 14.

* Genesis 22.

% See David Jaspers, A Short Introduction to Hermenextics, pp. 30-31.

% See Charles Kannengiesser, The Bible as Read in the Eraly Church: Patristic exegesis and its
Presuppositions, in Concilinm, p. 30.

¥ See James D. Wood, The Interpretation of the Bible, pp. 50-51,
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1s mystuical or spiritual which the perfect can know only, interpretation of these
symbols is based on faith in Christ.*®

On the other hand, the school of Antioch emphasized on the literal sense and ook
help of grammar and history in interpretation. To the extent that for them
anthropomorphic expressions of God were literally true, thus ‘the arm of God’ literally
meant that God has an arm.*” From both schools the interpretation incorporated new
elements in it due to cultural and intellectual factors; still the decisive factor was the
authority of the church in determining the meaning of the text.

One of the greatest figures in Christianity is of $t. Augustine of Hippo (354-430), who
was influenced by Greek philosophy particularly Neo-Platonism, Jewish tradition and
the allegorical method of Alexandrian school. Additionally, the saying of St. Ambrose
of Milan, ‘the letter kills but the spirit gives life’® helped Augustine to have a new
vision of the Old Testament and led him to Christian faith.” All these elements are
quite clear in his interpretation.

Apart from it, Augustine emphasized on the authority of the church and the love for
neighbor, as he expounded in On Christian Doctrine as,

“Whoever, then, thinks that he understands the Holy Scriptures, or any part of them,
but puts such an interpretation upon them as does not tend to build up this twofold
love of God and our neighbour, does not yet understand them as he ought”.”
Moreover, for him theological framework was important for interpretation where

scripture is authority,” other than that he merged the literal and the allegorical

% See David Jaspers, A Short Introduction to Hermeneutics, pp. 37-38.

5 See Robert M. Grant, History of the Interpretation of the Bible: Ancient Period in The Interpreter’s
Bible, pp. 110-111; Frederick W, Danker, Biblical Exegesis: Christian View in The Encyclopedia of
Religion, vol.2, p. 144,

* 2 Corinthians 3:6.

*! See Robert M. Grant, History of the Interpretation of the Bible: Ancient Period in The Interpreter’s
Bible, p. 112.

% St. Augustine, On Christian Doctrine book 1, chapter 36, p. 1200, in online Christian Classics Ethereal

Library, bttp:/ /www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf102.pdf, accessed on 25/09/2010.
?* See ibid., book 1, 37.
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methods, which resulted in multiple meanings for the text, Thus, he followed a middle
path between Alexandrian and Antioch schools, giving importance to both the literal
and allegorical methods while preferring the literal more,” as he said,

“In regard to figurative expressions, a rule such as the following will be observed, to
carefully turn over in our minds and meditate upon what we read till an interpretation
be found that tends to establish the reign of love. Now, if when taken literally it at once
gives a meaning of this kind, the expression is not to be considered figurative”.”
Closely related to figurative expressions is the concept of ‘signs’ which he detailed in
On Christian Doctrine. For him the words in themselves are only pointing towards
something, they are signifiers and not the referred things themselves. Since words can
be literal ot figurative, the problem arises how to differentiate between them. For that
grammar, linguistics or the context can determine the meaning, but most important is
the faith and authoriry of the church.” Thus, faith was the most prominent factor
throughout early and the medieval period and any interpretation crossing the authority
of the church was simply rejected.

Coming to the middle ages, the interpretation of the Bible followed the same pattern
1.e. it was faith based. Secondly, the influence of Alexandrian and Antiochian schools
continued during this period, where the former was more powerful. Apart from it, in
middle ages, John Cassian of early fifth century advocated fourfold interpretation,
which dominated the scene. Cassian intexpreted the scripture literally and spiritually,
the later he subdivided according to the Biblical saying,

“What will I profit you unless I speak to you either by way of revelation or of
knowledge or of prophecy or of teaching?”.”

* See David Jaspers, A Short Introduction to Hermeneutics, p. 40.

? St. Augustine, On Christian Doctrine book 3, chapter 15, p. 1281 in online Christian Classics Ethereal
Library, http://wrwer.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf102.pdf, accessed on 29/10/2010.

% See David Jaspers, 4 Shore Introduction to Hermenestics, pp. 40-41,

7 1 Corinthians 14: 6.

76




From it, he deduced the four senses in Biblical interpretation, allegorical, topological,
anagogical and historical.”® These four senses became standard of interpretation in the
middle ages,” and helped in reducing the tension between literal and allegorical
interpretation. This division is comparable to four-sense interpretation among medieval
Jews but for them it was an ancient practice.'® The Jewish method is denoted by the
term PaRDeS$, which is from peshat ‘the plain sense’, derash ‘homiletically meaning’,
remez ‘allusive meaning’ and sod *hidden or mystical meaning’."”"
In middle ages we have Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) one of the greatest theologian and
interpreter of the Bible; he added reason with faith in interpretation. However, reason
for him was not as understood in the modern ages rather the one, which worked within
the paradigm of faith, for him faith and reason, were complementary. The
complementary nature of the two in Aquinas thought resides in the fact that the two
leads to the knowledge of God and do not contradict each other. The knowledge of
God is possible either through nature i.e. through creation, or by analogical reasoning
but still there are truths which human reason alone cannot comprehend and for that
God revealed the truth so that man can know Him, and this was the stance of church
in interpretation. Therefore, the two ways to know God complement each other as
God is the originator of both types of knowledge. Whereas the interpretation of the

revelation must be through church any interpretation, which is not in accord with the

* See John Cassian, Conferences, conference xtv, chapter 8, p. 405, £.0.8 in online Christian Classics
Ethereal Library, hutp://www.ccel.org/ccel/cassian/ conferences.pdl, accessed on 16/09/2009, These

four senses were composed in a form a rhyme whick was often repeated in medieval age, it was:
The letter teaches events

Allegory what you should believe

Tropology what you should do

Anagogy where you should aim.

* For the detail on the fourfold interpretation and its philosophy see Christopher Ocker, Medieval
Exegesis and the Origin of Hermeneutics, Scottish Journal of Theology 52 (1999) p.338; John T. McNeil,
History of the Interpretation of the Bible; Medieval and Reformation Period in The Interpreter’s Bible, p.
116; Jaroslav Broz, From Allegory to the Four Senses of Scripture Hermeneutics of the Church Fathers

and of the Christian Middle Ages in Philosophical Hermeneutics and Biblical Exegesis, pp. 307-309.
"% See James D. Wood, The Interpretation of the Bible, p. 73.

%" See George Robinson, Essential fudzism (New York: Pocket Books 2000), p. 303.
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church, will not reveal the truth, as reason alone is unable to know the truth unless
unfolded by the revelation. In interpretation, first comes the literal sense than spiritual
sense. Their relation as stated in Summa Theolologica is,

“The author of Holy Writ is God, in whose power it is 1o signify His meaning, not by
words only (as man also can do), but also by things themselves. So, whereas in every
other science things are signified by words, this science has the property, that the things
signified by the words have themselves also a signification. Therefore that first
signification whereby words signify things belongs to the first sense, the historical or
literal, That signification whereby things signified by words have themselves also a
signification is called the spiritual sense, which is based onthe literal, and presupposes
it” %

The simple words signify the literal or historical sense, whereas the spiritual sense is

deduced from the signification of the simple words'®

and that must be according to the
teachings of the church, According to him, Bible is the only book, which has divine
and human authorship so it contains both literal and spiritual senses bur literal is the
doorway of spiritual and they both do not contradict each other."™ Thus, Aquinas
followed church in his interpretation, where reason and faith complement each other in
a way that reason followed faith. With this, we move now to the modern era, a period
marked with major shifts in the religious thought.

As said above socio-political factors play a role in the understanding and the
interpretation of the scriptures so was the case in the changing world of the modern
age. Change in social cum political life in the modern age brought a change in religious
outlook. However, it took a long span, but from the very beginning modern age stood
in a sharp contrast to the pervious ages. Very broadly, significant characteristic of the

modern age is that it is reason oriented where reason stands in opposition to faith.

% $t. Thomas Aquinas, The Summa Theologica 1,q.1, art. 10, in online Christian Classics Ethereal
Library, http://www.ccel. org/ccel/aquinas/summa.pdf, accessed on 12/09/2010.

% See James D. Wood, The Interpretation of the Bible, p. 80.

'* Ibid., p.81; St. Thomas Aquinas, The Summa Theologica 1,q.1, art. 10.
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Wich this attitude, 1t shed new light on the old questions with new methodologies.
Settled issues of canon, principles of interpretation, and the role of church began to
appear again. Boundaries of canon and the issues of inspiration and authority of the
scriptures were the areas probed again from different dimensions with new techniques.
Identfication of the text led the scholars to reconstruct the correct form of the text and
develop the skill of textual criticism and to compare the existing text with the oldest
manuscripts to arrive at the oldest text possible. The question of inspiration made them
to consider that whether whole Bible was divinely inspired or is mixed with human
words, and if so on what criteria the two can be differentiated. Moreover previously
church guided the underlying principles in interpretation but in the new circumstances
‘faith’ lagged behind giving place to other secular methods like that of philology,
science, study of history, archeology and so forth to have dominance in reading and
interpreting text. In the nutshell, it was the age of reason and science and they were
foundations for all Biblical studies.

Coming to the details of the modern age, pre-nineteenth century witnessed the great
revolution of reformatien, which revolutionized the nature of Biblical studies and its
interpretation. Although it inherited, some of the principles related to texr and its
interpretation from the previous age but differed radically in their implementation.
Example of it is Martin Luther (1483-1536) a prominent figure of this era who while
retaining certain principles of the middle ages unlocked the door for future changes. As
for the reading or interpreting, he emphasized that it must be faith oriented, to start it
with a prayer. Similarly, in the beginning he accepted the fourfold principle of
interpretation but later on rejected the allegorical and analogical, retaining only the
literal and the moral sense of the text. In rejecting them, he in fact wanted to discard
the impositions of the church and to establish a free interaction of the reader with the

text, Literal meaning helps in having a direct understanding or direct relation with the
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text away from the church.'® Thus, Luther realized that direct relation with the text is
the first step in its understanding and interpretation and literal meaning is most
suitable for that. In fact, before him, scriptures with canonization acquired the status of
a theological or legal document within church. This resulted in a gap between the
scripture and the reader thus making their relation impersonal. Luther tried to restore
the personal relation between Bible and the reader, by giving importance to experience
and not to the historical, theological or the teachings of the church.'* Undoubtedly
with this Luther was able to take Bible out of confines of the church and to give it 10
the common hands still the quality of this relationship was religious as it was
‘experiential, or inspirational, as if Christ talks to the reader directly”."”
Tt is evident from above that though Luther maintained the link with the preceding age
but his modifications in interpretation had far-reaching effects. From them was that
after rejecting the authority of the church and establishing the personal relationship
with the text its interpretation was open to anyone. For him, any pious Christian can
interpret it, ‘unless sound reason or the scripture prohibits it’.** Thus, ‘human reason
and scripture’ guided interpretation; however, he did not define their modus operandi.
Besides, when interpretation was open for everyone that resulted in unlimited
interpretations, on what basis to prefer certain interpretation among the competing
ones, Luther was not very clear about it. Additionally, in the following centuries, these
principles moved in directions not anticipated by Luther as ‘human reason’ became the
sole authority later on. Whereas interpreting scripture through scripture required
further clarifications particularly after rejecting the authority of the church. Luther’s
own understanding was simply that after leaving the tradition the text would be
automatically clear. The plain or the literal text would speak for itself; within it, he also

incorporated the historical and the grammatical meanings, Here again he added the

% See David Jaspers, A Short Introduction to Hermeneutics, pp. 57, 59.

1% See James D. Wood, The Interpretation of the Bible, p. 85.

'% See David Jaspers, A Short Introduction to Hermenesitics, p. 58.

" See Roland H. Bainton, The Bible in the Reformation in The Cambridge History of the Bible, p. 2.

30




component of faith that the Holy Spirit would determine the correct from the
incorrect interpretation.'” In summary, he established the principle of sola scriptura on
faith as against the tradition of the church.

With the principle of sola scriptura the question of identify canon was also dealt with
by Luther, to mark the limits of scripture he took two steps; one was to translate the
text from Hebrew or Latin,'® and the other was to formulate a criterion to identify the
text. According to him, the criterion to know the scripture was Christological. The
gospel was the message of Christ whether in the Old or in the New Testament and that
was scripture, which is to be included in canen,

“Christ is the center around which all scripture revolves and that the entire Bible has
meaning by virtue of, and in proportion to, its emphasis upon the gospel of Christ”.™!
As already, stated social and cultural setup of life shapes at times the religious
understanding of people. Advancement in technology particularly with the invention
of printing press Bible reading became common as compared to the middle ages.
Consequently, this enhanced the individual reading and interpretation.

It is clear from above that although Luther in his interpretation denied the tradition of
the church but remained within the boundaries of faith and his interpretation was
Christological and subjective. At the same time, he opened new areas, which eventually
led to great changes in the Biblical interpretation. Later new methodologies emerged,
which were secular in nature and led Biblical studies to advance in a free land,
unknown to previous generations. Above this, it also gave freedom o individual
interpretation, a precept totally unknown before. No doubst, this freedom matched the
modern age but in coming generations, it proved to be two edged.

With this, we enter in the age of reason where ‘human reason’ was elevated to the

highest status and became the sole standard for judging everything. Here reason, unlike

' Ibid., p. 5.
' See page no. 60 above.

' See Sarnuel Terrien, History of the Interpretation of the Bible: Modern Period in The Frtterpreter’s
Bible, p. 123.
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Aquinas, was not faith oriented, rather stood in opposition to it. With a dominant anti-
religious shade, it greatly altered the outlook of people.'” It was human centered age, to
what Descartes pointed, ‘I think therefore I am’. Thus, with it unaided human reason
became the decisive factor and not faith in reading or understanding the text,'” making
interpretation a secular and an academic¢ discipline while checking the Biblical
narratives rationally, historically and scientifically. With the passage of time Bible lost
its divine status, instead it became a book of ancient stories giving information about
the oriental past. In this situation, the historical investigation of Bible resembled largely
excavations in archaeclogy where layer after layer was removed in order to reach the
historical facts.™™ Important issues in historical investigation were the life of Jesus, and
the origins of the early Christianity. The German scholaf H. S. Reimarus (1694-1768)
pioneered ‘the quest of historical Jesus’ to find ‘historical facts’ about Jesus with the
tools of reason and philology."* Thus, now reading of the text became anti-theological
and anti-religious with historical and rational tools. Apart from history, literary
approach too was applied in the same spirit to the Biblical narratives by comparing
them with ancient literary models of the oriental nations.'* Undoubtedly, history and
literary approaches are essential but in the anti-religious setting of the enlightment age,
they became biased.

Coming to nineteenth century where omnicompetance of human reason and ant-
religious trends became more powerful with the development of science, The
discoveries in biology, physics, astrology, history and archeology and so forth were

major achievements of the age. Scientific development had an influence on religious

"2 See David Jaspers, A Short Introduction to Hermenentics, p. 63; Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Interpretation
of the Bible in the Church Today, The Irish Theological Quarterly, 62 (1996), p. 85.

' See David Jaspers, A Short Introduction to Hermeneutics, pp. 63-64.

'** Robert Alter in his book The Art of Biblical Narrative used the term “excavation’ for the historical
inquiry of Biblical text, as quoted by John Barton, see The Nature of Biblical Criticism (Louisville
London: Westminster John Knox Press 2007}, p. 39.

1% See Hermann Samuel Reimarus, The Gospels as Fraud, taken from the Wolfenbuttel Fragments in
The Historical Jesus Quest.

1 See David Jaspers, 4 Short Introduction to Hermenestics, p. 72.
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thought generally and on interpretation of the Bible particularly. Western science being
naturalistic and materialistic opposed everything out of its sphere for example
metaphysical truths. The results of scientific investigation increased the gulf between
religion and people thus boosting anti-religious tendencies further. Taking the example
of evolutionary thought of Darwin and its impact on Biblical interpretation we find
that the idea of evolution does not match the Biblical narration of man’s creation. Now
if Biblical narratives were untrue scientifically what would be their status and how
would they be interpreted?'” Faced with this confused state, man of nineteenth
century opted for the scientific understanding as the only correct choice. This state of
affairs naturally had undesirable consequences regarding Biblical worth, as everything
‘unscientific’ in scriptures was brushed aside as myth. Thus, scientific principles
became the norm to judge the truth of Biblical accounts. Differentiating berween
scientific and mythical elements in Biblical narrations was one of the major concerns of
Tiibingen School and of Bultmann in his demythologizing.

Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834) who is the father of modern interpretation in
nineteenth century, concentrated on the relation between reader and text. There are
two important components in his theory, one is grammatical with linguistics and
second is psychological or interaction between reader and the text.™ In his view for a
correct interpretation both components must play their role, understanding of cultural
and historical background of the author is important but there must be an intuitive
insight of the author’s intention. In other words, the task of the interpreter is to
understand the text in a better way as compared to its author. What he meant is that
the reader today is in a better position to understand the text as compared to the
author; the writer might not have fully comprehended what he wrote. The reader

today has the skills of linguistics and other scientific methods, which were not available

"7 Ihid., p. 89. -

" 1bid., p. 85; Richard S. Briggs, What does Hermeneutics have to do with Biblical Interpretation? Hey,
47(2008), p. 58; Van A. Harvey, Hermeneutics in The Encyclopedia of Religion, vol. 6, p. 281.
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before, therefore he is in a better position to understand the text. Secondly being

historically and culrurally away from the time of the text the reader is able to stand

away and to appreciate in a better way the intention of the author as compared to the

author himself.!” This new principle of interpretation is to some extent creative in

nature as compared to simple methods used in lingustics and historical study. However,

it requires scholarly tools on the one hand and a strong sense of imagination on the

other to penetrate in the thoughts of the author, In fact to what extent a modern reader

can penetrate in the thoughts of the author with critical scientific tools can never be

guaranteed. In fact, superiority of the modern man over his primitive counter-part, and

that the former is well equipped with scientific tools is the underlying assumption of |
evolutionary thought. This became an accepted fact in the modern age and is well

reflected in Bultmann’s thought.

Biblical criticism of nineteenth century is another feature, which dominated Biblical

scene with its tools of rationality, scientific and historic study and remained in vogue
till the end of the century.” Biblical criticism being historical in nature concentrated

on genetic questions related to the text, it dealt with the issues of authorship, date, :
writing, content and its integrity using scientific tools in its study. Thus, the process of
composition and development of text was more important for a critic as compared to
its final form. Regarding interpretation, this helped in retrieving the original text in 5
order to arrive at its correct reading. In addition, to arrive at author’s intention and
what it meant for the early readers contextual understanding was essential.

Origins of historical criticism are usually linked with enlightenment but the spirit of
reformation is equally responsible. Emphasis of German thought on Bible’s authority
and its free reading away from church’s authority is the moving spirit behind it.

Reformation gave full right to critical studies to judge its meaning, as stated by Barton,

"* See David Jaspers, A Short Introduction to Hermeneutics, p. 85.
'* Other terms used for Biblical Criticism is *historical-critical method’, ‘biblical interpretation” and
more recently ‘biblical studies’, see John Barton, The Nature of Biblical Criticism, p. 1.
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“Faced with an ecclesiastical interpretation of this or that text, the biblical critic does
not automatically accept that the magisterium of the church guarantees that the
meaning proposed is the true one, but reserves the right to apply rational principles of
criticism, Chief among these will be to ask whether the proposed meaning was possible
at the time the text was written: did a given term have the range of meanings being put
forward?™'!

Thus, historical critical method uncovers the original text for the critic from the later
coverings. Need to restore the original text is unavoidable as the most ancient version of
the Bible is only copy of copies.'® For that textual criticism, one of the forms of
historical-critical method is helpful in reconstructing the text by comparing ancient
manuscripts. Other forms commonly applied in criticism for retrieving the original
text are source criticism, form criticism, redaction criticism and so forth.'**

Greatest contribution in interpreting Biblical accounts through historical critical
method is by Tiibingen School of Germany where F. C. Baur and D. F. Strauss (1808-
1874) played major role. Strauss pointed out the legendary and irrational accounts
present in gospels, and that its theology was the work of early church, whereas Baur

looked behind irraticnal stories, at the intention and purpose of the author in their

21 John Barton, Historical-critical approaches in Biblical Interpretation, ed, John Barton (New York:
Cambrige University Press 1998), p. 16,

2! For detail see Frederic Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (London:
Macmillan 8 Co. 1901); and Our Bible and the Ancient Manuscripts (new York: Harper & Brothers 1951),
fourth ed., reprinted; Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament (New York: Oxford University
Press 1968), second ed.; Ernest C. Colwell, Studies in Methodology in Textual Criticism of the New
Testament (Leiden: E. J. Brill 1969); Ernst Wurthwein, The Texe of the Old Testament tr. Peter R. Ackroyd
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell 1957)

'3 See J. Harold Greenlee, Introduction to the New Testament Texinal Criticism (USA: Hendrickson
Publishers 1999), second printing; Leon Vaganay An Introduction to the New Testament Textual Criticism
tr. Jenny Heimerdinger (New York: Cambridge University Press 1991); David Alan Black, New
Tstarnent Textual Criticism (Michigan: Baker Books 1994); G. Thomas Tanselle A Rationale of Textual
Criticism (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press 1989); Jerome J. McGaan, 4 Critigue of
Modern Textual Criticism (Charlottesville and London: University Press of Virginia 1999), third Printing.
'# See ed. J. W. Rogerson & Judith M. Lieu, The Oxford Handbook of Biblical Studies {Oxford: University
Press 2006); John Barton, The Nature of Biblical Criticism; Simon J. Kistemaker, The Gospels in Current
Study (Michigan: Baker Boolks 1980), second edition; Luis Alonso Schokel, Understanding Biblical
Research tr. Peter . McCord (London: Burns & Oates 1968).
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writings. Moreover, this school faced the challenge of reconstructing and verifying the
figure of historical Jesus.™® Briefly the stance of Tiibingenians regarding Jesus was that
he was a historical figure, who lived and died in a particular age. However, the historical
data of the gospels when analyzed scientifically is contradictory and fragmentary thus
not helpful in constructing a historical picture of Jesus. Moreover, Biblical accounts of
Jesus are unauthentic as these stories oppose natural laws like in virgin birth,
resurrection and so forth. Thus, according to them, miraculous accounts of Jesus’ life
were in direct contradiction with the modern perception of natural laws of cause and
effect; so numerous books written on ‘Life of Jesus” during this period focused on this
inconsistency. To rationalize these inconsistencies these accounts were either eliminated
or explained as ‘deceptive stories” or ‘myths’, which we find in the writings of
Schleiermacher, Reimarus, Paulus (1761-1851) and Strauss. Schleiermacher’s stance was
simply rational but it was with Reimarus who gave rational explanation to Jesus’ story.
For him miraculous elements were tricks or deceptive stories created by disciples of
Jesus. For Paulus they were illusions and misunderstandings and for Strauss, who was
more critical and doubted even the historical reality of Jesus, for him it was Christ-
myth created on the pattern of God-manhood and was taken as ultimate goal of
humanity." Thus, this rational critical wave resulted in questioning historical truth of
Jesus and authenticity of scripture.

Biblical eriticism remained in full swing until the end of nineteenth century, by the
end of the century it started to lose its strength as serious objections were raised
regarding its methodology and results. Liberal theologians were the supporters of
historical-critical method but after the world war with the disapproval of liberal stance,

biblical criticism too came under attack. Mainly the objections were that biblical

'* For details on the ‘Quest” of historical Jesus see Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, tr.
W. Montgomery (London: Adam and Charles Black 1910); The Historical Jesus Quest, ed. Gregory W.
Dawes (Kentucky: Westminster John Knex Press 2000).

' See Jean-Robert Armogathe, Biblical Studies in the Eighteenth Century. From the Letter to the

Figure, Concilium 1 (February 1991), pp. 69-76; W. Neil, The Criticisrn and Theological Use of the Bible
1700-1950 in The Cambridge History of the Bible, pp. 275-277.
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criticism concentrated on peripheral issues related to literary, philology or history
while ignoring the central and important themes of bible. Consequently, there is a shift
in biblical interpretation in twentieth century, from biblical criticism 1o the meaning of
bible. The relevance of the word of God for the modern man became the essential issue
in biblical interpretation, which was also the concern of Biblical Theological
Movement, Commenting on the Biblical Theological Movement Childs elaborated that
though historical critical method produced some sound results still it failed to bring
theological fruits due to over concentration on trivial issues, the task of theology as
stated by him,

“Of course, lying at the center of the new concern for a theologically oriented study of

the Bible was the conviction that the scriptures were highly relevant for modern

man'nll?

Bultmann as a theologtan took the task of interpretation of the New Testament for the
modern man. In what sense is it relevant for the modern man was the main concern of
Bultmana. In accordance with the modern theology, he rejected the historical critical
method and his demythologizing the New Testament is to eliminate the non-relevant
elements from it for the modern man. Keeping in view the needs of modern man the
interpretation shifted from the original meaning of the text or the author to the reader
response side. It is 2 change from the nineteenth century interpretation to the
twentieth, the details of reader response interpretation in Bultmann’s thought will be

discussed in the following chapters.

CONCLUSION

Al-Ghazali and Bultmann were renowned theologians and were concerned with the
interpretation of Christian sacred literature. In the Muslim world prior to al-Ghazali
theological and historical criticism was dominant whereas al-Ghazali instead of

examing the same issues, was more concerned with the meaning of the text. Similar is

'V Brevard S. Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press n. d.), p. 34.
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the case of Bultmann who appeared on the secne when modern critical method started
to lose its position and instead he was inclined towards the ‘meaning’ of the text. Al-
Ghazal’s option was not the result of decline of other methods as it was for Bultmann.
Muslim scholarship, from al-Nizamiyyah and otherwise was exploring new dimensions
in these methods but 21-Ghazali attention was diverted to its interpretation due to
richness of meaning present in it. On the other side Bulimann was well aware of
bankruptcy of historical method and was faced with the demand of ‘interpretation’
therefore he chose it. Moreover, being a representative of modern age he inherited the
intellectual climate of the modern times where Bible lost its sanctity and revelatory
status and modern rationalism, scientific and critical tools were most powerful weapons
w disect Bible. With critical devices modern scholarship tried to fix the text but was
unable to do so, their methods were erected on philosophies i.e. deism, humanism,
Kantian, Hegelian or Tiibigenian thought thus were impositions from the side of man
on the text. For al-Ghazili the text still retained the original teachings of Jesus but it
was lost under the blanket of later interpretations. Even for other Muslim scholars Injil
was a revealed book but Christians were in a confused state. From above 1t is clear al-
Ghazali and Bultmann remained within different paradigms in interpretation of
Christian text. In the forth coming chapter the principles followed by them in
interpretation would be discussed. The place of principles cannot be ignored as they

provide the foundations to erect the structure of interpretation.
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CHAPTER TWO
PRINCIPLES OF INTERPRETATION:

MEANING AND PRINCIPLES OF AL-TA’WIL




ETYMOLOGY OF AL-TA’WIL AND RELATED TERMS

The word al-ta’wil is derived from the verb awwala, yua'wwilu, meaning “to return’ or
from iyyalab which is to manage properly or to put things rightly, so al-ta>wil which is
a verbal noun, means to explain, expound or to interpret.! Al-Raghib al-Isfahani
defined in his Mujam the former derivative as, ‘to return to its original place in
knowledge or in action’, about knowledge as is mentioned in the Holy Qur’an:

“and none knows its interpretation save only God. And those firmly rooted in
knowledge” (3:7).

And about action as it comes: “Do they look for aught else but its interpretation? The
day its interpretation comes” (7:53).

That is the end or aim of a thing, whereas the meaning of the second derivative is to
govern, manage or to handle something rightly.? According to Imam Jalal al-Din al-
Suyiiti (d. 911 H.} al-t2’wil when it is derived from al-awl it means to ‘return’ and
technically it is the diversion of the verse from its apparent meaning to a deeper or
possible meaning, and when derived from al-iyyalah it is to govern and technically 1t is
to put the meaning in its proper place.?

In the Holy Qur’an the word al-ta’wil occurrs seventeen times in different meanings; it
occurrs as interpretation of dreams,’ in interpretation of an event,’ as end, result or
fulfillment,® and as hidden or veiled understanding.” In the prophetic tradition it

appeared in a prayer for Ibn ‘Abb3s that God may grant him wisdom and instruct him

' See Ibn Manziis, Lisan al-'Areb (Qum: Nashr Adab al-Hawzah 1405 H), vel. 11, pp. 32-34; al-
Firtizabadi, 2l Qamis al- Mubit (Beirut: Mu'assasat ab-Risalah 1407/1987), p 1244; Ibn Athir, 4lNibayah fi
Gharth al-Hadith wa al-Athdr, ed. Tahir Ahmad al-Zawi and Mahmiid Muhammad al-Tanshi {Qum:
Mu’assasah Isma‘iliyan 1364), vol. 1, pp. 80-81

? See al-Righib al-Isfahdini, Mu jam Mufradat alfiz al-Qur'an, ed. Nadim Mar‘shili (a. p.: Matba‘ah al-
Taqaddum al-*Arabi 1392/1972), p. 27.

* See Jalal al-Din al-Suyfiti, al-legan fi Uliim 4l-Qur'an, ed. Muhammad Abi al-Fadal Tbrahim (‘Azizi:
Matba‘ah Amir 1363), vol.4, p. 192.

Y See Yiisuf 6, 21, 36, 37, 45, 44, 100, 101.

> See al-Kahaf 78, 82, and Yinus 39,

® See al-Nisa’ 59, al-Tsrd’ 35, al-A'rif 53 (twice),

7 See Al-Tmran 7 (twice).
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in al-ta’wil.* In a narration by al-Zuhyi it appeared as a query about saying full prayers
during journey by al-Sayyidah ‘A’ishah. The reply was that she ta’wwalat (interpreted)
like ‘Uthman i.e. the way he interpreted during al-Hajj to perform full prayer.”
Meaning of al-ta’wil is best illustrated in comparison with its pair al-tafsr, which
appears only once in the Holy Qur’an in the meaning of ‘explanation’.”® Al-tafsir,
commonly used for the Qur'anic commentary, is from the root word fasara, which
means unveiling, clarification, exposition or illustration of words." Scholars varied in
their opinion regarding the meaning and relationship of these terms; whether they are
synonyms and are used interchangeably or not.” Al-Suyiti, and al-Zarkashi (d.974 H.)
elaborated the opinion of those who maintained a polarity between them. According to
some of these narrations al-tafsir is general as compared 1o al-ta’wil and is limited to
illustrate meanings of the words whereas al-ta’wil explains sentences, or that al-tafsir
bears only single interpretation of the passages and al-ta’wil bears more than one
interpretation, or that al-tafsir is to identify exactly the meaning as intended by God
and al-ta’wil is to select one opinion among many, or that al-tafsir is based on 4l-
riwayyab (traditions of the prophet- peace be upon him-or the companions) and is
general in nature with explanation of difficult words whereas al-ta’wil is based on al-
dirayyab (deduction or deeper comprehension within the limits set by al-shari‘ah) with

Ijtihad (analysis of the text) by choosing a particular meaning from a set of statements

* See Hakim, al-Mustadrak ‘ald al-Sahibayn (Beirut: Dir al-Kutub al-‘Timiyyah, 1990), vol. 3, p. 618.
? See Muhammad b. Isma“il b. al-Bukhari, $abib al-Bukbdri (Beirut: Dar al-' Arabiah 0. 4.}, al-Tagsir,
hadith 5. 196.

'° See al-Furqan 33.

'! See Ibn Manzir, Lisan al-‘drab, vol. 5, p. 55.

" See al-Suytti, al-ltqan, vol.4, pp. 192-195; Badr al-Din al-Zackashi, al-Burhan fi ‘Ulim al-Qur'an, ed.
Muhammad Ab{ al-Fadal Ibrahim (Beirut: Dir al-Ma‘rifah1391/1972), vol.2, pp. 149-153; Muhammad
Flussayn al-Dhahabi, 4l Tafsir wa al-Mufassiviin (Beirut; Thy@ al-Turath al-*Arabi 1396/1976), vol.1, pp.
17-22; 1. Poonnawala, The Encyclopaedia of Iilam, ed. PJ. Bearman, Th, Bianquis, C.E. Bosworth, E. van
Donzel and W.P. Heinrichs (Leiden: Brill 2000), art. Ta'wif, vol. x, pp. 390-391.
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while taking into consideration linguistic, contextual and conceptual understandings.”
From above 1t can be said that the dichotomy is epistemological, difference in them
arises as they take different dimensions of meanings, Al-Tafsir concentrates on the
meaning of the words, terms or expressions while remaining within the boundaries of
authoritative transmission whereas al-ta’wil investigates in a broader perspective of
linguistics and contextual meaning and so does not remain within the boundaries of
tradition or al-riwayyah only. Furthermore an important difference between the two is
that al-tafsir is db# wajh (single interpretation} and al-ta’wil on the other hand is db# i
wujab (has tultiple interpretations or aspects) and one is preferred among them. .
Commenting on the categorization of verses in al-tafsir and al-ta’wil that is identifying

verses which can accept only one interpretation, i.e. db# wajh and verses which can

accept multiple interpretations, i.e. db# wujith. John Wansbrough linked it with the

concept of al-mubkam and al-mutashabib. As for al-mubkam it can accept only one

interpretation and so it falls under al-tafsir, whereas al-mutashabiah accepts multiple

interpretations therefore it can be categorized under al-ta’wil. Moreover, the relation

between al-muhkam and al-mutashabiah is that the latter is interpreted in the light of

former." Thus, al-ta’wil relies on al-tafsir in interpretation. Without entering in this

discussion as it is out of our scope, our concern is the interdependence of al-muhkam

and al-mutashabiah in interpretation. Undoubtedly al-muhkam is foundational and

provides guiding principles for the interpretation of al-mutashabiah particularly in case

of verses related to God. Methodologically ambiguous and unclear verses are to be

understood in the light of unambiguous and clear verses. Al-Ghazali too followed the

same prinéiple in his interpretation where the ambiguous terms and verses of John

about the divinity of Jesus were explained in the light of clear verses of his humanity.

" See al-Suytti, alftgan, pp. 193-194; al-Zarkashi, «l-Burban, pp. 149-150; al-Dhahabl, a/-Tafsir wae al-
Mufassivin, vol. 1, pp. 21-22; Mahmoud M. Ayoub, The Qur'an and its interpreters (Albany: University
Press New York n. d.), vol.1, pp. 20-21.

" See John Wansbrough, Quranic Studies sources and methods of scriptural interpretation (Oxford: Oxford
University Press 1977), pp. 155-157.




Coming to the historical development of the al-tafsir and al-ta’wil and whether they
were synonyms or distinctive terms from the early period, it seems that the two terms
appeared as synonyms in the early period as al-Tabari (d. 310) or Mujahid bin Jabr (d.
104) while commenting on the verses used the term al-ta’wil in place of al-tafsir;
moreover some of the titles of the Qur’anic commentaries too have these terms
interchangeably for example the commentary of al-Nasafi (d. 701/1301) bears the title
of Madzrik al-tanzsl wa Haqa'ig al-ta'wil, al-Baidawi (d. 716/1316) of Anwar al-tanzil
wa Asrar al-ta'wil, and al-Khazin (d. 741/1340) of Lubib al-ta’wil fi Maani al-tanzil.
Still, we find the difference in the two terms was clearly demarcated in the early period
as it is evident from the wordings of Tbn Habib al-Nisapiri that confusion prevails
among al-mufasirtin regarding the distinction between al-tafsir and al-ta’wil."* In the
opinion of 1. Poonawala and al-Dhahabi the distinction between the terms al-tafsir and
al-ta’wil was not very sharp in the early period and they were separately defined later
on." Reason behind this dichotomy in the later age was of political nature according to
L. Poonawala. As long as al-ta’wil did not contradict the literal meaning of the Qur’an
or hadith it was not opposed by the Sunni orthodoxy but when it deviated from the
traditional sources and was used by different sects, since then it became a technical
term for the allegorical and esoteric interpretations, common among Shi'is, Isma'ilis
and Sufis.” Whereas according to al-Dhahabi with the development of various
disciplines like al-“Usii, al-Tasawwf and al-Kalam, al-ta’wil was distinguished from al-
wafsir. It was distinctively defined as diversion from the literal to 2 possible meaning due
o dalil (indicator) and without an indicator al-ta’wil would be incorrect.!® The
development of al-ta’wil within these disciplines reflects the al-viwayyab-al-divayyab

distinction in them. As al-ta’wil is the diversion from the literal to a possible meaning

¥ See al-Suyiiti, al-Trgian, p. 192; al-Zatkashi, al-Burban, p. 152; al-Dhahabi, «l-Tafitr wa al-Mufassiriin, vol.
1,p.19.

1 See I. Poonnawala, The Ercyclopaedia of Islamn, arv, Ta'wil, vol. x, p. 391; al-Dhahabi, al-Tafstr wa al-
Mufassiriin, vol. 1, p. 17.

" See Poonnawala, The Encyclopaedia of Islam, art. Ta'wil, p. 391.
" See al-Dhahabi, al-Tafstr wa al-Mufassivan, vol.1, pp. 17-18.
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thus it requires reasoning and analysis to arrive at a possible meaning, thus it 1s a step
forward from the apparent meaning. On the other hand Poonawala’s opinion that
sectarian differences turned al-ta’wil opposite to al-tafsir would mean thar al-tafsir
represented Sunni orthodoxy and al-ta’wil, in contradiction to it, is the opinion of
deviated sects from the traditional thought. Thus al-tafsir-al-ta’wil would not be
complementary, in his opinion, but would be contradictory to each other.
Furthermore, equating Sufis, Shi‘ites and Isma‘ilites in their esoteric explanations
cannot be justified as al-ta’wil among Sunni Sufi remained within the boundaries of
traditional thought which would be clear from the exposition of al-Ghazali's
interpretation. From the above it is clear that for Poonawala intellectual trends were
the outcome of political differences whereas for al-Dhahabi that was not the case,
Although it cannot be denied that institutions interact and influence in any society,
still only political conflicts cannot produce civilizations rich of innovative ideas as was
the case with the Islamic civilization in its early phase. Perhaps as pointed by al-
Dhahabi, that distinctive form of al-ta’wil appeared late with the development of
various disciplines as a natural outcome of intellectual growth of the age. Nevertheless,
it had its origins in the traditional sources and was in conformity with al-tafsir in the.
earlier thought. Later technically it only points to the deeper and wider méanings as
compared to simple explanation of words. Complementary as well as distinctzve nature
of al-tafsir-al-ta’wil is further confirmed in the words of the prophet {peace be upon
him) for Ibn ‘Abbas that may God grant him wisdom and instruct him in al-ta’wil.
Concluding from above it can be stated that al-ta’wil in the Sunni traditional thought
meant extracting and unveiling deeper meaning while not contradicting the literal
sense. And al-Ghazali being a scholar of Sunni tradition, remained within its bounds.
Closely connected to al-ta'wil is another pair al-zihir and al-batin which we shall now

discuss.
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AL-ZAHIR AND AL-BATIN
Al-Zahir is from the verb zabara yazharu with the root za-ha-ra which means visible,
apparent or external and is opposite to al-batin that is hidden or concealed. Al-Zzhir is

also used for the surface of the earth and al-batin for its inside; when any thing happens

on zikir al-ard it means it is commonly known whereas batin al-ard is a secret or
hidden happening.” In Mu fam al-Mufradat the meaning is further expanded that al-
z3hir is for all known or knowable by senses or wisdom as compared to al-batin which
is concealed or the hidden aspect of the things.” Tim al-zabir and ‘ifm al-batin are ax
times used for jalt (unequivocal, explicit) and &haft {veiled or obscure) ‘wliam, and at
times for the knowledge of this world and of the hereafter respectively.”' In the Holy
Qur’an al-zahir is used in the meaning of ‘clear, apparent or known’ and al-batin for
‘covered or hidden’ thing,? it also appears as Divine names.” So He is the manifest or
is concealed, or that al-z3hir is the intuitive and al-batin real or true knowledge of Him,
or that He is manifest through His signs whereas concealed in His essence, or He
perceives all but is not perceived.?!

From above it becomes clear that al-z3hir is the outward, apparent and explicit aspect
of a thing as against al-batin which is the inward, hidden and implicir side, this
distinction corresponds to the al-tafsir-al-ta’wil dichotomy or the literal and non literal
interpretation. Thus al-batin or al-ta’wil is the inward, hidden or the non literal
interpretation whereas al-tafsir or al-zzhir is the outward, apparent or the literal
interpretation. Highlighting the difference in al-zZhir and al-batin al-Suyuti narrated
that al-z3hir refers to the word of the Qur'n and al-batin to al-ta’wil, or al-zahir is the
apparent, literal explanations as opposed to the hidden meanings which are revealed o

the arbab al-hagi’ig, or al-zahir are the stories of the past nations whereas the hidden

¥ See Rohi Baalbaki, al-Mawrid (Beirut: Diar al-“TIim 11l malayyin 1990}, art. zahir and batin.
0 See al-Asfahini, Mujam Mufradat, p.328.

2 Thid,

2 See Ghifir 26, al-An‘am 151, al-A’raf33, al-Kahf 22, al-Rim 7, 41, al-Hadid 13.

D Al-Hadid 3.

M See al-Asfahani, Mu jam Mufradat, p.50.
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lessons in these stories is their al-bagin.” It is narrated by Ibn ‘Abbas that the Holy
Qur’an s a treasure with endless exoteric and esoteric meanings, there are stories of the
past nations, metaphors and similes, abkam pertaining to lawful and unlawful,
abrogated and non abrogated verses, al-muhkam and al-murashabiah, al-zzhir and al-
batin, and al-zzhir is the recitation and al-batin is the understanding or al-ta’wil of it, so
knowledge must be attained from the scholars while avoiding the company of the
unlearned.” It is also narrated that the proper appreciation of the Holy Qur’an is
possible only when looked through various perspectives.” Al-Suyiti emphasized
exoteric exegesis as an essential step and only after a firm grasp of it esoteric
understanding follows; thus, anyone claiming esoteric knowledge without sound grasp
of the exoteric aspect is a liar.® In a hadith it comes that for every verse there is al-zahir,
al-batin, al-hadd and al-matla‘,” according to Ibn al-Athir (544-606 F.) al-hadd is the
limit and al-matla‘ the point of ascendancy or gaining knowledge from above.” Thus,
al-hadd and al-matla‘ is another pair for the expression of al-zahir and al-batin, they are
metaphorical expressions in which al-hadd is the limit, boundary or the maximum that
the mind can grasp and al-matla‘ is the point of ascendancy where knowledge is given
from above.

Consequently it may be stated that al-ta’wil parallels al-batin and al-tafsir corresponds
to al-zahir, in al-ta’wil the inner, concealed or the esoteric meaning is to be extracted
and in al-tafsir the outward, apparent, or the exoteric side is highlighted. Leaving aside
al-tafsir or al-zahir as it is out of scope, we will concentrate only on al-ta’wil or al-batin

aspect in what follows, Here two issues would be discussed briefly, firstly acceptance or

B See al-Suyiiti, al-ltgan, vol. 4, pp. 225.227.

2 Tbid., p.226.

¥ Ibid.

8 Ibid.

P Qasim bin Sallam, Fadz'il al-Qur'd@n (Beirut: Dar Ibn Kathir, 1420), p, 98.

¥ See Ibn al-Athir, al-Nibayabh fi Gharth al-Hadith, vol.1, p. 353, and vol. 3, p. 132; al-Suyusi, al-ligin, vol.
4, pp. 225:226.

96




perception of al-ta’wil among the major schools of thought in al-Ghazili’s age,
secondly what criteria for discerning the inward meaning was employed by them.

In al-ta’wil to uncover the hidden meaning the interpreter needs to cross behind the
apparent sense. To reach the correct implication certain principles or criteria must be
followed. Valid principles are important as they influence and determine the dimension
of the interpretation. Within Muslim schools overlapping interpretations appeared due
to diverging principles. Same is the case of al-Ghazali and Bultmann; their differences
mainly go back to opposing presuppositions and principles of interpretation.

In the age of al-Ghazili chiefly there were two extremes, those who denied the
distinction between al-zihir and al-batin and rejected al-ta’wil altogether, and those
who accepted this difference and considered al-ta’wil a foundational pillar in
understanding the text. Apart from these extremes the rest of the trends oscillated
between these poles. Within those who considered al-ta’wil a valid tool differed on the
principles of interpretation, whether to rely on reason, mystical approach, theological
aspect, or the ritualistic and practical side only whereas Shi‘ites particularly Isma‘Tlites
relied on the authority of Imam in their interpretation.

On the extreme of taking the literal meaning as the only correct sense is the school of
Dawid b. ‘Ali al-Zahiri.*! Due to their strict following the letter of the word and

rejecting qiyis their opinions does not match with the general view.”? Famous exponent

" He was Abu Sulaymin Dawtd b. *Ali b. Khalaf born in 200 or 202 in Kufi and died in Baghdad in 270
and was founder of Dawidi or Zahiri school. He rejected giyds, ta¥fil and taglid of any imam in figh. This
school is basically a fight madbbab and not a theological faction but later the theological side was
developed particularly by Ibn Hazm. See Ignaz Goldziher, The Zahiris: Their Doctrine and Their History,
ed. and tr. Wolfgang Behn (Leiden: E.J. Brill 1971).

* Ins figh there are many issues where opinion of zzhirites differed widely from the general view, for
example in usury limitation to six items only which are mentioned in the Holy Qur’an, rejection of
geographical limits for shortening of prescribed prayers, for every prayer ablution must be performed i.e.

to repeat it for every prayer. See for detail Ignaz Goldziher, The Zihiris: Their Doctrine and Their History,
pp. 40-80, ’
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of this school was Ibn Hazin who rejected al-ta>wil altogether and condemned whoever
interpreted the word of the Qur'an.”

Hanbalites were near to Zahrites in holding fast to the literal interpretation of the
Qur’an and hadith and in denying al-ta’wil. Imim Ahmad b. Hanbal followed the path
of Imam Malik (d. 179/795) who rejected al-ta’wil for the attributes of Allah and his
statement al-Istiwd’ ma lim wa al-kaifiyah magbitl waal- iman bibi wajibwa al-su’al
‘anbu bid'ab is oft quoted by scholars. Still there are few ahadith where Imdam Hanbal
had to interpret and could not take the apparent meaning.” Generally speaking,
Hanbalites are near to Zihirite thought® and have been described by Watt as
‘conservatives’ in relation to mutakallimiin® who opposed rational argumentation in
theology and emphasized on following the letter of the Qur’an, Sunnah and the early
generation only.” Among them was Muwaffaq al-Din ‘Abd Allah b. Qudamah (d.
620/1233) who wrote Dbamm al-Ta'wil and later Taqi 4l-Din Ibn Taymiyyah
(d.728/1328) vehemently rejected al-ta’wil. In his treatise on Tlm al-batin and al-zahir*
he strongly condemned al-Ghazali and his concept of al-ta'wil.

On the other extreme were Ismi‘ilites, for them Imam was the sole authority in
religious understanding and relied heavily on al-ta’wil. Al-zahir and al-batin in
Isma‘ilite thought is of paramount importance, everything revealed by God or said by
the prophet has two aspects i.e. outward and inward; and salvation lies in following the

esoteric meaning only.” The view of Ismi‘ilites is well depicted in the commentary of

® See Tbn Hazm, al-Fisal fi al-Milal wa al-Akwia'wa al-Nibal (Cairo; Dar al-Fikr 1317 H.}, vol. 2, p. 140;
Ignaz Goldziher, The Zahiris: Their Docerines and Their History, p. 124.

* See al-Ghazali, Faysal al-Tafriqah, in Majm#‘zh Rasa'il ed. Mubammad ‘Al1 Bidtn (Beirut: Dar al-
Kutitb al-'Imiyyah . d.), pp. 83-84.

* See Ignaz Goldziher, The Zzhiris: Their Doctrines and Their History, p. 81.

’ See W. Momtogomery Watr, Islamic Philosophy and Theology (Edinburgh: University Press Edinburgh
1985), p. 57.

7 Ihid, p. 98.

** See Ibn Tamiyyah, Risaleh fi Tim al-batin wa al-zibir

hitp:// www.almeshkat.net/books/open.php?book = 1557 &cat=25 (accessed on 15/6/10).

*® See Abli Muhammad al-Hasan al-Nabakhti, Firag a/-54'ah (Istanbul: Matba‘at al-dawlah 1931), pp. 63-
64.

98




AbT al-Haytham al-Jurjani for the hadith of the prophet {peace be upon him),
‘Between my tomb and the pulpit where I preach, there is a garden from among the
gardens of Paradise’, where he says, “needless to say, this saying is not to be understood |
in a literal, exoteric sense (al-zahir). The pulpit for preaching is precisely this literal

appearance, that is to say, posttive religion with all its imperatives and dogmas. The

tomb is philosophy for in this tomb the exoteric aspect of positive religion and its

dogmas must undergo the decomposition and dissolution of death”.* Isma‘ilites were

influenced by Neoplatonic philosophy®’ which is evident in their concept of revelation
and prophecy.*’ For them al-tanzil or the revelation is shapeless or is in raw form and
takes its proper shape through al-ta’wil only. Like gold or silver in raw form are useless
unless crafted and put in their proper form; here it is the job of wasi who is divinely
commissioned to give meaning to revelation.”

Shi‘ites or Imamites on the other hand believe that only imim has the right 0
interpret the text, he is the ultimate authority and is divinely guided. The belief of
Imamate which is their fundamental doctrine means that only imam is the
authoritative source of knowledge for the esoteric and exoteric side.* It is through him
that the revelation continues, that is he receives the true meaning of the prophetic

revelation with correct knowledge of legal precepts, ghayb, prophecies and the past

* Henry Corbin, History of Islamic Philosophy, tr. Liadain Sherrard, (London: Kegan Paul International &
The Institute of Ismaili Studies London, n. d), p. 78.

*! Neo-Platonism was founded on the ideas of Plotinus, born in 205; it appeared and flourished in
Alexandna and not in Greece. Alexandria was 4 meeting place for people from East and West and here
the thought of the two worlds combined together, which resulted in Neo-Platonism. Prominent feature
of it is that there is amalgamation of Greek philosophical tendencies with mystical trends of the East. See
W. T. Svace, A Critical History of Greek Philosoply (London: Macmillan 1962).

* See Ismail K. Poonawala, Ismi‘ili ta’wil of the Qur’an, in Approaches to the History of the Interpretation
of the Qur'an, ed. Andrew Rippin, pp. 206-207; Fazlur Rahman, Propbecy in Islam: Philosophy and
Orthodoxy (Chicago: The University Press of Chicago 1979), p. 103,

* See Ismail K. Poonawala, Ismi‘ili ta’wil of the Qur'in, in Approaches to the History of the Interpretation
of the Qur'zn, p. 206,

* See Syed Husain M. Jafri, Twelve Imam Shi‘ism, in Encyclopaedia of Islamic Spirituality, ed. Seyyed
Hessein Nasr (Lahore: Suhail Academy Lahore 2005), vol.1, p. 165.
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history of the Holy Qur’an and guides people. On his death he passes on this
knowledge and the functions of imam to his successor within the sacred family.*
Rest of the schools oscillated between the extremes of Zihirites and Isma‘ilites, which
belong to legal, theological factions, or philosophical and mystical dimensions. Their
common element is sharing the distinction of al-zzhir and al-batin with variaton in
approaching and interpreting al-batin according to madhab or the requirements of 2
particular discipline. Among them jurists and theologians tried to maintain
equilibrium between literal and non-literal sense. Former emphasized more the
practical aspect whereas the later, the theological side as compared 10 the esoteric
explanations but both relied on reason and linguistics in their interpretation. On the
other side philosophers and Sufis gave importance to the esoteric aspect with a

difference that Sufis, within the Sunni tradition, tried to balance the esoteric and the

exoteric aspects in a way that the later can only be perceived through former. Thus, the

literal meaning is a ‘must’ or door to enter the realm of inside truths whereas for

philosophers esoteric implications were central.

Regarding the methodology of interpretation again linguistics and reason was shared by

both. In addition to that Sufis relied on intuition as well, a faculty which is above
reason for them. Consequently, they incorporated diverging components giving their
interpretation a unique colour not present among others. For this reason they were
heavily criticized 1.e. ranking intuition above reason as it was never accepted by their

rivals either rationalists or literalists.

As for Sufis they believe that after fully grasping the outer aspect the truth or the inner

aspect is unveiled by God through kashf (intuition). It is also termed as Isharat
Khafiyyab (inner or mystical dimensions) revealed to a/-s@lik from God, for complete

* See Mahmoud Ayoub, “The speaking Qur’in and the silent Qurin: A Study of the Principles and
Development of Imami Shi‘T tafir’ in Approaches to the History of the Interpretation of the Quv'an, ed.
Andrew Rippin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), pp. 186-187; Husain M. Jafri, Fiwelve Imam
Shi'ism, pp. 165-166.
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cognition of the text the two dimensions, outer and inner, are needed.* According to |
Quasem, intuition in Sufi thought is two dimensional i.e. practical and cognitive both
though different but closely related to each other. The practical or al-a'mal al-batinab is
related to man’s inward self and aims at its purification without ignoring the outrward
acts, On the other hand the cognitive aspect looks for the inner or hidden meanings or

al-ma‘ani al-bitinah,” which literalists of Zzhiri school, muhaddithiin and Hanbalis

strongly condemn.” At the same time Sufi thought cannot be equated with Batinism
who considered al-zihir as symbols for inward sense.” As mentioned, point of
contention is the cognitive dimension, 1.e. knowledge gained through supra rational
faculty. Thus, the dispute is on the possibility of attaining knowledge through such a
faculty. As this faculty is beyond reason so it cannot be verified through reasoning.
Unfortunately those unqualified for such an experience simply deny its possibility and
in the end the gap remains unbridged.

Forerunners of al- Ghazili in this regard were al-Muhsibi {d. 243 H.),” al-Sahl al-
Tustari, (d. 283/896),** al-Junaid al-Baghdadi, (d. 298/910),” Ibn ‘Ata’ (d. 309/921),”

% See al-Suyiiti, al-ligan, p. 224; William C, Chittick, The Sufi Path of Knowledge (Lahore: Suhail

Academy 2000), p. xvi.

¥ Al-Ghazali in Ibya’ elaborates al-batin aspect of aka'mal.

* See Ibn Taimiyyah, Dar’ al-Ta'drud ed. Muhammad Rishad Silim (Riyad: Dir al-Kuniiz al-Aribiyyah

1391 H.) http://www.islamport.com/isp_eBooks/tym/ (accessed on 12/6/10); Ibn Jwruzi, Talbis ibhis

(Rarachi: Mir Muhammad Kutub khina Markaz ‘Tim 6 Adab, n.d.), te. In Urdu by Abi Muhammad

‘Abdul al-FHaqq, pp. 231232,

%7 See Muhammad ‘Abdul Quasem, ‘al-Ghazili in Defence of Sufistic Interpretation of the Qur'an’ in

Islamic Culture, vol. LIII no. 2 (April, 1979), p.63,

* See al-Muhisibi, ¢LRiTyyab i Hugig Allah, ed. ‘Abd al-Halim Makamid (Cairo: Dar al-Ma'arif 1984).

51 See Sahl al-Tustari, Tafser al-Qur'an al-‘Azim; Gerhard Bowering, The Mystical Vision of existence in

Classical Islam :The Qur'anic Hermeneutics of the Sufi Sabl Al-Tustari (Berlin : Walter De Gruyter 1980), i
pp. 137-139,

*2 See Muhammad Mustafa, Usul al-Tariq; Abu al-Qasim, Risa’il al-funaid.

* See Ibn ‘Atd’, Latd'if al-Minnan, ed. ‘Abdul al- Halim Mahamiid (Cairo: Dir al-Xitab al-MistIn. d.).
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Siraj al- Din al-Ttsi (d. 378 H.),* Abt Talib al- Malski (d. 386 H.Y” and Ab@ al-Qisim
al-Qushayri {d. 465/1072).%

AL-GHAZALI ON AL-ZAHIR AND AL-BATIN

The concept of al-zihir and al-bitin is vital in al-Ghazali’s thought, which he
elaborated in his various Sufi writings particularly Ibya’” As said above, the notion of
al-zahir and al-batin was hotly debated so al-Ghazali felt obliged to authenticate its
status, need and nature, Without going in the detail of these arguments, as a few are
already stated above, here we need to mention al-Ghazali’s opinion on the conflicting
trends and on the nature of al-zahir and al-batin. Among the trends he referred to those
who altogether denied al-zahir, a view strongly rejected by him. Just opposite to them
was the literalist approach of Imam Ibn Hanbal who discouraged it and accepted al-
ta’wil only for three prophetic sayings.” Between them were groups who accepted the
distinction of al-z3hir and al-batin, and purting these groups in ascending order there
were al-Asha‘irah, al-Mu‘tazilah and lastly the philosophers. In al-Ghazali’s view
Ashi‘irah were moderate among them as they maintained equilibrium between reason
and revelation thus, they interpreted the verses related to divine attributes while not
interpreting the events of hereafter. Al-Mu‘tazilah were more rational and so were more
inclined towards al-ta*wil; they interpreted afew events of the Last Day while taking

the rest literally and lastly were philosophers who excessively relied on reason in al-

5 See Abui Nasr al-Siraj al-Tasi, a-Luma‘ed. ‘Abdul Halim Mahamid & Taha ‘Abdul Baqi (Egypt: Dar
al-Kitab al-Hadithah 1960/1380).

% See Abtt Talib al-Makki, Qit a--Qulith, www.al-mostafa.com {accessed on 5/12/08}.

% See Abn al-Qisim al-Qushayri, Lata if al-Isharzt and al-Risilah al-Qushairiypah ed. * Abdul Halim
Mahamiid 8 Mahmiid b. al-Sharif (Cairo: Matba®ah Hassan 1972).

¥ See al-Ghazili, Fya’ "Ulam af.Din (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr 1411/1991), vol.1, book of Qawi‘id al-*Aq7’id,
pp-119-122, and in book of Adab Tiliwah al-Qur'in, p. 347, vol. 3, book of ‘Ajz'ib al-Qalb, p. 26: al-
Ghazili, Jawahir al-Qur'an, ed. Lajnah Thya’ al-Turith al-'Arabi (Beirut: Dir al-Afdq al-Jadidah
1401/1981), pp. 18-21; al-Ghazali, Mishkar al-Anwit, in Majmi'eh Rasa’il, p. 3,

® The first ane is, ‘al-Hajr al-aswad yamin Allah fi ardib (Abd al-Razzaq, Musannaf Abd al-Razzaq
(Beirut: al-Maktab al-Islami, 1403), vol. 5, p. 39}, second one is, ‘ Qulb al-mii’'minin bayna usbu in min
asabi* al-rabman’ (Ahmad, Musnad Abmad, 4/182), Muslim, and third is, *funi la ajid nafas al-rabmin

min janib al-yaman’, (al-Tabarini, Musnad al-Shimiyyin (Beirut: Muassasat al-Risalah, 1984), vol. 2, p.
149,
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ta'wil and interpreted the bodily resurrection and other events of the hereafter,” It
seems that al-Ghazili fele the need to refer to these attitudes due to their controversial
nature but at the same time he highlighted the incorrect ideas attached o it. In his
judgment not only the division of al-zahir and al-batin is important but proper wols
uncover al-bﬁt_in are equally essential. In his scheme ‘proper twols’ meant maintaining
equilibrium between revelation and reason. No doubt this reflects his factional
affliation but at the same time ‘reason’ unless put in chains of revelation can be
harmful and the doors of revelation can be unlocked through reason only. So, the two
are connected in a way that ignoring anyone of them can produce unfavourable results.
In fact al-Ghazali wants to show that the conflict in these trends is methodological, by
not following proper tools they ended up in incorrect perception. Thus, ignoring outer
ot inner aspect or using incorrect tools in both cases the interpreter is bound to
procede half way only. With this now we turn to the natuse or distinction of al-zahir
and al-batin in his thought,

Al-Ghazali emphasized on their distinct but complementary natures; according to him,
there are levels of understanding where al-zzhir is the outer aspect, related to the
practical life and is for the common people; on the other hand al-batin is the hidden
meaning unveiled to the elect only. Discussing the distinct nature of al-z3hir and al-
batin in al-Ihya’ al-Ghazali mentioned five levels of understanding.® First category of
hidden knowledge is the one gained by the prophets or the elect only, for example
reality of the divine attributes or al-rith. Such ideas are dagig {subtle) and are above the
comprehension of common man and if informed would harm him.*' Second category is
the knowledge of things which are not subtle but when informed would have negative

effect on common people therefore prophets and the elect keep it secret like the reality

* See al-Ghazali, Ibya’, vol.1, pp. 123-124,
% See al-Ghazali, /by#’, vol.1, p. 120; Nabih Amin Faris's translation of Qawia‘id al-‘Aqa’id, The

Foundations of the Articles of Faith (Lahore: Ashraf Printing Press Lahore 1999), p.39.
# See al-Ghazali, hya’, vol.1, p. 120.




of predestination.” Third is related to linguistics that the metaphors and similes are
effective in conveying delicate meanings and have aesthetic beauty as compared to
simple constructions and an intelligent can easily recognize what is behind the literal
meanings.® For example to say ‘pearls being hanged in the neck of a pig’ or saying of
the prophet that the mosque shrinks when some one spits in its courtyard, these both
are metaphorical statements where the former stands for spreading knowledge among
the unworthy and the latter to pinpoint an act of disrespect towards the house of Allah.
As the apparent meanings are not rational therefore the wise will look behind them *
Another example is the interpretation of the Holy Qur’an as water and the valleys as
hearts (13:17). Fourth level is the difference in theoretical knowledge and the practical
experience which comes with al-dhawg wa al-tahgiq. A man might know something
but it is the experience that brings the real understanding e.g. the state of hunger,
sickness or love and their proper perception comes through experience only.* Lastly is
the figurative language and a simple minded considers the literal meaning as correct and
only interpretation.® For example to consider that the earth and heaven will speak
with tongue and words as mentioned in the Holy Qur’an (41:11) whereas the wise
knows that it is a figurative expression.” | .

It is clear from above that there are levels of knowledge where al-zahir is different from
al-baun but complement each other. The hidden aspect completes the apparent
meaning; thus its knowledge is as important as the literal sense, or true knowledge is
possible with both only. Commenting on it Martin Whittingham criticized al-Ghazali

that in the above categories third and the last do not fit in complementary Sufi model

& Ibid,, p. 121.

* Ibid.

# Ibid.

@ See al-Ghazili, Jiya’, vol.1, p. 122.
% 1hid.

¥ See al-Ghazali, fya), vol.1, p. 123.
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as claimed by him;® here al-zahir is put aside for the linguistic, rational or the legal
aspect and contradicts inner meaning.” In fact putting aside the literal meaning in the
third and fifth category by al-Ghazali to extract the inner meaning does not point to its
contradictory nature unless the words ‘complementary’ and “contradictory’ are taken in
very literal sense. Search for hidden meaning does not contradict the spirit of al-zzhir
nor is it negating any legal principle of al-shari‘ah. In other words al-zahir and al-bitin
in his thought parallels al-Shari‘ah and al-hagiqah. They complete each other but are
not same nor are contradictory, and whoever claims any difference in them is nearer to
kufr than to Iman.” In this spirit al-Ghazali equated and made them levels of learning.
Further, no doubt that al-Ghazali’s thought is diverse and he easily moves between
different dimensions, which at times seems contradictory but in reality is not so, a fact
accepted by Whittingham” and others as well.”

Summarizing al-zahir and al-bitin in al-Ghazali's thought it can be said that the two
are distinct but complement each other. Within al-batin there are levels or grades of
understanding which must be uncovered with correct tools. With this background of

al-zahir and al-batin let us now move to the definition of al-ta’wil.

DEFINITION OF AL-TA'WIL

Technically al-ta’wil is defined as “diversion of a word from its apparent meaning w a
possible meaning’.”? Al-GhazilT's own definition we find in al-Mustasfz and in Faysal ol-
Tafriqab which is as follows.

In al-Mustasta definition of al-ta*wil appears in its third Qutb {part) which deals with

semantics elucidating Islamic sources i.e. the Holy Qur’an, Sunnah and ljma’. Here al-

% See Martin Whittingham, A!-Ghazali and the Qur'dn: One Book, Many meanings (London: Routledge
2007}, p. 57.

9 Ibid., p.59.

7 See al-Ghazali, Zhya’, wl.1, p. 120.

" Ibid., p. 63.

2 See above chapter: Life of Imam al-Ghazali page no. 9 and 14.

™ Syed Muhammad ‘Amin al-lhsin, Majma ‘ah Qawi'id al-Figh (Karachi: Maktabah Mir Muhammad n.
dJ, p. 218,
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Ghazili follows usili pattern in categorization of text into that which accepts al-ta’wil
and that which does not. Thus, a/#ass is the one which does not accept al-ta’wil and al-
zahir accepts it. After defining these terms he switches over t the concept of al-ta’wil,

and it is defined as al-ibtimal (possibility) supported by a proof. Further, it is explained

as a diversion from hagigah o majaz due 10 presence of certain indicator, pointer or
dalil”* Thus, according to al-Ghazali al-ta*wil is possibility or it is diversion of a word
from al-haqiqah to al-majaz but the diversion is valid only in the presence of al-burhan
or proof otherwise it would be an invalid interpretation. Al-Ghazili had been criticized
on this definition by al- Amidi {d. 631 H.),” according to whom al-ta’wil is not the
possibility or ithtimal rather it is the process of ham! al-lafz i.e. carrying a word to
certain meaning.”® This difference leads to difference in meaning as in former it is the
‘possibility” only whereas in the latter case it is the process of interpretation. Although :
for al-Ghazali it is sarf {diversion) of 2 word from haqiqah w majaz still it is ambiguous.
Martin Whittingham rightfully comments on al-ta’wil in al-Mustagfz that it is difficult
to decide whether it is a process or the end result of interpretation.” ‘
While in Faysal al-Tafrigab the concept of al-ta’wil is explained in relation to the five
levels of ‘existence’ and the knowledge perceived through them o which we will return ;
shortly, the discussion here is philosophical where al-ta’wil is used as one of the tools |
for proper understanding of revelation.” Consequently al-ta’wil is here the process of :
interpretation whereas according to Whittingham there are implicit reference to al-

ta’wil as an end result too, is present.” Apart from al- Mustasfz and Faysal the concept of

™ See al-Ghazili, al-Mustasfa min Ilm al-Usial (Qum: Matba‘ah Amir 1364 H), vol. 1, p. 387.

”* He was Abii al-Hasan ‘Ali b. Aba Muhammad b. Silim al-Tha‘labi or al-Taghlabi famaus as Saif al-Din
al-Amidi born in 551 H. in Amad a city near to al-Rim and died in 631 H.. He was a doctor of figh and
Usiti and followed al-Shifi‘ite school and left many books; some are al-Thbam fi Usiel al-Abkim, Abkay al-
Afkar, Dagii'ig al-Haga'ig.

% See 'Ali b. Muhammad al-Amidi, al-Thkam fi usal al-Abkam ed. Syed al-Jamili (Beirut: Dir al-Kitib al-

* A rabi 1406/1986), vol. 3, p.59.

7" See Martin Whittingham, A1-Ghazali and the Qur’an pp. 35-36.

™ See al-Ghazili, Faysal a}-Tafriqah in Majmiah Rasd’il, pp.75-84.

7 See Martin Whittingham, A}-Ghazili and the Qur'an, pp. 26-27.
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al-ta’wil has been illustrated in his various other writings as well. But it is clear from
above that al-Ghazli is not restricted to one definition of al-ta’wil; two understandings
are present simultaneously in his thought and he moves freely between them. The
reason might be that his main objective was its implementation rather than theoretical
discussion.

Another important factor in al-ta’wil is whether it is the process or the result of
interpretation, is in absence of burhan (proof) same interpretation stands invalid.* Al-
Ghazili explicitly states that al-ta’wil depends on burhan or proof, in other words it is
‘reason’ which determines the reading of the text. Only in presence of suitable
indicator non literal sense is preferred otherwise literal meaning stands valid.
Elaborating the ‘proofs’ in al-Mustasfa he points that they are at times clear and at
times not, and are either garinab, or géyas or another indicator pointing that the literal
sense is impossible" So for al-Ghazali interpretation depends on linguistics and on

reason. Now let us take a few examples of al-ta’wil from his writings.

IMPLEMENTATION OF AL-TA’WIL

Al-ta’wil is expounded by al-Ghazali in his various writings; we find it in Mishkat al-
Anwar, Inva, al-Qistas a-Mustagim, Illjam al-'Awam, Faysal al-Tafriqah, Qanian al-
Ta'wil, al-Iqtisad fi al-A‘tigad, Tabafut al-Falasafah, Jawahiv al-Qur'an and al-Radd.

As already stated above, al-Ghazali while remaining within the Sunni Sufi tradition
tried to balance the esoteric and exoteric meanings of the text in al-ta’wil. In which
extracting the hidden meaning after putting aside al-zahir™ does not mean to discard it,
1t is as important as the esoteric sense. Exoteric is ‘must’ to reach the esoteric as
mentioned in Mishkat, ‘do not assume from this specimen of symbolism and its method

that you have any license from me to ignore the outward and visible form, or to believe

¥ See al-Ghazili, Faysal al-Tafrigah, in Majmi‘sh Rasi’il, p.85,
¥ See al-Ghazali, al-Mustagfz, vol 2, p. 387,
¥ See al-Ghazili, Iljam al-‘Awaim ‘An ‘Ilm al-Kalim, in Majmi b Ras@’il, p. 49.
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that it has been annulled’ Exoteric is a land mark or a door to enter the realm of
esoteric, ‘here you just have this cross-relation between the two, from outward word to
inward idea’.* |

There are ample examples of this cross relation of outward word with its inward idea in
his writings but suffice here to take only a few. His most famous work /pya’, which
gave al-Ghazalt an everlasting fame, is an example of crossing from the outward
meaning to an inward idea, in other words it is the ‘rereading’ of religious text and
concepts. When looked at the contents it is simply a book of figh with all the related
issues of practical life which are being ‘reread’ in a different paradigm. It is in the light
of spirituality that al-Ghazali explored figh. We are not concerned here with the debate
that whether figh can be spiritualized or not, our concern is his method of “rereading’
or al-ta’wil. In his thought the importance of this method lies in the fact that it opens
new vistas of intellectual activity and gives freedom to human thought with 2 condition
that this activity should remain within the permissible boundaries of al-shar‘iah. While
dealing with Christian religious texts al-Ghazali used the same method of ‘rereading’
their text, which will be dealt with in the following chapter.

One of the examples of rereading the text in fpya’ is the prophetic tradition, ‘the angels
of Allah enter not a house wherein is a dog’.** Here dog and the house are the two key
words that must be explored. Dog is not condemned due to its physical form but due w0
1ts qualities of anger, hatred and ferocity. Similarly house is a man’s abode, it resembles
heart in the human body in the sense that true nature and his thoughts resides there.
And Allah reveals the knowledge through angels 1o man, who do not enter the heart
filled with evil or doggish qualities. The heart must be purified to receive angels.* In
this cross relation from outward meaning to inward sense al-Ghazali does not negate

the literal interpretation of ‘dog’ or ‘house’; in his opinion al-zawahir point towards al-

® Al-Ghazali's Mishkat Al-Anwar, tr. W. H. T. Gairdner (Lahore: Ashraf Press Lahore 1952), pp. 136-137.
“Thid., p. 138.

® Bukhari, al-Jam:* al-Sabih (Cairo: Dar al-Sha'b, 1987), vol 4, p. 138.
% See Al-Ghazali, Ibya’, vol.1, p. 62; AlGhazili’s Mishkat al-Anwar, te. W. H. T. Gairdner, p. 138,
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bawatin, This does not imply that the literal meaning is an unwanted expression, as
claimed by al-Bataniyyah.” In crossing from the outward wordings to the inward sense
al-Ghazali concentrates on the spirit of the argument, as elaborated in 2lQistas al-
Mustagim °...vaking its spirit let us discard this particular form so that we may use the
argument where we wish’.* It is the balance between the spirit of the word and its
outward sense which is important for al-Ghazili.

Another example of interpretation is of 4/-Qakem which is a tool of writing, The word
is borrowed to convey the message of imprinting the knowledge on human heart which
is the function of pen otherwise God has not taken pen made of wood to write down
the things.” In case of al-Asabi*, which are attributed to God they refer to 1ts symbolic
meaning, Function of the fingers is to turn the things, and God uses the powers of good
and evil which are forceful and attractive to turn the hearts of people. It is the swiftness
and quickness of turning the things which is being symbolized through the word
‘finger’.”

In summary it can be said that al-Ghazali through al-ta’wil tried to explore wide range
of possible meanings which a word might bear. So the text may not be limited to only
one fixed reading but would be open to a number of meanings. This requires many
factors; among them are linguistics, reason and above wisdom which is attained
through purification of heart. Moreover, al-Ghazali was faced by two extremes on this
issue; on the one hand were al-Hanabilah who rejected al-ta’wil out rightly and on the
other were al-Bitiniyyah who went on the other extreme of ignoring legal or rational
limitations. Al-Ghazali took the middle path between these extremes and therefore was
condemned from both sides. For al-Ghazali there are certain principles which must be

taken care for in interpretation which are as follows.

¥ See al-Ghazali, Thya’, vol.1, p. 62.

# Al-Ghazali, ALQistas al-Mustagim, 1. D.P. Brewster (Lahore: Ashraf Press Lahore, 1978), p.17.
¥ See al-Ghazili Jewabir al-Qur'an, p. 30, [hyd’, vol., 4, p. 537.
* See al-Ghazali Jawdhir al-Qur'an, p. 29.

109




PRINCIPLES OF AL-TA'WIL

To know the principles of al-ta’wil it would be appropriate to look at the rules of
interpretation for the Holy Qur’an which are outlined in al-Risalah al-Ladunniyyab;
‘the commentator ought o consider the Qur’an from the point of view of the language
and from the point of view of metaphor and from the point of view of the composition
of the vocables: also from the point of view of the particulars of the grammar and of
the usage of the Arabs and of the subject-matter of the philosophers and the doctrine of
the Sufis, so that his interpretation comes near to the truth of things’.”

These principles are further elaborated by him in Jawabir al-Qur’'an where he ranked
them in a manner that an interpreter could move from the outer shell to the pearl.
Combining these with those mentioned in fhya’, Mishkat and fijam they can broadly be
identified as related to Sufism, semantics and reason. Bringing divergent elements near
i.e. reason and mysticism, al-tawil is a significant feature of al-Ghazal1.* Moreover,

reading text from opposing perspectives unravels various levels of meanings.

MYSTICAL DIMENSION

In Sufistic interpretation there are two important features; first is cosmology and the
other epistemology, which in turn is founded on the former.

In Sufism cosmos means visible and the invisible world taken together and in it the
invisible has preference over the visible without undergrading the physical world. Al-
Ghaz3ali followed this bipartite division and mentioned it in many places specifically in
Mishkat al-anwar, Jawabir al-Qur'an, al-Qistas al-Mustagim and Ibya’ in its portions of
kitab Adab tilawat al-Qur’an and Kitab Qawi‘id al-'aqa’id. The two sides of the
cosmos are designated as, @lam al-mulk wa alshabadab (the world of power and

witness), ‘alam al-hiss (the world of senses), or al-@lam al-sufli (the lower world)} for this

# Margaret Smith, ‘AlRisalat AlLuduniyya by Abt Himid Muhammad al-Ghaz3li’ in Jowrnal of the
Royal Asiatic Society, 3(July, 1938), p. 355.

* Tafsir Yagit al-Ta'wil fi Tafsir al-Tanzil which was written by al-Ghazili is lost now, but his method of
incorporating different aspects is well depicted in his writings particularly I6ya’ and Jawahir af-Qur'an.
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world and @am al-ghayb wa al-malakat (the invisible and the world of dominion), al-
Flam al-2qli (the world of intellect), or al- @am al-‘ulawi (the upper world) for the
other world.” Difference in names is not significant as they represent different aspects
or views for the same thing. When considered in relation to perception of human eye
they are named as ‘alam al-hissi and ‘aqli, and in relation w each other as ‘dlam al-sufli
and al-‘ulawi or ‘Glam al-mulk wa al-shahadah and ‘alam al-ghaib wa al-malakit.” In 2/
Arba'in fi Usul al-Din al-Ghazili mentions three realms instead of two, there is an
intermediate level between the other two and is termed as @lam af-jabariat® but as it is
less discussed in other writings therefore here the concentration will be on the two
realm division and its relation with knowledge.

Prior to al-Ghazali cosmological division in levels was discussed by Sufis and
philosophers as well. According to Wensinck, Abf Talib al-Makki (d. 386 H.) was the
first to distinguish between two worlds i.e. the spiritual and this world of senses among
Sufis.” Makki differentiated between ‘wlama’ al-akirab and ‘ulama’ al-dunyz; it is the
former who are the masters of heart and belong from the realm of al-malakit they can
attain knowledge from above whereas the latter are the possessors of ‘ilm al-zzhir and
belong 0 the ‘alam al-mulk.” It may be noted that although Makki was the first in
stating explicitly the division but it was the general notion present in Sufi thought.” In
Muslim philosophy too, the idea of cosmological gradation was present, as we find it in

the writings of al-Farabi (d. 339/950) and Ibn Sind’ (d. 428/1037) the famous Muslim

* Gairdner transtated them as spiritual and material or sensual and intelligential or supernal and inferior.
See al-Ghazali Mishkar al-Anwar, tr. WH.T. Gairdner, p. 122.

** See Al-Ghazali, Mishkat al-Anwir in Majmi 'zh Rasz’il, p. 17.

 See al-Ghazali #f-Arba‘in fi Usiid 21.Din ed. *Abdullah *Abdul Hamid ‘ A rawani (Damascus: Dir al-
Qalam 2003}, p. é4; 'All b. Muhammad b. *Ali al-Jurjani 4f-Ta'¥ifzt p.39; A. J. Wensinck, Ghazilis
Cosmology and Mysticism (Amsterdam: Uitgevers Maatschappij Amsterdam 1933), pp. 10-16.

* See A.). Wensinck, On the Relation Between al-Ghazili’s Cosmology and His Mysticism, p.191; Martin
Whittingham, 4L.Ghazali and the Qur'an, p.39.

¥ See Abl Talib al-Makki, Qiit «f-Qulab, pp. 207-209.

* See Abli Nasr al-Sird) al-Tusi, al-Liuma’, pp. 148-149; al-Harith al- Muhasibi, of-Ri%Gyah libugig Allsb, p.
80; Mubhammad Mustafa, Usiil i Jarig, pp. 19-21.
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philosophers.” In their cosmological hierarchy, which is near to the Neo-Platonic

system, they tried to solve the relation of ‘One’ and many in the universe and the

interaction of human soul with the higher world. According to them the highest realm

is the realm of ai-‘agl al-awwal (The One, The First Mind or Intellect) then is the 4/-
‘aql al-fa“al (Active Mind), lower to it is al-nafs al-kuliyyab (Universal Soul), these all
belong to ‘@lam al-malakiit whereas man or the human soul is from @lam al-mulk. In
these levels active intellect occupies intermediate position between the ‘One’ and the
universal soul, which corresponds to al-jabartit in al-Ghazali’s thought. According w0
Ibn Sina’ human soul interacts with the higher realm that it can be united with the
‘alam al-malakiit and can gain knowledge from there with a condition that it could
purify itself from the worldly defilements. From it Wensinck inferred that al-Ghazali
in addition to al-Makki’s mysticiem was to a great extent influenced by Greek
philosophy, in a manner that his mysticism was deeply imrriersecl in ancient
philosophy as he paralleled Active Intellect and Universal Soul with human reason and
soul.' No doubt that al-Ghazali was well versed in Greek philosophy but what must
be taken in account here is whether he was receptive of all their ideas or was selective
in his choice. Although Greek ideas and its terminology are evidently present in his
writings but at the same time he was not a simple narrator. His methodology was first
to have a clear estimation of opponent’s views and after that w accept what was
beneficial and in accordance with religious norms.”® In Magasid al-Falasifab while
demarcating the areas dealt by philosophers he accepted and appreciated mathemarics

and logic, pointing some problems in the later, as they are tools of thinking therefore

* See Abl Nasr al-Farabi, Ara@’ Ahl al-Madinah al-Fadilab wa Mudadatiba, ed. *Ali Bumalham (Beirut:
Dar wa Maktabah al-Hilal 1995), pp. 45-56; Iba Sind, Kitab al-Najah ed. Majid Fakei (Beirut: Dir al-Afiq
al-Jadidah 1982),pp. 281-290; Kitah al-Isharit wa a-Tanbihat ed_ Sulaymin Dunyi (Cairo: Diar al-Ma*anf
n.d}, vol. 3, pp 216-233

1% See Wensinck, On the Relation Between al-Ghazali’'s Cosmology and Fiis Mysticism, p. 10, although he
admits that al-Ghazalt’s terminclogy is different, see p.6.

©! See al-Ghazili, Maqasid al-Falasifah, ed. Sulaym3n Dunya (Egypt: Dir al-Ma'anif 1961), p. 31; a/-

Mungidh min al-Dalal, ed. ‘Abd al-Halim Mahmad (Egypt: Maktabah al-Anjild al-Misriyyah 1962}, pp.
125-126.




can be relied on. It is in metaphysics where philosophy is in a state of confusion and
needs a careful scrutiny before accepting their opinions.'® Furthermore, al-Ghazili’s
acknowledgement of truth present among the previous civilizations and its
incorporation in his own thought gave him a wider vision as compared to those who
denied it.! Similarly he acknowledged his indebtedness toSufi masters like al-Makki,
al-Muhasibi {d. 243 H), al-Junayd al-Baghdadi (d. 297 H}, al-Shibli al-Baghdad: (d. 334
H) and AbG Yazid al-Bustimi (d. 261 H) in al-Mungidh.'*

Coming back to two world theory and the relation of the two realms in al-Ghazali’s
thought, we find that the two worlds are closely connected to each other in a way that
the real existence is for the other world which is ‘Zlam al-ghayb wa al-malakut.'® This
world or “dlam al-shahadah is only a reflection, a copy,'™ a symbol' or a shadow'®of
the other. But it does not mean that this world is not important or has no value of its
own. It is as important as the other, in reality the other cannot be approached except
through this world, it can be said that it is a door or stairs to enter the other. The other
world is termed ‘alam al-ghayb because it is invisible to sensual perception; senses keep
human beings blind of the reality of the other world, which would be unveiled to all
on death™ or unveiled to few in this world who could cleanse their hearts and free
themselves from the love of this world."

As man has the central place, in Islamic and Christian traditional thought alike, so
cosmology has direct relevance to him. Fundamental impori;ance in human life is for

heart with its role and functions. Following the Sufi lines heart has dual meaning, for

"% See al-Ghazall, Magasid al-Falasifah, pp. 31-32.

19 See al-Ghazali, al-Qistas al Mustaqim, in Maymiz'sh Rasa'il, p.21.

1™ See al-Ghazali, Munqidh min al-Dalal, pp. 172-173.

' See al-Ghazali Jewaber al-Qur'an, p. 28.

1% See al-Ghazili bya’, vol. 3, p. 23,

Y See al-Ghazali Jawabir al-Qur'an, p. 28; al-Qisvis al Mustaqim, in Majmii ‘ah Rasa’il, p.22; Mishkat al-
Anwir, in Majmi'ah Rasa'il, p18.

1% See al-Ghazali Mishkar al-Anwir, in Majma‘'sh Rasz'il, p.9.

% See al-Ghazili Ibya’, vol. 4, pp. 536-538.

"Tbid., p. 537; al-Ghazali Jawahir al-Qur'an, pp. 32-33,
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al-Ghazali one is the body organ and other the spiritual aspect which is related to the

former.!"! The spiritual side is as called al-galb, al-rith, al-‘aql or al-nafs al-murma‘innab

and so forth, all these terms are used interchangeably.' This spiritual element is the
essence of man that is addressed by God and it perceives and would be held answerable
in the end. It is defined as a simple substance of very fine tenuous spiritual nature
which is termed as larifab rabbiniyyah rabaniyyab."® In spite of difference between the
spiritual and the bodily heart there is a strange relation present between the two in a
sense that both affect each other. This relationship can be symbolized as the spiritual
heart being the king and the bodily organ its kingdom."* The important thing w note
is that the spiritual heart is from “alam al-malakiit whereas the bodily organ from ‘Glam
al-mulk wa al-shahadah."® Through physical heart the connection between the two
worlds or between man and God is made possible, without it no link between the two
spheres could be established, nor could man ascend upwards therefore it is the mercy of
God that He has provided such a link "'

Further, relationship present between the two worlds or between man and God is
linked epistemologically. Like Sufi thought heart is the seat of knowledge for al-
Ghazili. It is the heart which receives knowledge from God; the more cleansed the
heart is from worldly defilements the more it is able to receive knowledge.'” Although
generally knowledge is gained through senses and reason but for Sufis heart is another
faculty which is supra rational and not anti rational and on it Sufis rely most."® This

faculty is the eye of the heart, as there is bodily eye or the rational faculty o perceive

' See al-Ghazili fhya', vol. 3, p. 4.

Y2 1Ibid., pp. 4+5, it is termed as al-nafs alnatigab by philosophers, as #lnafs al-mutma’innab and alviih in
the Hely Qur'an, and as 2lqalb by Sufis; these different terms aceording to al-Ghazili point to the same
meaning, see al-Risalah al-Ladunniyyah, in Majma ‘b Rasid’il, p. 60. i
4 Thid, ’
" See al-Ghazali, Ihya’, vol. 3, p. 6, vol. 4, p. 27. i
¥ Ibid., vol. 1, p.143.

14 See al-Ghazali, Mishkat al-Anwar, in Majmiz‘ah Rasz'il, pp. 17-18.

7 See al-Ghaz3li, fhya’, vol. 1, p.62, vol. 3, pp.10, 14, 15, 20-26., vol. 4, p. 537.
' [bad. vol.3, pp 9-10.

li4




things so is the heart which partakes in this process. But it works only when it is
purified; consequently it is directed towards ‘dlam al-malakdt to perceive directly from
that world. To this effect it is narrated that there is eye for every heart, when Allah
bestows His blessing on someone the eye is opened to what is obscure for common
vision.'? Thus, al-lawb, al-kitab al-mubin is revealed and as a resulr of 1t knowledge is
gained" through reflection on the purified heart, which is al-kashf (unveiling). Though
this process is difficult to understand but as explained at numerous places by al-Ghazili
the obscurities of mystics are turned graspable. According to him there are two aspects
or levels which must be maintained; only then the unveiling can take place. One is the
relation between the two worlds and other is the understanding which takes place at
the level of man. For the proper mechanism of al-kashf both must operate but should
be interconnected. Regarding the former, as stated above, this world is a reflection of
the other and maintains a relation with other, and the other world is the source of
knowledge. Whereas on the human level there are categories of attaining knowledge
through revelation, for prophets it is in clear form and for others it is symbolic.” And
symbolic ideas by their nature require proper clothing; they cannot be stated in literal
statements. 'To summarize the functioning of the two levels it may be said that the
knowledge gained through unveiling is from invisible world, which is reflected on the
purified heart in a symbolic form, Here the role of al-ta’wil comes as the symbolic
form needs interpretation. To interpret symbols relation between it and the thing
symbolized must be well clear for the interpreter. This, according to al-Ghazali, is
hidden due to indulgence of the heart in worldly affairs and only with purification can
man transcendent the world of senses and can know symbolic nature of things and w0
what are they pointing.'” Terms used by al-Ghazali 1o refer w the relation berween

symbols and the things symbolized are al-munasibab and al-muwazinah which can be

"® See al-Ghazali, al-Risilah al-Ladunniyyah, in Majmii'ah Ras@'il, p.62.

0 See, al-Ghazili Iya’, vol. 4, p.537.

! See al-Ghazali, al-Risilah al-Ladunniyyah, in Majma ‘ah Rasa’il, p.70.

2 See al-Ghazali Jawabir al-Qur'an, p. 28; Miskit al-Anwdr, rr. W.H.T. Gairdner, pp. 125-126.
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rendered as similitude present in ‘dlam al-shahadah and ‘dlam al-ghayb,'® Gairdner
translares it as a ‘correspondence’, a relation or an interconnection in the two worlds."*
To grasp the correspondence or the similitude present in the two realms it is the spirit
of the words i.e. meaning or intention to which the word is pointing to be considered
and not the physical shapes of the things. To make this clear al-Ghazali refers to dreams
and its interpretation. Tz %ir or dream interpretation is from the root %#ra which is w
cross a bridge or anything, Here it means to cross from the literal words to its intended
meanings while taking into consideration the interconnection or the correspondence
between the two. Similar is the case of interpretation for ‘dlam al-shahdah and ‘alam al-
ghayb where the similitude or the correspondence in the two is to be looked at with a
difference that in dreams the literal sense is symbolic and is put aside whereas in 2l-

ta’wil literal meanings are not discarded and through it symbolic meanings are

uncovered.

REASON AND REVELATION

Another important feature in al-Ghazali’s thought is reason and its relation with
revelation. Unlike the modern age, for al-Ghazali faith and reason were connected and
supportive. Reason was 2 tool w understand and defend faith; as a result of that, it
always remained under the umbrella of faith, Al-Ghazali was a trained theologian and a
jurist therefore reason was placed hagh in his inteilectual e&iﬁce, although this tocl was
later on sharpened by Aristotelian logic and was the dominant feature of his thought.
In 1nterpretation the important thing is the classification of the text in literal and
metaphorical statements. This identification according o al-Ghazili should be based on
reasor, it is the rational faculty which can determine that the literal meaning of the
text would be valid or al-ta’wil is to be opted. In absence of rational criterion we cannot

cifferentiate between valid and invalid interpretation, which would lead to confusion

) Tbid.; al-Ghazali al-Qistds al-Mustaqim, in Majm#‘ab Rasz'il, p. 22.
' See al-Ghazali Miskat al-Anwir, tr. WH.T. Gairdner, p. 125.
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and chaos, as in case of al-Biuniyyah where literal meanings lost their authenticity.'’
They invalidate the literal meaning of the text without rational proofs. As for al-
Ghazali reason is one of the most important criterion in identifying where the literal
meaning would stand valid or the non literal one, this discussion appears in /bya’ and
Faysal al- Tafrigab, in the last mentioned it is termed as al-burhan which Frank Griffel
rendered ‘demonstrative proof”.** Demonstrative argument is crucial as it provides
sound ctiterion for interpretation thus helps in reducing differences among people.’” In
the above two writings the nature of al-burhan is not discussed by al-Ghazali, rather its
implementation by distinguishing between a literal and a non literal text is provided.
For the explanation of al-burhin we need to turn 1 his other writngs like Mi‘yar al-
U, Mubik al-Nazar, al-Qistas al-Mustagim, and al-Mustasfz. It is defined as an
argument which leads to assured knowledge,” and is based on experience or on 4l
khabar al-mutawatir.)” With these qualities the argument turns to be an evidence or
rational proof, In absense of it only literal interpretation is valid and oaly in its
presence we shift to the non literal meaning.” Therefore we find al-Ghazali considered
al-ta"wil of Pharaoh®™ as heart or sahr (daybreak meal)? as seek blessings of God at
dawn invalid due to absence of rational proof.'* Moreover, Moses or Pharach were
historical figures proved by unbroken chain of narrations. Similarly ahadith of

daybreak meal are narrated through uninterrupted chain of transmitters therefore

5 See al-Ghazili, Iya’, vol. 1, p. 49.

126 See Frank Griffel, ALGhazalt’s Philosophical Theology, (New York: Oxford University Press 2009), p.
107,

127 See al-Ghazali, Faysal al-Tafriqah, in Majmii‘ab Rasa'il, p. 86.

'# See al-Ghazali, Maiyar al'Ilm, ed. Sulayman Dunyi (Egypr: Dir al-Mafanf 1961), p. 70.
' See al-Ghazili, Faysal al-Tafriqah, in Majmi‘ah Rasa'il, p. 86.

19 Tbid.

"*I'Tiha 24, “Go 1w Fir‘aun (Pharach)! Vertly, he has transgressed (all bounds in disbelief and
disobedience, and has behaved as an arrogant and as a tyrant).

" Prophetic tradition which says, “Go, eat the daybreak meal {sahs) for therein lies blessing” al-
Tirmidhi, al-fami al-Sabih (Beiruv: Dar Ihyd® al-Turath al-Arabind.), vol. 3, p. 88.
1 Sce al-Ghazali, fhya’, vol. 1, p. 49.
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cannot be denied.” Rational proofs here are in favour of literal meanings of the text

therefore its literal meanings would stay valid and it cannot be interpreted otherwise. In
these examples al-burhan is not directly connected 1o the text but to historical
verification of the entities or the events mentioned in it and accordingly the nature of
the text is determined.

In Faysal al-Tafrigak al-Ghazali takes another way in identifying the nature of text, it is
directly dependant on the content of the text particularly from the side of language and
context. He proposes that the text should be read rationally while taking in account the
linguistic and conceptual understandings present in it, to determine the nature of text
in literal or non literal category. To clarify it, he elaborated the concept of al-wujnd
{existence) as it appeared in various texts. Rational reading of these texts in the light of
linguistic and context shows that the meaning of ‘existence’ varies in different texts and
thus cannot be put in the same category. Thus, status of the text is identified through
reason and the key concepts present in 1t.

According to al-Ghazali existence is of five levels; first is al-wujlid al-dbati (real
existence). Like animals, trees, sky and earth they have real existence apart from senses
or reason and are perceived through them. They are known entities and therefore must
be taken literally and cannot be interpreted otherwise. Secondly is alwujid al-hissi
(existence in sense) i.e. a thing which has existence in eye and not outside it so it exists
in senses only like dreams or what prophets and friends of God see through revelation
or al-ilham. As said by the prophet Muhammad (peace be upon him) that paradise
appeared to him on the width of the wall.” Rationally, in al-Ghazali’s view, it is
impossible that entities merge in each other or a bigger existence fits into a smaller one,
hence leading to the conclusion that the real paradise was not placed on the wall rather
it was the sense perception as if the prophet saw it. As the context refers not 1o the real

extstence of paradise but the sense perception of the prophet therefore the text is not

MTbid.
13 al-Buk hhari, ol-Sabih, mawiqit al-salih 11, I'tisam bi al-Kitib wa al-sunnah 3
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giving the real or literal meaning but falls in the category of non literal statement.
Similar is the case of dreams where the narration of a dream does not have a real
existence but is present in the senses of one who dreams thus they are not literal
statements and accept al-ta’wil. Thirdly is alawyjiid al-khayali (existence in imagination)
i.e. images which remain in the mind and can be visualized, its example is the
prophetic narration of seeing Yinus bin Matta, according w al-Ghazali due to the time
difference betrween the two it is impossible that the prophet Muhammad (peace be
upon him) saw Yunus bin Mana in reality and his words ‘as if” points that it was not
real existence but imaginative one, Consequently the statement is not the literal one
and needs to be interpreted. Fourthly is al-unjid al-‘agli (conceptual existence), in
any being or thing like hand is characterized apart from its physical shape. It is like
universal concept of a thing so when hands are attributed to God, this in fact refers to
the quality of power or to perform an act. Again such statements are not to be taken on
their face but they accept al-ta’wil. Lastly is alwujiid al-shubli (similar existence), it is a
being not present in reality nor in sense or in mind but it resembles in quality to
another existence. For example when anger, happiness or alsabr is attributed to God,
rationally it is impossible to ascribe them to Him. So these statements are not literal
ones, they show a similarity of quality like in anger revenge is similar to punishment so
non literal statements are used here.”*

According to al-Ghazali all types of existences fall within these five categories and their
classification is determined rationally. Starting from the highest level if the thing is
proved 1o be from the level of al-wufad al-dhari it will interpreted literally otherwise

moving in descending order its place will be determined by al-burhin or evidence and

P See al-Ghazali, Faysal al-Tafriqah, in Majmia‘ah Ras@'il, pp. 79-80; Frank Griffel, Al-Ghazili’s
Philosophical Theology, pp. 107-108; Peter Heath, Reading al-Ghazali: The Case of Psychology, in Reason
and Inspivation in Islam ed. Todd Lawson {London: I. B. Tauris in association wich The Instirute of

Lsmail: Studies London 2005}, p. 191; Ebrahim Moosa, Ghazili and the Poetics of Imagination (Karachi:
Oxford University Press Karachi 2006), pp. 198-200.
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will be interpreted accordingly.'” In this way the last four accept al-ta’wil and the
reason behind is that al-burhan prohibits their literal meanings; instead it points to non
literal sense. It may be noted that al-Ghazali established a hierarchy of existence where
the highest accepts only the literal meanings. This shows that for al-Ghazali the literal
meaning is the first preference and it is w be left only if al-burhian proves its
impossibility.”* And thereafter he moves to lower levels.

This structure of al-Ghazali is comparable to Ibn Rushd’s (d. 595/1198) categorization
of text in five groups. Although the terminology used by Tbn Rushd is philosophical in
differentiating symbolic and non symbolic elements of the text. He agrees with al-
Ghazali that a ‘being’ can have different levels of existence but criticizes him for not
providing a criterion for the identification of symbolic ideas and why they are so."’
Coming back to al-Ghazili there is another categorization in Ijam al-"Awam with four
levels of being, wujid fi al-a’yan that is external existence, wujiid fi al-adbban that is
existence in mind, wujid ft al-lisin that is existence in expression, wijid f al-kitabab
that is existence in written form.'* Is al-Ghazali inconsistence in- his ideas; by dividing
existence in five levels in Faysal and four in fljam, or it is only difference of expression
for the same concept? Comparing the two divisions it can be seen that mostly they are
overlapping with few differences which in turn are sub divisions of a particular kind of
al-wujud. If the two sets are put side by side while raking into consideration meaning
ascribed to them by al-Ghazali it can be said that they are near in their meanings, like
wujid f al-a‘yan corresponds to wujiid al-dhati in Fzysal, and wujad fi idhan equates
wujud 2l-khayali and wujid al-“agli together, and wujud fi al-lisan and wujid fi al-
kitabah together are near o al-wujid al-bissi. Therefore it cannot be said that al-Ghazali

was inconsistence in his thought. Moreover, as stated by Peter Heath that al-Ghazali

Y7 See al-Ghazali, Faysal al-Tafriqah, in Majmiz'zh Rasa’il, p. 85.
L% Ihid.

% See Ibn Rushd, al-Kashf ‘an Manihij l-Adilab fi ‘Aqa‘id ai-Milab (Beirur: Markaz Dirdsar al-Wihdah al-
‘Arabiah 1998}, pp.205-207.

" See al-Ghazili, Iljim al-*Awim, in Majmi‘ab Rasa'il, p.76.
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changes his terminology and expression according to his audience which at times seems
to be inconsistency in his ideas but in reality it is not so. In Faysa! his addressees were
scholars so he used philosophical terminology whereas Iljam was meant for commoners
therefore it was simplified to their level.'! Thus, it is not inconsistency but only change
of expressions according o the level of listeners.

As far the relation between reason and revelation is concerned al-Ghazali discussed it in
his booklet Qanin al-Ta'wil. In it he elaborates interpretation of religious texts where it
apparently contradicts reason. In such a situation is it reason that will be the criterion
of judgment or the revelation? According to him there are five approaches 1o it; two are
on extremes and the rest in the middle. On one extreme are those who consider the
letter of the revelation as the onlly criterion even where it apparently contradicts

reason. On the other pole are those who hold fast to reason so whatever in revelation
matches with reason is accepted and whatsoever contradicts it is interpreted
figuratively. In the middle are those who are moderate towards both reason and
revelation but differ as to standard of judgment in case of contradiction. Whether the
standard should be revelation or reason due to this difference within them they are
placed in the previous fashion of three divisions. On the one hand are those who take
reason as the standand 1o judge contradictory narrations and deny accepting what is not
easily interi}reted figuratively. On the other are those who take revelation as standard
and their grasp on reason is meager therefore rational impossibilities are not considered
a problem by them so no need for al-ta’wil is felt. In the middle are those who take
both 1.e, reason and revelation as parallel standards due to their place and authenticity.
In reality they do not contradict each other and it is through reason that revelation is
proved and accepted.'® In his opinion it is the middle group who are on the right path,

as it is through reason that revelation is known and through it a distinction between a

"1 See Peter Heath, “Reading al-Ghazili: The Case of Psychology” in Reason and Inspivation in Islam,
p.i9L

2 See al-Ghazali, Qantn al-Ta'wil in Majm# ‘ah Rasa’il, pp. 123-126.
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true and a false prophet is made." The primacy of reason or of revelation was a
debated issue in ‘ilm al-kalam"* and among al-Asha‘irah the principle of equating
reason and revelation was laid down by al-Juwayni in his Irshad where he explicitly
stated that revelation does not negate reason' and was later on followed by many
among whom were Ibn al-‘Arabi (d. 543 H.)"* and al-Ghazali.

To keep the balance in reason and revelation al-Ghazali proposes three advices to be
considered; first is not to exceed in al-ta’wil as there are areas which reason can not
grasp, second not to deny rational argument as alshar* is known through reason, third
not o interpret statements based on conjectures as it might lead to wrong
conclusions.'?

To conclude it may be noted that reason played an important role in al-Ghazali’s
thought. Revelation being a sacred text requires a careful and thoughtful reading to
reach its in-depth meaning and al-Ghazali was well aware of this fact. Accordingly he
grounded al-ta’wil on firm principles, not only proper interpretation is important but
before that identifying and placing text in its correct category is an essential step in
understanding the text. Therefore we find that al-Ghazali laid rational principles in this
regard. After identifying and categorizing text he prefers first the plain and outward
meaning of the text, only when the reason invalidates the plain or outward meaning
that he abanrdons it for the inward meaning. As in his view reason and revelation do not
contradict therefore apparent contradiction means that the outward meaning is not

intended. Furthermore, to maintain the harmony between reason and revelation, the

 Ibid., p. 126.

1% See Mus‘ab al-Khair Idris, Mugaddimat of-Nazar wa Dagiq al-Kalim (Lahore: al-Maktabah al-
Quddiisiyyah 2007), pp102-105.

5 See Imim al-Haramin al-Juwnayni, Kitab al-frshad ed. Muhammad Yisuf Masi and “Ali “Abdul
Mun'im ‘Abdul Hamid {Egypt: Matb‘ah al-Sa'adah 1950), p. 360.

1% See AbQ Bakr Ibn al-*Arabl, Qandin ol Ta'wil ed. Muhammad al-Sulaymini (Beirut: Dir al-Gharb al-
Islami 1990), pp. 351-352.

" See al-Ghazali, Qiniin al-Ta'wil in Majmiiah Rasi'il, pp. 126-128.
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two had equal status and both must be given due place in arriving at the correct

meaning.

SEMANTICS

Language and al-ta’wil are interconnected in the sense that rules of language govern the
process of interpretation therefore proper knowledge of language is essential. Words
convey meanings but to determine what is precisely intended depends on various
factors within language. For al-Ghazali correct understanding of text is impossible
without having proper knowledge of language, which he discussed in al-Mustasfa,
Mubik al-Nazar and Mi‘yar al-‘llm. Its importance can be visualized from the fact that
in al-Mustasfa, which is a work on s, a full chapter i.e. the third portion deals with
linguistics and semantics. Thus, correct comprehension of language only leads to the
correct understanding of the text. For this reason al-Ghazali repeatedly reminds that
Arabic language with its derivatives is indispensable for interpretation."** He compares
language with stairs as climbing to roof is impossible without stairs similarly grasping
the meaning of the text is impossible without knowing language with its rules of
grammat, linguistics, poetry of jahili period and so forth.'* Although language is
indispensable but still it is a ol or ‘stairs’ to reach the roof as mentioned in Jawabir.
Similarly Arabic language with its branches, for the interpretation of the Holy Qur’an,
are termed as garment or shell beneath which the pearl or the message is hidden and
one needs to break the shell to reach the pearl.' From these branches are science of
Arabic language, science of syntax of Arabic grammar, science of readings, and scieace

of outlets of letters.” Though they are very important still they are not more than

helping tools.

"} See al-Ghazali, al-Risalah al-Ladunniyyah in Majmic'ah Rasa'il, p. 64; Faysal al-Tafriqah in Majmiz'ah
Rasail, p. 91,

" See al-Ghazali, al-Risaleh al-Laduaniyyah in Majmea ‘ah Rasa’il, p. 65.
' See al-Ghazali, Jawahir al-Qur'an, p. 18.

** Sec Muhammad Abul Quasem, The Jewels of the Qur'an al-Ghazili’s theory (Kuala Lampur: University
of Malaya Press, 1977), p. 34.
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Language is a vast field and due to limited space here we will deal with the most
prominent aspect relevant to al-ta’wil. First step in language study is the word and its
meaning, and does it have only one meaning or more. Al-Ghazali discussed the relation
of word and meaning in detail in Mi %ar al- ilm,"* Mubik al-nazar and al-Mustasfa"™ and
in few words as mentioned in Mi %3 2/-Salikin it can staved that the words have dual
function or faces as to their dalalah (signification). On the one side they point towards
the physical form of things and on the other towards their meaning or essence. For
example ‘stairs” or the upward movement would belong to the former whereas its
essence or inner meaning is expressed though majaz and Isti Grah."** There are
numerous examples in his writings where the dual aspect of the words is elaborated;
both aspects physical and non physical are required for proper comprehension. Physical
side or meaning can be termed as the literal meaning of the word whereas non physical
as the non literal meaning, In al-ta’wil the word with its dual signification must be
taken in account. As a matter of fact linguistically al-ta*wil is the relationship of two
significations of a word while highlighting the non literal aspect of it. For example, the
word ‘hand’ has a physical form and its inner essence is ‘power’. When ‘hand’ is
ascribed 1o God it cannot be taken literally, whereas its inner essence ‘power’ gives the
correct sense 1o it. Al-ta"wil is to highlight this inner meaning, similarly for al-fawg, al-
nur, al-wajh, al-qalm or al-istiwa’ inner sense and not the literal interpretation is
important.” In language the non literal or figurative expressions are termed as majaz,
though there are other terms as well but majaz being an encompassing term so the
discussion will be limited to it only.

According to Jurjani, majaz is from the verb ja wa 24 which means to exceed 10 or 10

extend beyond its original meaning to another one due to a similarity present in the

' See al-Ghazali, Miydr al-ilm, ed. Sulayman Dunyi (Egypt: Dar al-Ma‘arif 1961).

' See al-Ghazali, al-Mustasfa, vol. 1, pp. 341-342,

¥ See al-Ghazili, Mi‘raj al-Salikin in Majmiz‘ah Rasa'il, p. 59.

©* See al-Ghazall, al-lqtisid fi al-Itigad (Ankara: Nur Matbaasi 1962), p.86; Jawabir 4l.Qur'an, p. 30;
Mi‘r3) al-Salikin in Majmd ‘ah Rasd'il, pp. 59-60; Fayyal al-Tafriqah in Majmiz‘ab Rasi'il, pp.80-82;
Mishkat al-Anwir in Majmiz'ab Rasa’il, pp. 4-16; jam al-“Awim in Majma‘ah Rasa'il, pp- 42-46, 7072,
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two like a brave man is called lion.” The common element in the two is braveness so
the word lion is ascribed w a man. In other words majaz is a borrowed expression; a
word is borrowed to convey some other meaning due to certain similarity present in
the two words. Further he explains that the similarity might be in form of these words,
in their essential characteristics or due to nearness present in them."’

As already mentioned majaz is not limited w one particular expression rather it covers
2 vasiety; from its sub divisions are isti‘arah (metaphor), maglth (inversion), hadhf
(ellipsis), tikrar (repetition), ishzrih (allusion) and idiom."*

In English majaz is commonly translated as figurative expression, although its exact
translation is not easy, as the term and its meaning developed over a period of time.'*
Majiz is best understood when considered in relation t its opposite bagiqah which is
the apparent meaning of the vext. Majaz and haqgiqah dichotomy has been a debated
issue among scholars,'™® Among those who rejected majaz as a figurative expression
opposed to haqiqah were Zaharis, and a few scholars from Hanbali, and Maliki schools.
For them it is a lie in the Qur'an because any diversion from haqiqah t majaz means
inability of the author to express and God is above that."® Ibn Taimiyyah, too, rejected
the notion of majaz and haqiqah as diverse terms.'* According to him, they appeared

late in time, and majaz in figurative sense was not used by the Companions or by the

1% See ‘All bin Muhammad bin ‘Ali al-Jurjani, 4/ T2 ¥ifit wwrw.al-mostafa.com {accessed on 5/1/09), p.
109,

b7 Ibid.

Y8 See al-Ghazali, al-Mustagfa, vol. 1, pp. 341-342; al-Suytti, alJrgan, vol. 3, pp. 120-139; for a detailed
discussion see John Wansbrough, Quranic Studies, pp.227-246.

1% See Wolfhart Heinrichs, “On the Genesis of the hagiqa-majaz Dichotomy” in Studia Islamica, No.
59(1984), p-111.

0 See al-Suyu, al-figan, vol. 3, p. 120; al-Zarkashi, al-Burhan, vol. 2, p. 255.

1! See al-Suyiiti, af-figan, vol. 3, p. 120; al-Zarkashi, al-Burban, wol.2, p. 255; John Wansborough, Quranic
Studies, p.228.

* See Wolfhart Heinrichs, “On the Genesis of the hagiga-majiz Dichotomy”, pp. 115+117; Ibn
Taimiyyah, Kitzb al-Iman hup://wwwislimport.com/isp eBooks/tym/ (accessed on 15/5/10).
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scholars of early age.'® On the other side majority of the scholars accepted the presence

of figurative expressions in the Holy Qur'an which for them is the beauty of the

Qur’an and for linguists figurative expression is more profound and far reaching in

effect as compared 1o haqigah {literal) expression." Ibn Qutaybah (d. 276/889)

emphatically refuted the objections raised against majaz. In his opinion, if majaz is
invalid then it would be wrong to ascribe an act to inanimate objects whereas such |
examples are in abdundance in common usage and in the Holy Qur’an itself. Thus,

denial of the worth of majiz reflects ignorance of those who do s0.'®

Point of contention in this debate in Wolfhart Heinrich’s view is that variety of idioms

and majaz present in the Qur*an requires correct interpretation by ‘decoding’ them. In

the process of ‘decoding’ many factors play their role like jahili literature, poetry and so

forth, apart from it ra’y (personal opinion) and judgment cannot be avoided in selecting

certain opinion from a set of opinions." And as personal opinion and judgment was

not accepted by the above mentioned schools in interpretation of revelation therefore

presence of majaz as figurative expression was rejected by them. Al-Ghazali favoured

presence of majiz and outlined rules for its interpretation according to al-shar‘iah; still '
he was strongly criticized.

Apart from above another important feature of majiz in al-Ghazili’s thought is its
relation with ontology. Within those who accepted majiz two trends originated due w ;
difference in their worldviews and not due to linguistics as mentioned by Nasr Abu

Zayd (d. 2010). One view considers this world real and tries to understand the other

world in the light of this one, as stated by theologians ‘géyis al-shabid ‘alz al-gha’il’.

They are rationalists; majiz for them is a symbol for the other world. Other opinion is

' Ibid., pp. 115-116; In Wolfhart Heinrich’s opinion Ibn Taymiyyah provided a good historical survey
for the idea but his claim thar it was absent in the early period is 2 generalized statement, see “On the
Genesis of the hagiqa-majaz Dichotomy”, p. 118.

' See al-Suyduti, al-ftgan, vol. 3, p. 120; al-Zarkashi, al-Barban, vol.2, p. 255; al-Ghaz3li, al-Musiasfd, vol.
1, pp. 105-107.

1 See Ibn Quraibah, Ta'wil Mushkil al-Qur'an, (Cairo: 1954}, p. 99.
1% See Wolfhart Heinrichs, “On the Genesis of the haqiqa-majaz Dichotomy”, p. 129.
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of Ibn ‘Arabi’s school, they consider the other world real and this world is to be
understood in terms of the other. For them, this world is to be crossed or to go beyond
it, considering majiz from jaz, yajuz meaning to cross.'” Although al-Ghazali was from
the forerunners of Ibn ‘Arabi and considered the other world as the real and this one o
be approached in the light of the other but at the same time he also merged the kalami
or rationalist aspect in his thought. In fact his thought was a blend of diverging ideas
which gave him a unique place.

In summary it may be stated that language and its rules are indispensible for al-ta’wil. i
Interpretation is impossible unless the correct connotation of the texr is uncovered.
Limiting oneself to only one aspect, literal or non literal, and ignoring the other is
bound to produce undesirable results. For this reason we find al-Ghazali criticizing
literalists for being narrow and al-batiniyyah for overlooking the apparent meaning. In
al-ta’wil both aspects must be taken into consideration and must play their due role.

With this let us turn to the status and purpose of al-ta’wil in al-Ghazal?’s thought.

STATUS OF AL-TA'WIL

Faced with strong criticism al-Ghazali justified the status of al-ta’wil in the fourth

chapter of Adab Tilawah al-Qur’an and in the second chapter of Qawa'id al-‘Aqa’id of
Ihya’. In both places he answers a query raised by an unknown inquirer regarding
authenticity of al-ta’wil and cited proofs from the traditional sources and from reason
for that, These evidences show the richness of meanings present in the Qur'anic text
for that reason its interpretation cannot be restricted 1o literal meaning only. Some of
the evidences, as mentioned by him are like the Qur’an has al-zahir, al-baun, al-hadd
and al-matla‘,'® or that the prophets are ordered to communicate with people according

10 their ability to grasp.'® According to a narration of Abii al-Darda’ religion is not

7 See Nasr Abu Zayd, “Muraqabah ‘al-Majaz’: Man Yaqiduha? Wa lla Ayna?”® in Alif Journal of
Comparative Poetics, No. 12 {1992), p.51.

"3 See al-Ghazali, Ifrya’, vol.1, pp.119, 341,
169 Thid.
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comprehended fully unul and unless the Qur'an is explored from different
perspectives. It is also said that for each Qur’anic verse there are sixty thousand or
above meanings in it, or that if explanation of al-fatihah is carried it would require
seventy animals."” Thus, for al-Ghazali the Holy Qur’an is an unfathomable sea,
whosoever confines its meanings to the letter of the word is revealing his ignorance.
The Holy Qur’an is a book of God and it narrates about His essence, attributes and
acts. For al-Ghazali all forms of knowledge emerge from His essence, attributes and acts
and the book of Ged is an explanation of it. There are isharat {symbols) in the Holy
Qur’in for everything and those who penetrate in its meanings will gain knowledge
otherwise only apparent meanings or tafsir al-zzhir is not enough. To substantiate his
view al-Ghazali quoted Ibn “Abbis that the verse “He gives the wisdom w whomsoever
He will, and whoso is given the wisdom, has been given much good” {2:269) refers w
knowledge of the Holy Qur'n, or it is the ‘understanding’ given to Sulayman (peace
be upon him) and is mentioned before ‘hukm and knowledge’ in the verse “We made
Solomon to understand it, and unto each gave We judgment and knowledge” (21:79).
Holy Qur’an is the endless ocean of knowledge an idea elaborated in Jawahir al-Qur'an
as well, while talking about different sciences,

The principles of those sciences' which we have enumerated and of those which we
have not specified, are not out side of the Qur’an, and all of these sciences are drawn
out of one of the seas of knowledge of God {may He be exalted), i.e. the sea of
(knowledge of His) works....The Qur'an is (like) a sea which has no shore...V"

It comes in the Holy Qur’an “Say: If the sea were ink for the Words of my Lord, the sea
would be spent before the Words of my Lord are spent, though We brought
replenishment the like of it.” (18:109).

7 Thid. :

7' Muhammad Abul Quasem, The Jewels of the Qur'dn, (Kuala Lumpur: University of Malaya Press,
1977), p.46.
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Commenting on the narration of Ibn Mas‘ad that one who intends to acquire the
knowledge of the ancients and the moderns should ponder over the Qur’an, for al-
Ghazali ‘knowledge of the ancients and the moderns’ is what was known in the past
but is now lost or what will be known in the future all is present as symbols in this
book, whether physical sciences or philosophies all are present in potential form which
requires penetration in order to extract new meanings from it."”” To this fact prophet
Muhammad (peace be upon him) pointed, ‘read the Qur’an and seek to know its (deep)
strange meanings (by eliciting and understanding)’."

Furthermore, rationally it is out of question to deny personal opinion in interpretation,
as explanation of the Holy Qur’an from the prophet Muhammad {peace be upon him)
is less in vol;.xme as compared to what is narrated by Ibn ‘Abbas, Ibn Mas‘ud or others;
obviously it is based on their personal opinion. Secondly companions differed in their
explanations to the Holy Qur’an which reflects their effort in understanding. Thirdly
if al-ta>wil was revelation like the word of Qur’in then there was no need for the
prophet to pray for Ibn ‘Abbas. Fourthly deducing meanings from the Holy Qur’an
has been affirmed in the verse “those of them whose task is to investigate would have
known the matter.” (4:83) which is beyond simple hearing from the authority and
narrating it, it requires comprehension and use of reasoning.

From above it is clear that al-Ghazali refuted that there is only one outward exegesis of
the Holy Qur'an which has come down to us through tradition rather he stressed on a
wide range of understandings present in it."”* Moreover, he criticized who refused
personal opinion in understanding the Qur’an and stick to what is being narrated by

the tradition only considering it ignorance or lack of proper training and education.””

V72 See al-Ghazili, Jawabir al-Qur'an, pp. 26-28; al-Ghazili, /hya’ . Qausem, p. 88.

V3 Al-Ghazali, [hya’, ir. Quasem, p.88.

74 See al-Ghazali, Ihya’ vol.1, pp. 341-342.

7% See Muhammad Abul Quasem, The Recitation and Interpretation of the Qur'an al-Ghazili's theory

(Kuala Lumpur: University of Malaysia Press 1979}, p. 87; Nabih Amin Faris, The Foundations of the
Articles of the Faith (Lahore: Ashraf Printing Press 1999), p.35.
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At the same time it is not a free land that everybody is allowed to enter; only those

who fulfill its requirements should be allowed to interpret.

CHARACTERISTICS OF AN INTERPRETER

No doubt that al-Ghazali considers interpretation very crucial and important but at the
same time he is crystal clear that great care must be taken while interpreting the text.
He discusses in detail characteristics of an interpreter and whether it is a free land or a
restricted area. The characteristics of an interpreter in al-Ghazili’s thought are directly
linked with epistemology, which in turn is grounded in Sufism. He emphaticaily
maintains that only who are well versed in these areas qualify for interpretation while
others are prohibited to use this tool. There is no specific term used for them; they are
called ‘the selected few”’, ‘the elite’ or al-ulama’, al- Grifun, dbawi al-basd’ir, and so
forth. To know who are these ‘selected few’ we need to look at al-Ghazali's gradation of
people in their ability to understand. According to him there are different levels of

understanding present among people. There are ‘common people’, ‘the selected’ and

‘the selected few’."*

“The selected few’ are those who could clean their hearts from the worldly impuritaes,
polish and enlighten them by al-dbikr. Their thoughts are rightful and are true
followers of al-shari‘ah. After training and self discipline they receive nfr from the
lamp of prophecy and their hearts becomes mirror where knowledge is reflected from
above.” In other words their third or internal eye for “dlam al-malakit is opened
through the Qur’in and other revealed books."” To atrain this ability self discipline is

essential as mentioned in the verse “By the soul, and That which shaped it and inspired

it to lewdness and godfearing.” {91:7-8).

V¢ See al-Ghazill, Ujaim al-‘Awam, in Majm# ‘ab Rasa'il, p.43-50.
Y7 See al-Ghazili, Faysal al-Tafriqah, in Majmii ‘ab Rasa'il, p. 76.

18 See al-Ghazali, Mishkat al-Anwit, in Majmic'ah Rasa'il, p.8; al-Risalah al-Laduniyyah, in Majmia‘'ah
Ras?il, p. 62.
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And tasfiyah (completion) of the nafs in Margaret Smith’s translation is ‘making sound
of the soul and its return to its original disposttion’."”” This is accomplished through
three steps, firstly to gain greatest share from all branches of knowledge, secondly true
meditation and lastly al-tafakkur or reflection which opens the door to the ‘Invisible
World’." Through this door to the invisible world knowledge is gained. And in the
light of this knowledge the visible and sensual world is compared and interpreted. In
this way al-Ghazali makes relation of ‘visible’ and ‘invisible” worlds as foundational
element in al-ta’wil.

Coming back to ‘the selected few’ who can dive in the sea of knowledge, they are on
the verge of great danger and few will be saved, according to him, ‘among ten only one
might be saved’.’ Whereas the common populace is not allowed to indulge in such an
activity as they are unfit for it in his opinion.'” In commoners fall men of letters,
grammarians, al-muhadithfin, al-mufasirin, al-fugaha’, al-mutakalimiin or all those
scholars who are not well trained w dive in the sea of al-ma‘rifah,"™and are labeled to
be ‘wlama’ al-sii” or al-dunya,"™* whose hearts are involved in this world.

In Mjam al-‘awam the position of common populace in regard w al-mutashabihat and
its interpretation is made clear. As already said al-ta’wil is not allowed for them, they

must have firm faith in them and should not inquire as it is above their grasping. They

2 Margaret Smith, Al-Risilat AlLuduniyya by Aba Himid Muhammad al-Ghazili, Joursnal of the Royal
Asiatic Society, 3(July, 1938), pp. 372-373.

w0 [hid., p. 373.

#i See al-Ghazili, Mam al-‘Awim, in Majma'ah Rasd’il, p.50.

* See ibid., p. 49; al-Ghazili, Faysal al- Tafriqah, in Majmi 'zh Rasz’il, p. 85.

8 See al-Ghazall, ljam al-‘Awim, in Majmi‘ch Rasz’il, p 49. ALMa%ifab and Tlm are the two terms used
by al-Ghazali for knowledge. ‘flm is used more frequently with a detailed discussion on it in Jhy#’, it is
used in a wider sense as compared to al-ma'rifah. Apart from Ibya’ and other works babar al-ma'rifab is
expounded in Jawiahir al-Qur'an which is the Holy Qur'an itself as it talks about Allah, His Being and
His aczs. To ateain this knowledge a Sufi travels towards God with self purification and discipline till
Glamn almalakut is unveiled to him. AFMa'rifab comes through unveiling or al-kashaf and is more
authentic than all farms of #m which is gained by common ways of learning. See Thya, vol. 1, pp.15-98,
vol.3, pp.14-29, Jawihir al-Qur'an pp.8-20, al-Risalah al- Ladaniyyab.

% Sec al-Ghazali, fhya’ vol.1, pp. 73-79,
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must believe that it is known to Allah, His prophets, al-siddigitn and al-awlia"'® Faith
in unknown might be disturbing for them and in answer to it al-Ghazili maintains that
this knowledge is meant for intellectuals or scholars and not for common people, and
the understanding of common people as compared to scholars is similar to the
understanding of children in regard to adults. They must be treated in similar way as
adults treat children while making them understand some profound ideas, generally
they must be discouraged o ask such questions.™ Intellectual gradation of people was
discussed by Tkhwan al-$af2"™¥” and Sufis before al-Ghazali.'®® It was al-kbawass, al-
bukama’, and al-Grifan who could grasp the realities and deduce the meanings present
in symbols. Al-Ghazali followed Sufis more closely which is very clear in his writings
as compared to Ikhwan al-Safa’. Al-Ghazili being their contemporary must have been
aware of these tendencies, in fact his ideas were watered from different fountains but he
carefully picked the elements which marched with the true Islamic spirit.'® It becomes

clear from above that al-ta’wil for al-Ghazali was a restricted area and only ‘the selected

few’ were allowed enter it.

182 See al-Ghazali, Ljim al-‘Awam, in Majmiz'ah Ras’il, p. 42.

% Tbid., p. 45.

W See Rasa'il Tebwan al-$afa’ wa Khullan al-Wafz’ (Tehrin: Makrab al-‘Alim al-Islami Qum 1405 H),
vol. 2, al-Risilah al-Thaminah, pp. 342-344.

1% See al-Sird) al-Tasi, al-Lum ‘s, pp. 111-113, 147-152; Imam al-Qushairi, al-Riszlab al- Qusbairiyyah, vol 1,
p.266; Gerhard Bowering, The Mystical Vision of Existence in Classical Islam, pp. 232-234.

"% Puwad Ma‘stm traces the idea of al-zabir and 4l-batin and levels of people in their understanding of al-
barin in the thought of al-Ghaz3li and Ibn ‘Acabi to Jkhwin al-safd’. Bur in faci the similarities discussed
by him are apparent and cannot be taken seriously as al-Ghazali or Ibn ‘Arabi and Tkhwan al-safa’ follow

different lines of thought. See Fuwad Ma'siim, fkbwan al-$afi:’ Falsafatubum wa ghayatubum (Damascus:
Dir al-Mada publishing company Damascus 1998), pp. 156-169.
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MEANING AND PRINCIPLES OF DEMYTHOLOGIZATION




THE TERM DEMYTHOLOGIZATION

Bultmann proposed and coined the term *demythologization’ for interpretation. The
word is a combination of “de’ and ‘mythologization’. The prefix ‘de’ means uncovering,
or removal; explaining it Macquarrie mentioned that ‘de’ in the term simply means
‘removal’ or “elimination’ of mythology, a similar phrase might be decarbonization for
removal of carbon from anything.' The background of this term as pointed by Roger
Johnson is that demythologization was initially used by Hans Jonas, a student of
Bultmann, in German as Entmythologisierung which was translated as demythologizing
in 1930.? Bultmann borrowed the term and gave it a philosophical connotation and
with it coined the term,

This project was first proposed in a lecture in 1941 by Bultmann which was published
as New Testament and Mythology. It was provocative and stirred the theological circles
either in form of debates or in form of disciplinary actions taken by the church against
those who drew on Bultmann’s theology in their preaching; in both cases this no doubt
shows the strength of his proposal.’ It is not out of place to mention here that
Bultmann was not the first one to raise the problem of mythology in Christian
doctrines as there were others before him particularly liberal theologians who proposed
elimination of mythology from Christianity. But the provocative issue in his thought
was reliance on existentialism in the interpretation of myth.

Coming back to the term demythologization and its meaning in Bultmann'’s thoughr,
we find that for him, “de-mythologizing is an hermeneutic method, that is, 2 method
of interpretation, of exegesis. ‘Hermeneutics’ means the art of exegesis.” It is clear

from the definition that for Bultmann demythologization is hermeneutics or

' See John Macquarrie, The Scope of Demythologizing Bultmann and his Critics (New York: Harper &
Row 1960), pp. 11-12.

? See Roger Johnson, Rudolf Bultmann Interpreting faith for the modern era (London: Collins 1987), p.
334.

* Ibid., pp. 39-40.
' Rudolf Bultmann, fesus Christ and Mythology (New Yorle: Charles Seribner's Sons 1958), p. 45.
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interpretation of mythology and not its elimination. He has not followed the literal
meaning of de that is elimination rather has given it his own meaning i.e,
‘interpretation’. Whether Bulimann was faithful to his word or not, this can only be
answered at the end of this study but at the outset it may be noted that his project in
the end does lead to discard some of the basic dogmas of Christianity as will be clear
from the following discussion. For this reason Heinrich Fries while commenting on the
term demythologizing in Bultmann’s thought considers it a ‘false’ term as it does
match with Bultmann’s project. According to Fries in demythologizing ‘elimination is
definitely contained in it’, moreover ‘elimination and interpretation of the myth
certainly exclude each other’.* No doubt the criticism of elimination cannot be ignored
though Bultmann tried hard to focus on interpretation and not on elimination. For
Fries the reason which led Bultmann to retain the term is that his interpretation in the
end does ‘lead to the elimination of the previous understanding”.® Bultmann denies all
such altegations but the fact remains that elimination is definitely contained in it as

stated by Fries, Now let us take the second component of the term that is ‘myth’ and

its relation with interpretation.

MYTH AND DEMYTHOLOGIZATION

When someone takes a copy of the New Testament, in the modern age, and reads it
some strangeness is certainly felt. On the one side it talks abourt universal realities such
as meaning of life, death, human suffering, love, hope and so forth but at the same time
its concepts, ideas and terminology are strange. It seems that the world of the author is
different from our world. This strangeness or gap between us and the authors,
according to Bultmann, ts because the authors belong to another world, different from
ours. The stories of the New Testament are odd because they present a different

worldview as compared to that of the modern age. The worldview of the New

$ Heinrich Fries, Bultmann-Barth and Catholic Theology ed. Henry J. Koren, tr. Leonard Swidler

{Pitisburgh: Duquesne University Press, Duquesne Studies Theological Series # 8, 1967), p. 33.
*Ihid,
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Testament reflects a primitive and mythological understanding of the world which
stands in a sharp contrast to the cosmology of the present age. To make it acceptable to
the modern man one of the options, as taken by Bulimann in demythologization, is o
interpret it according to modern notions. Thus the main concern of Bultmann in
demythologization is ‘interpretation’ or ‘hermeneutics’ and not the concept of
mythology as he himself stated so, ‘I do not reckon the question about the concept of
‘myth’ among the most important’,’ neither he considered ‘myth’ a sausfactory term.?
Although myth is not the important issue for Bultmann still he provides a general
understanding as it is the underlying concept in his interpretation. ‘Myth, for him, is
the report of an occurrence or an event in which supernatural, superhuman forces or
persons are at work’,” elsewhere he defined as, ‘myth is here used in the sense
popularized by the ‘History of Religions School’.” Mythology is the use of imagery to
express the other worldly in terms of this world and the divine in terms of human life,
the other side in terms of this side. For instance, divine transcendence is expressed as
spatial distance’." Consequently, myth for him is a specific manner of thinking where
some phenomenon is referred to supernatural in opposition to nature, or to divine
powers and not human powers. Another important element of mythical thinking is

that it is, ‘objectifying as scientific thinking, for instance, when the former represents

’R. Bultmann, “On the Problem of Demythologizing” in New Testament and Mythology and Other Basic
Whitings, ed. & tr. Schubert M, Ogden (Philadelphia: Fortress Press 1984), p. 95.

* See R. Bultmann, fesus Christ and Mythology, p.18.

’R. Bultmana, “On the Problem of Demythelogizing” in New Testament and Mythology, p. 95.

10 “Myth® in English language is derived from Greek mythos which means fable or made up story. This
understanding of ‘unseal or made up’ story was common in Eaglish language dlk 19 century. Since 15
century though the earlier meaning of the tevm ‘myth' as fabulous and untsustworthy persisted but with
it new inrellectual approaches appeared. Thus, defining myth as “disease of language’ by Max Muller
where confusion of names led 1o personification, or 25 ‘to an animistic stage of human culture’ by Lang,
or ‘10 specific rituals which the myth gave access 10’ by Frazer and Harrison. With the development of
anthropology a more positive understanding appeared where myth is considered to be a truer (deeper)
version of reality than secular history, or realistic description or sciemtific explanation. See Raymond
Williams, Keywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and Society (New York: Oxford University Press 1983),
revised edition, pp. 210-212,

"'R. Bulunann, New Testament and Mythology in Kerygmma and Myth: A Theological Debate, ed. Hans
Werner Bartsch, tr. R. H. Fuller (New York & Evanston: Harper Torchbooks 1961}, vol.1, p. 10.
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the transcendence of God in terms of remoteness in space, or when 1t personifies the
power of evil as Satan’." Thus, myth functions in a way that it talks about the ‘other
worldly” or ‘divine’ in terms of ‘this worldly’, man talks abour transcendence in terms
of his self experience or brings in what is non-temporal to temporal category, as
Bultmann puts it, ‘the idea of transcendence of God is imagined by means of the
category of time’," here Bultmann has followed the tradition of Kant that
understanding takes place within the subject-object relation.

While discussing the mythical picture of the New Testament, Bultmann refers to its
various stories where the divine intervenes directly in the world and miraculous
happenings take place or it provides information which contradicts the scientific
information. For example the three storey structure of the world where earth is the
middle, heaven above and hell below, or sickness and disease is caused by demons and
Satan, or the picture of Jesus as a Son of God who appeared on earth as man, and his
death on the cross as a sinner atones the sins of men and his resurrection brings in a
cosmic change and annihilates the death which was brought by Adam, after that he
arises 10 skies and sits at the right hand of his Father." These and many such stories are
mythical and legendary in nature and are presenting 2 primitive mind set which is
different from the modern one. Pictures of mythical worldview are stumbling blocks;
confronted with this issue Bultmann raises the question that is it possible for the
modern man to accept the primitive worldview? For him it is simply impossible, but at
the same time he does not take the option of their elimination as was done in the
nineteenth century by liberal theologians. Instead he proposed to discard the mythical
clothing and to retrieve the deeper meaning concealed under mythology. The

procedure through which the mythical elements are put aside and the original meaning

?R. Bultmann, “The Case for Demythologizing” in Kerygma and Myth: A Theological Debate ed. Hans
Werner Bartsch, ir, R. H. Fuller (London: 8, B.C. K 1962), vol. 2, p. 185.

% R. Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, p.22.

" See R. Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology: The Problem of Demythologizing the New
Testament” in New Tstament and Mythology, pp. 1-2; R. Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, pp. 12-15.
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is retained is the interpretation of the New Testament which he termed as
demythologizing."

Apart from above, Bultmann’s objection on mythical thinking 1s that it contradicts the
modern understanding of the world and human self. In mythical or primitive
perception of the world people believed in supernaturai powers and their interference
in the world. These supernatural powers could change the normal phenomenon of
cause and effect, they were considered to be more powerful and man depended on
them; similarly natural occurrences like eclipse of sun and moon t0o were from gods.
Thus, for primitive man the world was not regulated by natural cause and effect
phenomenon but was open for interference of gods as well. On the other hand for the
modern man the world is a ‘closed’ system which works in accordance with the natural
cause and effect phenomena without any intervention from outside.'® To accept
mythical picture of the New Testament demands, “that we shall make a sacrifice of
understanding’.” Man has advanced greatly in the scientific knowledge and o bring
him back to believe in mythical narratives of the New Testament would mean to accept
a particular view in religion and denying it in everyday life, which Bultmann calls as ‘a
curious form of schizophrenia and insincerity’." For him it is impossible to believe in
electric light and W.ifClCSS and at the same time to have fzith in spints and miracles of
the New Testament. Besides, there is difference in self understanding of man in
primitive and modern age; for Bultmann today man considers himself to be solely
responsible for his own self, his thinking, or feeling is not dependent on superhuman
powers.”” To deny his self-understanding for a primitive worldview is impossible,

therefore Bultmann opted 1 demythologize ir.

13 See R. Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, pp. 17-18.

' See R. Bultmang, On the Problem of Demythologizing in New Tstament and Mythology, pp. 96-97.
Y R. Bulumann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. 17.

" R. Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology” in Kerygma and Myth, vol. 1, p.4.
¥ Ibid., p. 6.
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Related to the above difference in understanding of people is that although both
worldviews are representing certdin kind of knowledge but both stand poles apart in
their perception of the world. Bultmann acknowledges that mythology is a ‘primitive
science insofar as it 15 an inquiring kind of thinking that reckons with cause and
effect’ . What is meant here is that Bultmann equates mythology and science because
both have a similar quality 1.e. understanding human existence, although both take
different routes for that and express differently. Moreover, mythological expression is
primitive, in it man is subordinate to supernatural powers and his life is ‘full of enigmas
and mysteries’.*! For Bultmann such expressions are inadequate as it talks about
transcendent in worldly terms and bounds it within the limitations of time and space,
in his words myth give, ‘to the transcendent reality an immanent, this-worldly
objectivity. Myths give worldly objectivity to that which is unworldly’.* Now
demythologizing is the way to uncover the correct sense hidden under mythology.

It is evident from above that Bultmann rejected the stories of the New Testament as
they present a cosmology which contradicts the modern one. Moreover, for him,
cosmology is interconnected with the beliefs given therein. As man of today cannot
accept the primitive cosmology so he automatically rejects the beliefs as well. It seems
that for Bultmann mythical stories of the New Testament exist because primitive man
thought 1n those categories and not because they in reality took place therefore he
labels it as primitive man’s thinking which can be interpreted in the light of modern
thinking. ‘This in fact is a serious blow 1o Christian faith, whether Bultmann intended
it or not but he negated the truth of the beliefs. If the beliefs were just the product of 2
particular age and were written down because the authors in that age thought in those
categories means that the beliefs have no reality of their own. Further, Bultmann here

is taking the modern notions and through them is reading the text, which itself is

® See R. Bulimann, On the Problem of Demythologizing in New Tstament and Mythology, p. 98.
 Thid.

 Rudolf Bultmann, Jesws Christ and Mythology, p. 19.
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questionable. Due to such serious flaws in his thought many objections were raised by
his critics, considering here only the concept of myth he has been charged of ambiguity
in it.” Schubert M. Ogden summarized some of these objections that his
understanding of myth is not homogeneous; it is 2 combination of various thoughts,
secondly there is confusion and narrowness and it does not match well with his
explanation of mythical picture of the Nlew Testament. Three storeyed world picture is
primitive science or primitive worldview, it is a description of this world as it was
imagined in primitive times therefore it is not according to Bultmann’s understanding
of myth description of the divine in terms of this world.* Commenting on these
allegations Schubert Ogden considers them invalid, for they have charged him on issues
which he himself has denied. Firstly, narrowness of his definition is not justified as
Bultmann himself opted for it and clarified that he will follow the *specific’ meaning.
As for the distinction made between primitive science and primitive worldview
Schubert considers it an imposition on Bultmann’s thought, for he does not make this
distinction.” For him, as quoted by Schubert, ‘there have occasionally been
protestations against my designation of the three-storey world picture does not in itself
have to be mythical. Nevertheless, it actually is so insofar as it 1s encountered in the
realm of mythical thinking, For both the upper and the lower stories are thought of as
‘numinous’ spheres, that is, as realms of a transcendence reality of either a divine or a
demonic character. Thus it is not permissible to distinguish between myth and world-

picture...”.”® This makes it evident that Bultmann himself is not making the distinction

% See for example, Friedrich K. Schumann, “Can the Event of Jesus Christ be Demythologized?” in
Kerygma and Myth, vol. 1, pp. 175-190; Karl Jaspers, Myth and Religion in Kerygma and Myth, vol.2, pp.
144-147; and Schubert M. Ogden mentioned in Christ Withont Myth, (Dallas: Second Southern
Methodist Press 1961}, p.31, footnote 24, few essays like 1. Malevez, The Christian Massage and Myth, cr.
Olive Wyor (London: SCM Press 1958), pp. 68; Giovanni Mieggs, Gospel and Myth in the Theology Of
Rudolf Buitmann, tr. Stephen Neil, Richmond (John Knox Press 1960), p. 91; Ian Henderson, Myth in the
New Testament (London: SCM Press 1952), p. 46.

 See Schubert M. Ogden, Christ Without Myth, pp. 28-29.

B Ibid, pp. 29-30.

* Ibid,, p. 30,
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and it is the general understanding of mythical thought to which he is referring in
primitive cosmology, this justifies Schubert to consider these accusations invalid.
Though Schubert is right in his claim that Bultmann adopted a general understanding
of myth, but it must be noted, as said above, that Bultmann developed his thesis on the
basis of dialectical conflict between ‘mythical’ and ‘scientific’, where he considers the
former untrue and the later true and makes it the foundation on which to judge the
“mythical’. To take the modern notions and to judge the pre-modern thought in its
categories raises objections to Bultmann’s understanding, before thac it would be

appropriate to know his view on the dialect of myth and science.

MYTH AND SCIENCE

The above discussion is based on the conflict present in primitive and modern
worldviews, for Bultmann the primitive worldview is mythological and unscientific
and so it stands in opposition to modern scientific one. Difference in the two views 1s
that in the primitive one this world is open to the other world where man and god
easily interact; on the other hand the scientific view rejects it and considers the world
as a closed continuum where all the occurrences are the result of cause and effect only.
Accepting cause and effect process in nature automatically denies Christ events and the
place of Bible as a special revelation, thus, they become stumbling blocks for the
modern man. Here Bultmann adopts the scientific view as the modern man is situated
in it. But does making it valid means that the Biblical view 1s worthless, Bultmann in
fact does not deny the truth present in the New Testament. It must be rediscovered but
at the same time it is not a good reason to adopt Biblical view in the modern age.”
Relevance of scientific view for him arises due to the situarion of modern man,

‘the only relevant question for the theologian is the basic assumption on which the
adoption of a biological as of every other Weltanschauung (world view) rests, and that

assumption is the view of the world which has been moulded by modern science and

7 See Rudolf Bultmana, “New Testament and Mythology” in Kerygma and Myth, vol.1, p. 3.
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the modern conception of human nature as a self-subsistent unity immune from the
interference of supernatural powers’

Thus the world picture formed by modern natural science and self understanding of
modern man as part of closed unity are two binding factors for the modern man to
have the scientific view.

Considering the functioning of science and myth, it can be observed that there is some
similarity in the two. Both are giving an explanation for the cause behind an effect,
science remains within the natural world and looks for the natural cause where as myth
refers © supernatural elements as its cause, furthermore in their search for cause
science, according to Bultmann, looks for the origin of the things like Greeks,” on the
other hand mythical thinking refers it to supernatural cause.” Due to these differences
modern man cannot return to mythical thinking, to accept the mythical view as true
would be ‘both senseless and impossible’.”! Besides, scientific method is accurate as
compared to mythical so modern man cannot return to mythology.”

It may be noted from above that for Bultmann scientific world and its understanding is
the parameter to judge the things, with that he is imposing one culture and its values
on the other, to explore Bultmann’s ideas on it we will return to it Jater,

Another difference in the two is linked with ‘self-understanding of modern man’. In
Bultmann’s opinion modern man considers himself to be ‘essentially a unity’, who is
responsible of his own feeling, thinking and will and does not ascribes them to strange

powers and strives for self-mastery by organizing himself on rational basis.” Thus for

*Ibid., p. 7.

* See Rudolf Bulumann, Faith in God the Creacor in Existence and Faith, ed. & tr. Schubert M., Odgen
(London & Glasgow: Collins 1960), pp. 211-212, here Bultmann refers to St Paul and his explanation of
the idea of Son of God. For St. Paul the problem was the origin of the world, 1o explain that he

borrowed from Greeks the concept of mediator between God and the world and applied it on the Sen of
God.

* See Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. 15.

" Rudolf Bultmann, New Testament and Mythology in Kerygma and Myth, vol. 1, p. 3.
* See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology as Science in New Tstament and Mythology, p.47.

» Rudolf Bulimana, New Testament and Mythology in Kerygma and Myth, vol. 1, p. 6.
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him the ‘sacraments’ of the New Testament are ‘utterly strange and incomprehensible’.
Idea of death as ‘the punishment of sin’ is unintelligible, for modern man ‘deathis a
necessary process of nature’, likewise death of Christ for atonement is an irrational
faith.** In summary it may be said that the modern man’s self-understanding with his
rational and scientific approach gave him a distinct identification which turned the
mythical worldview impossible for him. Whereas the New Testament narratives are
unscientific and irrational, and the *mythical view of the world is obsolete’ thus it is a
dilemma for the modern man, in what way is it related to him, or ‘how it could effect
his own life’* Faced with this situation theology must respond which for Bultmann
arises out of necessity, so theologian must come with a solution for the modern man, as
he puts ir,
‘we are therefore bound to ask whether, when we preach the Gospel to-day, we expect
our converts to accept not only the Gospel message, but also the mythical view of the
world in which it is set. If not, does the New Testament embody 2 truth which is
quite independent of its mythical setting? If it does, theology must undertake che task
of stripping the Kerygma from its mythical framework, of ‘demythologizing’ it.*
And the task for a theologian is to differentiate between the message and myth of the
New Testament. It is the message or the Kerygma which must be restored and not the
mythical picture of the New Testament by demythologizing, In differentiating between
the message and the myth Bultmann is of the opinion that a sharp line must be drawn
between them, whatever is mythical is to be put aside, it is not the matter of selection
or subtraction of few items as he says, ‘we cannot save the Kerygma by selecting some
of its features and subtracting others, and thus reduce the amount of mythology in it’

because for him, ‘if we accept one idea, we must accept everything’ and, ‘it is just this

M Ibid., p. 67,
* 1bid., p. 8.
* bid., p.3.
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one idea which we cannot accept’.” By eliminating myth from the New Testament
Bultmann’s demythologizing in fact led to rejection of traditional Christianity or its
concept of salvation history, due to this rejection he faced strong criticism. On the
other side Bultmann’s stance 1s crystal clear for him theologian with all seriousness has
to differentiate between the message and the myth because ‘it is the duty they owe to
themselves, to the Church they serve, and to those whom they seek to win for the
church’® The aim behind this task is the modern man for Bultmann, what the
modern man accepts is correct and accordingly the New Testament must be
approached and interpreted, as he says, ‘they’, theologians ‘must make it quite clear
what their hearers are expected to accept and what they are not’ ¥’ Thus, it is clear from
what has been stated that the cause behind demythologizing is the conflict berween the
scientific and the mythical worldview. To resolve it Bultmann picked modern values as
the standard of truth and the requirements of the modern man as the task of modern
theology. Here as science is the criterion of truth it needs to be considered whether it
was arbitrary choice for Bultmann or he accepted science out of necessity, to know that
we need 1o look in the notion of ‘science’ in his thought.

For Bultmann as mentioned above scientific methodology is most accurate as it is
disinterested in results and seeks the reality of the thing objectively.® Thus, scientific
perception is the true understanding. It is perfect and rational as it excluded the
supernatural causes in its explanation of the world and related every effect with clear
proofs to its cause, so giving in clear terms explanation of the unknown phenomena in

terms of the known." Therefore for him science is the *truth’. Although Bultmann was

7 Ibid., p.9.

¥ 1bid., p- 2.

Y Thid. _

1 See Rudolf Butlmann, Theology as science in New Testament and Mythology, p. 47.

* Modern science differs from the pre-modern age in its understanding related 1o unknown, invisible or
unobservable causes of the natural phenomena, In the pre-modern age invisible and unobservable causes
were as much a fact as visible and known causes therefore the realm of God or gods was a reality and an
accepted fact, and so thetr intervention in the world was not questioned but it is with the modern
science that a shift appeared, as modern science accepts true only what is visible and known. Starting
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well aware of the objections which considered science a ‘myth’ of modern man, for him
all such allegations were pointless, *one may call it an ‘ideology” a “fiction’ or
something else if one prefers to do so. But the important thing is the difference present
in mythical and scientific thinking, with clarity and accuracy of its method.” From
this it becomes evident that for Bultmann science and myth are two poles, and
acceptance of one means simply to reject the other. Today mythical thinking is
ouidared and modern man is living in different circumstances from the primitive age so
according to the requirements of modern age science is the only option. It may be
deduced from above that modern man was attracted towards science due to its feature
of rationality, and Bultmann being a child of modernity preferred science on this
common vision. Rationality and accuracy of science in reality is the outcome of
enlightenment where the values of “truth’ and ‘reality” were seversed and were confined
to observable facts only. Moreover, modern science and its methodology run o
primitive worldview. Therefore, opting common vision of science and to evaluate
Christian faith in its light reflects serious flaws in Bultmann’s demythologizing.

There are many objections raised on the ‘scientific view” in Bultmann’s thought,
according to Karl Jaspers there are structural problems in it, for Bultmann ‘science’
either is a way of thinking or it is ‘science proper” which appeared in late middle ages,
in both cases there are problems in his perception. When science is taken as common
mode of thought than it is not a characteristic of modern age only rather it is common
10 every age or it is a identical element which characterize ‘man’ as such, that the
absurd thinking is always absurd and so resurrection was as impossible to the
contemporaries of Jesus as it is to modern man.® And if it is taken in its second

meaning, which appeared in late middle ages here too Bultmann misundersiood it. In

from the Rene Descartes and Roger Bacon and coming down to nineteenth century and after wards that
only visible and known became ‘real” and unknown was considered “unreal’, and due 1o it the realm of
God and the intervention of supernatural powers became unreal even in the religious thought.

* See Rudolf Buitmaan, On the Problem of Demythologizing in New Testament and Mythology, p. 124.
** See Kart Jaspers and Rudolf Bultmann, Myth and Christianity: An inguiry into the Possibity of Religion
Without Myeh ts. Norbert Guterman (New York: Noonday Press 1969), Seventh Printing, p. 5.
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commeon usage science provides a comprehensive worldview to man about himself and
the universe around him. But this is a false conception according to Jaspers, science of
enlightenment age is misunderstood by many, and ‘Bultmann, a serious historian, is
apparently one of them who are unfamiliar with its principles’, as ‘a crucial feature of
modern science is that it does not provide a total worldview, because it recognizes that
this is impossible’.* Science for the first ume in human history showed its limitations
to humnanity and made it clear that it cannot explore ‘being’ as a whole but could
investigate only objects in the world. Whereas Bultmann like a layman takes ‘scientific
world view” as a comprehensive view.*

In the above criticism the first thesis that science is a mode of thinking inherent in man
on the whole and based on it he considered that resurrection was absurd in early period
as it is today, here Jaspers has in fact adopted the modern understanding that
resurrection was absurd before as it is now. No doubt that ‘absurd’ is always absurd but
what exactly is absurd, its definition may vary with time, As for his second thesis it is
true that Bultmann followed a common meaning as he mentioned in his reply to
Jaspers, ‘my attempt to demythologize begins, true enough, by clearing away the false
stumbling-blocks created for modern man by the fact that his world view is determined
by science’.* So it is common understanding but his purpose was to make faith
understandable for the modern man. Furthermore adoption of a worldview is not by
choice rather it is determined for all by birth in Bultmann’s opinion.¥ Even if
Bultmann adopted the common view out of necessity still the problem persists, as
scientific view believes in a closed world where miracle or intervention of supernatural
is impossible, and the mythical view accepts it. Faced with this problem Bultmann opts
to interpret it. Furthermore, scientific facts are not fixed facts. Scientific discoveries are

ongoing process where its results are liable to change, and to take its results as the

“Ibid., p. 6.
* Ibid.

* Rudolf Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology” in Kerygma and Myth, vol. 2, p. 183,
# Rudolf Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology” in Kerygra and Myth, vol. 1, p. 3.
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premises for demythologizing weakens the whole procedure, because if scientific results
changes in future it will bring Bultmana’s interpretation on the ground. Therefore
Jaspers argument of weak theses cannot be ignored.

Bultmann's stance of accepting scientific view as correct and consequently rejecting all
unnatural occurances and considering them impossible shows his unawareness of
scientific discoverires in the world of physics. Faith of closed functioning of world in
terms of cause and effect were shaken after modern physics and interestingly these
discoveries are near to the understanding of al-Ghazili as for him effect is not the
natural outcome of a cause.*

Coming back to Bultmann’s adoption of the scientific view out of necessity, is
problematic because the worldview in which man lives does not necessarily implies its
adoption, it can be altered as admitted by him.” Another setback in Bultmann’s
thought is that he adopted it as a correct worldview though out of necessity, whereas w0
qualify a view as ‘true’ because it is the prevailing thought does not justify its truth.
People might have certain views and it is equally possible that they are wrong, so in
that case the argument of ‘necessity’ cannot be justified.

One of the reasons of adopting modern werldview is perhaps the general notion of
superiority of modern thought over the primitive. It has been taken for granted, under
the influence of evolutionary thought but there are voices who gave it a serious thought
and labeled it a intellectual or ‘culeural fashion’ of the modern west.

It may be observed from above that though science versus myth is one of the vital
elerments in demythologizing the New Testament but Bultmann to a great extent

followed the common version of science which weakens his interpretation.

* See Umit Yoksuloglu Devji, *Al-Ghazali and Quantum Physics: A Comparative Analysisof the
Seventeenth Discussion of Tabifit al-Faldsifi and Quantum Theory’ (M. A. Thesis}, Montseal: McGill
University.

¥ Rudolf Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythelogy” in Kerygimna and Mysh, vol. 1, p. 3.

% See Mircea Eliade, *Cultural Fashions and the History of Religions” in The History of Religions: Essays

on the Problem of Understanding, ed. Joseph M. Kitagawa, Mircea Eliade and Charles H. Long (Chicago
& London: The University of Chicago Press 1974}, p. 23.
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To what extent Bultmann’s demythologizing was able to fulfill the requirements of
modern theology is a question to which we will return later, but it must be noted that
the debate provoked by his ideas reflects the need for revival in modern theology and
demythologizing is one of the efforts in this regard. As demythologizing is the method

of interpretation 50 now we turn to interpretation or hermeneutics in his thought.

THE CONCEPT OF INTERPRETATION

In interpretation of the text the components of text, reading and meaning are
important. The ‘reading’ is the role played by interpreter; he acts as the middle man
between the text and the meaning, his function is important as he has to uaderstand
the text and to give it a proper meaning, The focus of the twentieth century theology
was more on the meaning, and not on the text, more importantly the meaning for the
modern man. One of the reasons might be that due to the rational and scientific
onslaughts of the pervious age, in twentieth century theology was primarily concerned
with the meaning of Christianity, the task in front of theologians was o expound and
clarify the meaning of Christtanity and 1o make it relevant and intelligible for the
present age, Bultmann too faced the challenge and felt the need to interpret
Christianity to make it acceptable for the modern age. For that he proposed thata
proper methodology must be followed in interpretation, so that the text may be
approached with right questions and to interpret in the light of existential philosophy.
In interpretation of a text particularly in case of ancient text like the New Testament
which is separated from the modern reader by centuries, there are many difficulties
involved in its understanding, from that is how to bridge the historical gap and is it
possible in the first place to reach the intention of the author or not and so forth. In
face of various difficulties involved in iutcrpretétion, no doubt that Bultmann’s
hermeneutics reflects his deep insight in the problem and his concern for the
requirements of the modern man. In his hermeneutics he was influenced by Wilhelm

Dilthey, Schleiermacher and Kantian philosophy.
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In defining hermeneutics Bultmann followed Dilthey that it is “art of understanding
expressions of life fixed in writing,” which draws attention to itself ‘during a great
historical movement.” Or as qu(;tcd by $ M Odgen hermeneutics is, ‘the science of the
understanding of history in general’.” Thus hermeneutics is the art/science™ of
interpretation a historical document, but in the pracess of interpretation Bultmann’s
concern was whether such a knowledge possible, or in other words how w reach at
valid objective understanding of history, and whart are the condinons under which it
can be attained, as expressed by Bultmann, ‘how can one individual come to an
objective, generally valid understanding of another individual’s expression of life as
given through senses? Thus, it is the question of the possibility of achieving objectavity
in understaﬁding unique historical existence of the past.”* So for Bultmann the task of
interpretation is to achieve objectivity in understanding the historical documents.
Commenting on objective understanding in Bultmann’s thought Macquarrie explained
it that for Bultmann it is possible by reaching the intention of the author in his writing
and by approaching the text with correct questions. Incorrect questions can lead w0
wrong interpretation, for example dealing the literary text as it is a book of scientific
facts or the vice versa will lead to incorrect interpretation therefore correct questioning
can only lead to objective understanding.*

Bultmann was not the first one to search for objectivity in understanding, before him
there is history about the search, which he also outlined in his book New Testament and
Mythology, according to him there were rules formulated since Aristotle to arrive at
objectivity in understanding. For Aristotle it was the structure and the style to which
Alexandrians added the grammatical knowledge and peculiar usage of the individual

author, and the latter aspect was expanded further in enlightenment age and it was the

* Rudolf Bultmann, The Problem of Hermeneutics in New Bstament and Mythology, p. 68.
% Schuberc M. Ogden, Christ Without Myth, p. 50.

% Hermeneutics is a science or art is an unsettled issue among scholars, but the preferred usage is that it
is science and art both.

* Rudolf Bultmann, The Problem of Hermeneutics in New Testament and Mythology, p. 68.
* See John Macquarrie, The Scope of Demythologizing Bultmann and bis Critics, p. 39.

149




philological and historical methods which were used. But these hermeneutic rules lost
their worth with new understanding given by Schleiermacher which is a composition
of grammatical and psychological aspects,® in its interpretation not the ‘outer form’ i.e.
the grammatical rules but ‘inner form’ or the subjective and the intuitive aspect o is
given equal importance.” For Schleiermacher in interpretation there must be a
relationship between the interpreter and the author in the sense that they both ‘do not
stand over against one another as two incomparable facts’ but come very close to each
other, the interpreter must try to penetrate in the thoughts of the author to bring w0
light his intentions.* In Bultmann’s view hermeneutical rules of Schleiermacher are
not valid for all categories of texts due to their one sidedness; after rejecting
Schleiermacher’s principles he presented his own understanding which he termed as
‘pre-supposition” or ‘pre-understanding’, for him it is the guiding principle and
conception present in the mind of interpreter even though he might be unaware of it.”
Any interpretation without pre-supposition is impossible for Bultmann, because every
interpreter must be guided by his ‘individuality’ i.e, his habits or weakness or so
forth,” or by his conceptual background.® To make it clear Bultmann gave few
examples o show how pre-suppositions influence the interpreter, one of it is the
interpretation of thé word ‘spirit’ in the New Testament which passed through a
change in meaning due to different suppositions working in different historical phases.
During nineteenth century due to humanistic philosophy it was interpreted as power
of reason but later under psychological conceptions it was meant to be a divine power

which causes marvelous psychological phenomena like prophecy.®

* See above page no. 83,

¥ See Rudolf Bultmang, The Problem of Hermeneutics in New Testament and Mythology, pp. 70-71.
# 1bid., p. 72.

¥ See Rudolf Bultmann, Jesis Christ and Mythology, p. 46.

@ Sec Rudolf Bultmann, Is Exegesis Without Presuppositions Possible? in Existence and Faith, pp. 343-
J44.

& Sce Rudolf Bultmann, Jesws Christ and Mythology, p. 48.
“ Thid., pp. 46-47,
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In pre-suppositions Bultmann differentiates between valid and invalid ones, the pre-
understanding related to method is the required and valid pre-supposition whereas the
one related to result is invalid pre-supposition. The latter means that pre-understanding
dominates the result so the exegete presupposes the result of interpretation; here
prejudice on the part of interpreter is involved which ‘the exegete aught to eliminate by
educating himself'.** The former that is the one related o method is the required one, it
1s the way of putting correct kind of questioning to the text, these questions may vary
according to the conceptual background of the interpreter, as in the example above the
word ‘spirit’ is interpreted differently due to humanistic or psychological background
of the interpreter.* No doubt that the pre-supposition which will dominate the result
of interpretation cannot be an objective study which is the aim set by Bultmann but
pre-supposition of method also raises serious questions. Here as explained by Bultmann
the reading of the text would be guided by certain questions which in turn depend on
the interpreter, if he is interested in psychological phenomena he will look in the text
accordingly and if he is interested in poetry or anything else, so his questioning and

interpretation will be according to that. Here too the interest of the interpreter will

dominate his way of questioning the text which will in turn lead to certain fixed results

and will falsify the claim of objectivity of Bultmann. Perhaps the pre-supposition of
result or of method they both fall in the same category, by determining from the very
beginning the direction or approach of study which undoubtedly lead to pre-
conditioned interpretation. There is no doubt that the pre-suppositions of the
interpreter do play a role in understanding and interpretation of the text but for the
objective interpfetation a balance is needed between the text and the interpreter, which
in modern hermeneutics has not been given its due place. In interpretation, as stated
above, text, interpreter and meaning are three important components, Most important

principle of Bultmann’s thought in interpretation is o have correct pre-suppositions.

* Rudolf Bultmann, Is Exegesis Without Presuppositions Possible? In Existence and Faith, p. 344.
# Tbid.; Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. 48.
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Now pre-suppositions of both categories are related with interpreter only and not with
text. Thus his concern is the interpreter and the way he approaches text, whereas for
text he calls Bible a historical document which must be treated in the same way.
Besides, pre-suppositions which according to Bultmann determine the meaning of the
text come from the age of the interpreter. In that case a modern interpreter would be
guided by the pre-suppositions of the modern age which consequently would result in
arriving at meaning according to modern times. Thus the aim of all this effort is

meaning of the text for the modern man. As a result of that text would be pushed back

and would hamper the objectivity in interpretation.

INTERPRETATION AND HISTORY

Demythologizing Christian faith, as proposed by Butlamnn, has direct relevance with
history. At the outset it must be noted that Christianity unlike other religions is
founded on certain historical events particularly those related to Jesus Christ as a result
of it truth of Christianity depends on correct understanding of history. Any
interpretation which margilnalizcs historical value of Jesus is bound to impinge on its
integrity. Apart from it another problem involved in historical study is the approach
with which history is dealt. History can be studied in a number of ways, it can be
studied as scientifically or religiously i.e. interpreting it in terms of salvation or
philosophically.® Bultmann followed the philosophy and interpreted Christianity in

existential terms due to that his program of demythologizing Christian faith has been

® Ernst Troeltsch (1865-1923) was among those who applied scientific method to Christianity, he
proposed three principles for the scientific study; eriticism, analogy and correlation. The first one means
that the historical documents must be examined carefully, the second is that the past can only be
reconstiucted on the analogy of the present and the third one is that all historical events are products of
its own culture and are influenced and conditioned by them, nothing stands in isolation. Oscar
Cullmaznn in his Christ and Time and Helmur Thielicke are among those who proposed the religious
approach to study of history. Here ¢ertain religious event is taken as the ‘midpoint’ to develop the
concept of history, for both scholars mentioned above, that the Christ event is the midpoint for the
world history and all events before and after are understood accordingly, and can also be termed as
history of salvation or Biblical history. See for details Rudolf Bultmann, History of Salvation and History
in Existence and Faith; John Macquarrie, The Scope of Derythologizing pp. 65-80,
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criticized. It has been asserted that his interpretation on the one hand is a blow on the
historical foundations of Christianity and on the other hand philosophical or
existential interpretation gave new shape to Christian faith, in order 1o evaluate these
claims it would be appropriate 1o have a look in his concept of history and its relation
to interpretation.

For Bultmann proper understanding of history is indispensable for correct
interpretation, Christianity being a historical religion and Bible a historical document
therefore their understanding and interpretation requires historical investigation. As in
the concept of hermeneutics Bultmann brought an innovative idea of demythologizing
so is the case in ‘history” that few unfamiliar features are detectable in his thought o
the extent that at times it becomes inconsistent. Whether there is a real paradox in his
thought or it is a result of ‘his own unclear formulations” as pointed by Schubert
Ogden.*® To grasp that let us look in his understanding of history and methodology for
its study and then to return to the question of inconsistency.

To begin with his concept of ‘history’ is not simple and is pretty ambiguous but for
Bultmann though it is simple but its complexity lies in the fact that simple things if
they are not approached directly, they are burdened with our own understandings or
pre-suppositions thus creating a problem.“” Further, it must be noted that for him it is
not only the natural occurrences or the events of the past o which the term *history’ is
commonly referred to, apart from this general understanding Bultmann added *faith
history” of Christianity and within faith history he distinguished and separated the
faith and the historical components and used distinct methodologies for both. And in it
the faith element he interpreted existentially. These innovations made him a
controversial figure in the modern theology. Moreover, generally for Bultmann the

study of history is different and there are certain problems involved in its study, for

% See Schubert M. Ogden, Christ Without Myth, p. 6.

¢ See Rudolf Bultmann, fesus and the Word tr. Louise smith 8 Erminie Lantero (INew York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons 1958), p. 15.
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him it is impossible to attain pure objectivity in historical study because nature of
history is different from the study of other objects of nature. In swudy of nature and its
objects the observer stands at a distance from them and can observe them whereas in
history the historian is a part of it and is involved in its events therefore historical
observation cannot be impersonal and whatever the historian says is ‘some thing about
himself’.® As stated by Bultmann, ‘the demand that the interpreter has to silence his or
her subjectivity and quench any individuality in order to achieve objective knowledge
could not be more absurd. Tt makes sense and is justified only insofar as it means that
the interpreter must silence his or her personal wishes with respect 1o the results of
interpretation’.”

Here for Bultmann there are two factors which hinder objectivity in historical study,
one is involvement of the historian as part of it and second pre-suppositions whether
idealistic or psychological or other influences and so complete objectivity is impossible,
though the pre-supposition, as already stated above, are related to method and not w
results.”® From the above discussion it is clear that Bultmann is very critical towards
attaining objectivity in historical study and at the same time it is impossible for him to
gain objective historical knowledge, moreover denying the objective historical
knowledge leads to denial of truth of historical events like Christ occurrence or
eschatology. His criticism of major historical events related to Christ reflects that,” as
Schubert M Ogden puts it, ‘Bultmann’s interpretation is unable 1o express the claim
that Christian faith is possible only as faith in Jesus Christ’.”?

With his rejection of possibility of objective historical knowledge when we come to his
methodology in the study of history here a paradox or inconsistency is clear in his
thought. In study of history he relied on the historical approach in his study of history

“Ibid., p. 3.

* See Rudolf Bultmann, The Preblem of Hermeneutics in New Testament and Mythology, p. 85.
7 See Rudolf Bultmann, fesus Christ and Mythology, pp, 47-49.

" See Rudolf Bultmann, New Testament and Mythology in Kerygna and Myth.

7 Schubert M. Ogden, Christ Withour Myth, p. 67.
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on the one hand and showed extreme apprehensions towards it on the other, this
paradox is much more evident in Biblical studies. Bible is an historical document and
according to Bultmann and it must be treated like any other historical document,” and
‘Its interpretation requires the labors of historical investigation®”* Leaving aside the
inconsistency in his thought for a while it would be better to look briefly in his
understanding of historical method particularly in reference to Bible and then to return
to the paradox.

Some of the pre-suppositions in Bultmann’s historical method are that he followed the
historical eritical method and the history-of-religion school, where history is studied as
science in order to achieve objectivity. And as staved above for him the merit of
scientific method is that it is objective in tts research and its statements can be verified
rationally therefore its results are more authentic. So in scientific study of history, the
historian stands at a distance from the historical phenomenon and has no influence on
the results, but at the same time he must have certain presupposition of the subject
matter in order to comprehend it fully.”

Moreover, taking the nineteenth century assumptions of mechanical functioning of the
universe according to the law of cause and effect, history for him, ‘is a unity in the
sense of a closed continuum of effects in which individual events are connected by the
succession of cause and effect’.” Important thing in this closed continuum is that all
events succeed one after the other so there is no possibility of supernarural
nterference, in other words miracles are impossible. This pre-understanding for
Bultmann is the scientific study of history, in science the truth of miracles cannot be

demonstrated it can only show that people believed in it in the past.” With these

" Sce Rudolf Bultmann, Is Exegesis Without Presuppositions Possible? [n Existersce and Eaith, p. 345.

" Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Estament, tr. Kendrick Grobel (New York: Charles Scribner’s
Sons 1955, vol, 2, p. 251.

”* See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology as Science in New Testarent and Mythology, pp. 46-48.

* See Rudolf Bultmann, Is Exegesis Without Presuppositions Possible? In Existence and Faith, p.345.
7 1bid.
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seientific presuppositions he approached history and ‘hermeneutics’ for him ‘is the
science of understanding history in general’.”

Coming to the Biblical studies and its interpretation Bultmann followed history of
religion school, as already discussed in the last chapter, where mainly historicity and
the issue of literary patterns are focused on, Bultmann 0o concentrated on these issues,
for him Bible is an historical document and to interpret any historical document
certain rules must be followed. From these rules are reading the text grammatically and
linguistically, while taking into consideration the style of the author and of the text.”
The difference in meaning and style of the text means that various texts are presenting
different historical settings to which the interpreter must pay attention.” The
difference in style was the key idea in differentiating between the sayings of Jesus in
synoptics and in Johannine writings. Apart from these general criteria for Biblical
studies Bultmann is famous for form-criticism where he further developed the method
of historical criticism, and the results of which are expounded in his well known work
The History of the Synoptic Tradition.

In form-criticism or as it is known as formgeschichte® in German Bultmann developed
the thought of Wilhelm Wrede and Julius Wellhausen, where Mark was given priority
over Matthew and Luke, with another oral source designated as ‘urtext’ or the logia or
Q. It was with study of logia that Bultmann wanted to reconstruct the history of
primitive community and through it to reconstruct the picture of Jesus and his
teachings. It was supposed that within logia there were layers of traditions present and
with the use of form-criticism in which literary presentation, styles with conditions of

transmission are studied and that any change or expansion in the tradition can be

78 Rudolf Bultmann, The Problem of Hermeneutics in New Bstament and Mythology, p. 70.

7 See Rudolf Bultmann, Is Exegesis Without Presuppositions Possible? In Existerce and Fuith, p. 344.
¥ Ibid.

#In Lightfoot’s opinion it is commonly translated as Form Criticism or Form History but there is no
satisfactory equivalent of it is present in English language; see Robert Heary Lightfoot, History and
Interpretation in the Gospels (New York & London; Harpers and Brothers 1934), p. 29.
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detected.” So with this critical method the aim of the critic is to arrive at the ‘true’ text
which was hidden beneath the layers of tradition, it can be said that it is a
reconstruction of the past by unraveling layer after layer with scientific method. In the
process of reconstruction of the past the critic reads the text ‘backwardly’ and
‘analytically’, by separating layers of traditions to reach the original form of the unit.”
But on what bases the separation of traditions or layers, which form a unit, is
identified. Here form criticism in fact lacks a precise method; it is on the skills of the
critic which help him to identify the units.* Thus it is the literary perception of the
critic with the knowledge of the circumstances of the Biblical times and the ability w
identify various layers helps in reconstruction.

Reconstruction of the .past in form criticism is established on the hypothesis of analogy
between the past and the present as noted by Ernst Troeltsch.” Following these lines of
analogy between past and the present Bultmann differentiated between the layers of
logia and tried to reconstruct the primitive community and the thought patterns which
were present in that community. Moreover, one of the outcomes of the form criticism,
as concluded by Bultmann too is that it reduces the historical worth of the events.
Proofing the historical events like miracles to be the product of a community cuts their
relation with Christ and their historical worth, Bultmann too was directed in the same
direction, for him miracles and the Biblical narratives originated either in Palestinian
Judaism or Hellenistic Church therefore they were the product of the community with

their own motives and such a conclusion automatically attacks on the ‘supernatural

character of it.%*

2 See Rudolf Bultmann, The New Approach to the Synoptic Problem in Existence and Faith, pp. 42-45.
¥ See Robert Henry Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the Gospels, p. 31.
# See John Barton, The Nature of Biblical Criticism (Louisville 8 London: Westminster John Knox Press

2007}, p. 64. .
15 See Ernst Troeltsch, Historical and Dogmatic Method in Theology in The Historical Jesus Quest, ed.

Gregory W. Dawes (Kentucky: Westminster John Knox Press 1999), pp. 32-33.
% See Rudolf Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, tr. John Marsh (New York & Evanston:

Harper & Row 1968}, second edition; Rudolf Bultmann, The New Approach to the Synoptic Problem in
existence and Faith..
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From the above discussion it can be said that form criticism of Bultmann is {ully
grounded within the paradigm of historical critical method and its results too are
formulated in the same spirit. Whereas by digging the matter deeper it becomes clear
that for Bultmann historical method is transitional, he constructed on it interpretation
or used one to establish the other. Coming to form criticism to see how it worked as
preliminary step towards interpretation, it must be noted that the task in form
criticism is the reconstruction of the text, by removing layers which were imposed by
redactors. By crossing these layers the aim is to go behind them 1o the real message,
layers are the clothing or the mythical elements are to be put aside, so reconstruction of
the text is a process of interpretation. Apart from it in form criticism the historicity of
events is questioned, this aspect of form criticism has direct relevance with Bultmann’s
criticism of Christ events or the miracles of the New Testament. These narratives were
impositions of the early community using mythical terminology therefore their
historicity has no value, it leads to denial of historical worth of events. Form criticism
or historical method generally by its very nature can only lead 1o denial of historical
events; it leads to a closed end. There is no way to prove the historicity of the events as
there are no authentic records present. It is this nature of historical method that
Bultmann was extremely skeptical to the extent of denying the possibility of any
objective historical knowledge.

At the same time for Bultmann history is important as Bible is a historical document
and its interpretation ‘requires the labor of historical investigation®,” and historical
investigation needs historical method and Bultmann is appreciative of history of
religions school for carrying on historical method,™ therefore ‘there can be no question

of discarding historical eriticism’.*

¥ Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, p. 251,
# Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus and Paul in Existence and Faith, p. 218.
® Rudolf Bultmann, Feith and Understanding (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987), p. 31.
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Being extremely critical of historical method on the one side and taking the study of
history and its results on the other is obvious inconsistency in his thought. Roots of
this paradox in his thought goes to the difference of meaning for “history” in his
thought. For him there are two modes or aspects of historical understanding, one is the
historical act or event and the other is the historical fact. In other words it is the
difference between historie and geschichte in his thought, where by former Bulumann
means not the eschatological future but the historical process itself” and by latter
‘history as the field of human actions cannot, however, be cut off from nature and
natural events’.”! Example of historie is Jesus Christ, despite the fact that there is no
historical objective record to proof him but for Bultmann the fact remains that he was a
definite human being who appeared in history.” As for the example of geschichte
Bultmann explains it with reference to the cross, ‘as the salvation occurrence, then, the
cross of Christ is not a mythical event but 2 historical (geschichte) occurrence that has
its origin in the historical (historie) event of the crucifixion of Jesus of Nazareth’” It
follows that chronological accounts of Jesus are important from the aspect of historie
but not from the aspect of geshichte. Bultmann ix his historical understanding deviates
from the traditional historical approach followed by history of religions school where
he focused on the subjectivity of the historian as compared to objectivity in study by
them.™ Moreover, for him historie and geshichte both aspects of history are important
and are interconnected to each other, as geshichte perspective cannot be gained except
through historical data or historie and alone historie aspect is fruitless as it limits itself
to the idol of objectivity. In inter relatedness between historie and geshichte or rather

between subjectivity and objectivity Bultmann indeed introduces a different and

% Rudolf Bultmann, History and Eschtology: The Presence of Eternity, Gifford Lecture Series online,
hup://wrww giffordlectures,org/Browse.asp?PublD = TPESCH& Cover = TRUE (accessed on 25/5/10).
51 Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Bstament, p. 139; Rudolf Bulimann, Kerygma and Myth, p.xi.

” See Rudolf Bulunann, New Testament and Mythology in New Testament and Mythology, p. 32.

% Ihid., p. 35.
% See Rudolf Bultmann, The Problem of Hermeneutics in New Rstament and Mythology, p. 84; Rudolf

Bultmann, Jesus and the Word, p. 4.
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innovauve understanding from the traditional understanding of subject object
relationship which maintains a separation between the two. For Bultmann, ‘it needs 1o
become clear that the genuine relation of historians to history cannot be understood
according to the traditional scheme of the relation of subject o object’.” Instead of the
traditional understanding Bultmann emphasizes on the relation between subjective

- interpretation and the objective data, as stated by him, ‘it is precisely the ‘most
subjective’ interpretation of history that is the ‘most objective’. Those alone who are
moved by the question of their own historical existence are able 10 attend w history’s
claim.® This assertion of Bultmann if understood in traditional terms of subject-object
would lead to contradiction thus to avoid it, the better way is to evaluate his thought in
his own suppositions. For him, ‘the point, then, is not w eliminate the pre
understanding but to risk it, to raise it to the level of consciousness, and to test it
critically in understanding the text. In short, in questioning the text one must allow
oneself 1o be questioned by the text and to give heed o its claim’.” Thus in Bultmann’s
opinton for objective historical research historical data is necessary but it is through
subjectivity of the historian that the text is questioned and it is through these questions
that the geschichte of the history is grasped.”

From above it can be said that the critical attitude towards history and use of history at
the same time in Bultmann’s opinion leads to inconsistency which can only be resolved
when looked in his own understanding and not in the generally held relation of subject
and object. For him the subject and the object are mutually related and the reality is
one which is attained through both.” Apart from it another reason for seemingly
inconsistency in his thought goes to some extent to Bultmann himself, as pointed by

Macquarrie, ‘the cause of the confusion must be attributed in part at least 1o a certain

% Rudolf Bulmana, Scieace and Existence in New Testament and Mythology, p. 137,
% Ibid., pp. 138-139; Rudolf Bultmann, Is Exegesis Without presuppositions Possible? In Existence and

Faith, p.348.
* Rudolf Bultmann, The Problem of Hermencutics in New Tstanent and Mythology, p. 84.

* Tbid., Rudolf Bultmann, The Presenice of Eternity, p.119.
% See Rudolf Bultmann, On the Problem of Demythologizing in New Testament and Mythology, p. 158.

160




ambiguity and lack of lucidity in Bultmann himself. He speaks with two voices, and he
has not adequately shown how their seemingly diverse utterances are to be
reconciled’.'™ Here as discussed above the word ‘history’ and the philosophy behind it,
is used in two very different meanings which resulted in a paradox. But it seems that
Bultmann followed this methodology intentionally, that is to give different meanings to
certain terms. As seen above the term demythologizing has been given a different
understanding so is the case here with ‘history’, he enriched the concept of history
with his own pbilosophy and thereby giving it a new dimension. Undoubtedly it is the
originality of his thought that he gave birth w new concepts but to some extent his
unclear expressions caused confusions to understand him. '

The new dimension o the concept of history, as said before, 15 the harmony between
subject-object relations, this dimension in Bultmann’s thought is the focal point on
which he constructed the edifice of demythologizing, For this reason the apparent
inconsistency in the study of history is reflected in his hermeneutics as well
particularly in the interpretation of Bible.

Biblical history is mythological in character where world is conceived as three storied
structure of heaven, earth and hell, with intervention of supernatural powers in human
life, with the picture of Jesus as pre-existence divine bein;g, who appeared as a man on
earth and died on the cross as redeemer and resurrected on the third day.™ For
Bultmann this mythological picture of the Bible presents a different worldview and is
alien for the modern man and to make it understandable for modern times it must be
translated and ‘translation’, for him ‘s the task of historical science’.' In making
translation or interpretation facts of historical science are important but at the same

time-about the discoveries of the historical science he is indifferent or rather skeptical,

' Tohn Macquarrie, The Scope for Demythologizing, p. 31.
101 See Rudolf Bultmann, New Testament and Mythology in Kerygma and Myth, pp. 1-2.
92 Rudolf Bultmann, , Is Exegesis Without Presuppositions Possible?, in Existence and Faith, p. 346.
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ke is not even bothered if the discoveries are ‘burned’ to the ground.™ No doubt there
is ambiguity in his expressions but the inconsistency is not limited to vague expressions
only rather it goes back to his dual understanding for history and Biblical narratives.
History for him, as said above, has dual aspect, it is the event of the past, and secondly
the fact and occurrence of present or the future, and Bultmann speaks of Biblical
narratives in both ways. For example Jesus, his cross or resurrection, for Bultmann
refers to an historical event oceurred in early Christian era and secondly it would refer
also to the massage for the present age.'™ For the first understanding which is simple
historical aspect historical critical method is applicable whereas for the second that 1s
related to the reader historical research is not relevant. But stll the problem in his
thought persists because from the first understanding it seems that Bultmann separates
the two as if there is no relation between historical and existential. On the other hand
he connects the two in the sense that God revealed Himself through Christ alone
which is an act of God, and the faith in God demands that ‘everything will come from
him and nothing from ourselves’,'™ or for the cross he says, ‘in its redemptive aspect
the cross of Christ is no mere mythical event, but a historic (geschichtlich) fact
originating in the historical (historisch} event which is the crucifixion of Jesus”."* This
raises objection on Bultmann’s stance as he negates the relation at times and affirms it
at others, Pointing out inconsistency in Bultmann’s thought Paul Althaus quoted him
saying, ‘I do not deny the close relationship of the Easter kerygma to the earthly and
crucified Jesus®,'” but Paul Althaus argues that no such relationship is developed by
him, as he comments on Bultmann’s statement, ‘but this remains for him an absolutely
general and abstract statement, which receives no concrete expression whatsoever in

kerygma theology. There is no concrete continuity in Bultmann’s theology between

19 Bultman, Faith and Understanding, p, 132.

194 See Rudolf Bultmann, Kerygma and Myth, pp. 34-42,

© Ibid., p. 20,

% Ibid., p.37.

7 Pav] Althaus, Fact and Faith in the Kerygma of Today, tr. David Cairns (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press

1959), p. 45.
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the historical Jesus who was the subject of his historical work, and the apostolic
preaching’.'® Apart from Paul Althaus there are others oo who has raised the same
objection' and Macquarrie summarizes their views but in his own opinion as stated
before it is the unclear formulations of Bultmann himself."'®

When looked in the problem it seems most probable that no doubt there is an element
of unclear formulations present in Bultmana’s thought but unclear formulations are
directly linked with his dual understanding of history, he uses both the understandings
in a way that to draw a hard between them is difficult and so it results in confusion.
Butlmann differentiated between history as events of the past and as the massage for the
present. In Interpretation of Biblical narratives he uses both understandings, in
geschichtlich or the existential dimension he maintains a close relation between history
as event and as faith, taking the two aspects together, whereas in historisch dimension
faith aspect is irrelevant. What Bultmann means here is that historical research is not
important for establishing faith but the faith narrative in history itself have the faith
and history aspect together therefore they cannot be separated. For example the results
of historical critical method of Jesus Christ are not important for the geschichtlich but
from the perspective of geschictlich Jesus is on the one hand a historical reality and on
the other an aspect of faith, thus the two are combined and faith requires that the
concrete historical person must be present in history. While taking the historisch side
here again there is the event of the past which as a fact has relevance for faith and the
two have close relation whereas the results of the historical critical method has no
relevance for faith.

Commenting on Bultmann’s criticism on the historical critical method Stuhlmacher

considered existentialism a suitable option in face of reductionist and rationalistic

9% Thid.

¥ Zee for example John Barton, The Nature of Biblical Criticism, pp. 46-48.
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approach of historical criticism where removal of historical value does not influence
faith because faith does not depend on the verification of historical events, as quoted by
John Barton, ‘the great thing about Bultmann’s system of existential interpretation is
that in this system he retains these tried and tested rules of historical criticism, yet at
the same time is able in this way to take up the question of the unconditional claim of
the word of God on humanity’,'" Therefore the interpretation for Bultmann is related
with history as historical event of the past but at the same time his interpretation is not

dependent on the historical critical method. With this we come to another dimension

in Bultmann’s interpretation and that is the aspect of language.

INTERPRETATION AND LANGUAGE

In interpretation the first thing an interpreter is concerned with is the language of the
text particularly in case of ancient texts. More the distance is between the interpreter
and the text more complex the phenomenon of interpretation becomes. With the gap
of centuries it is not only the difference in linguistic styles which needs concentration
but even the conceptual world of that age and the social, cultural influences are to be
taken into consideration for the proper grasping and interpretation of the text.
Language is not an arbitrary outcome of the society rather al! the above factors work in
its formation and development.

Coming to Bultmann’s opinion, for him as Bible is an ancient document therefore
language understanding is indispensable for its interpretation. In the issue of language
Bultmann concentrates on the mythical aspect of it and its other forms like metaphor,
simile or figurative expressions do not have much space in his discussion. The role of
language in his hermeneutics briefly is that the Bible for him talks in mythical language
like the three storied world or the eschatology are all myths which conveys the

worldview of pre-scientific age. But the character of this language is that it, ‘contain a

1 See John Barton, The Nature of Biblical Criticism, pp. 46-47.
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still deeper meaning which is concealed under the cover of mythology’."? It conveys
some type of knowledge, as Bultmann expresses, ‘myths express the knowledge that
man is not the master of the world and his life’.'” That means literal sense of the
mythical language is not the real intention of the author rather it points to something
else. Moreover it expresses, ‘inadequately and insufficiently”" therefore it must be
interpreted objectively and in terms of human existence.

To have a clear picture of mythical language and existential philosophy as proposed by
Bultmann it would be better to say few words about language formation and its relation
with human thought. As elaborated by Luis Alonso Schokel Janguage is an expression
of certain idea or reality that is when certain idea is formed or a reality is experienced
than it is expressed through the medium of language.” Thus, through language reality
and experience are conformed to each other and the function of language is that it,
‘teaches us to understand and to order the world as well as to shape our own
experiences’." It is through language that we understand the world around us and at
the same time it helps in developing and refining our experience of the world, so it the
two way process. In this mutual relationship the experience is half formed continuum
which is given form through human language or expression using vocabulary, syntax
and so forth, this can be termed as second stage of transformation or interpretation
where language takes its form through human effort. Further this transformation is
developed with social and cultural influences which has an impact on human thought
and are reflected in his communication with others. Thus, man’s thought influences his

language and on the other way round his surroundings influence his thoughts which

make the process intertwined.

112 Rudolf Bultmann, fesus Christ and Mythology, p.18.
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Taking this model we can find that it corresponds to the underlying assumptions in
Bultmann’s thought about language and demythologizing. For him language is the
expressiont of the understanding of the world in the sense that what is present in the
mind as ‘internalization’ of the outer world is expressed through ‘externalization’ of
that interiority.'"” This expression of the language includes natural world and the
records of the past, in a way that it describes, and narrates for others,"® No doubt
Bultmann takes this dimension of language where it is externalization of the intertority
but concept of language goes beyond that, as his main theme is demythologizing in the
light of existential philosophy which he elaborated in several of his works, inlsummary
it can be stated that ‘human self’ is not an inactive instrument where external and
internal forces are working automatically rather it is human self which is the center of
understanding, It is self who is conscious of its own being or existence in a sense that it
understands the world in relation to its own being or to put it other way it aspires and
wills to live as self conscious being,'” particularly in the moment of decision for the
present. Thus a relation between past and present or future is made, as Bultmann puts
it, “a man is always what his past has made him. He always brings his past along with
him into his present. He can never make a fresh start with a clean sheet. He has no real
future in the sense of something entirely new’.'” This new consciousness of self
elevates man to a higher level, to a self-assertive man. Bultmann compares this self
understanding of man with Neew Testament themes which are narrated in mythical |
terms,'” taking the example of fall of man which Bultmann compares with the concept
of sin in the New Testament. The New Testament talks about fall of man in mythical

language but within this language it gives an existential solution for the self. In the state
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of fall man knows that ‘he is not what he really ought to be and what he would like to
be, that he can be aware of his plight. That awareness of his authentic nature is essential
to human Life, and without it man would not be man’.’® In the New Testament it is
‘sin” which conveys this, as Bultmann expresses that man knows ‘from the bitter
experience that the life he actually lives is not his authentic life, and thar he is totally
incapable of achieving that life by his efforts. In short, he is a worally fallen being’.”
His authentic life is the one where he is delivered from himself through the act of God
‘God steps in and acts on man’s behalf’ and man becomes free and ‘has been made
new’.'” Through these parallels Bultmann relates past of man with his present. In this
process language is not simply an expression of state of mind but through past events
decision for the present moment is taken so in this way Bultmann develops the relation
between language and the existential understanding,

Coming back to the above model the other two aspects i.e. the explanation and the
influence of culture, here too Bultmann relates them with existential philosophy which
makes his concept of language and its relation to hermeneutics totally immersed in
philosophy.

In the above langnage model experience of reality is formless or half formed which
takes expression through vocabulary, here the external universe is given a human
dimension through language. On quite similar lines we find Bultmann talks of Biblical
vocabulary but he related the human dimension in existential terms.

For Bultmann prirmitive man faced frightening experiences about human existence
which he expressed in mythological language so it is a kind of ‘understanding’."® Man
experienced that he is limited in his power and is under the control of forces which are

unseen and beyond his imagination, he has no control over them, he expressed this

122 Rudolf Bultmann, Kerygma and Myth, p. 29.
 Thid., p. 30.

12 [d., pp. 31-32.
12 See Rudolf Buitmann, On the Problem of Demythologizing in New Testament and Mythology, p. 98.
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reality in mythical terms which is inadequate expressions.'” Here two aspects may be
noted in Bultmann’s thought, first is about the mythical language that these unseen
powers were gods who belong to invisible and incomprehensible world but he related
them to this world as if they were the man and woman with superhuman powers and
can intervene in the functioning of this world. In this way mythological language gave
‘worldly objectivity to which is unworldly’."¥ And second is the ‘inadequacy’ of these
expressions, it means that their language is not proper and are conveying meaning
‘contrary 1o its real intention’.'® It is pointing to some reality, and that is, as said above,
‘myth is giving expression to a certain understanding of human existence’, it talks in
symbols or signs. To bring out the real intention of myth Bultman demythologized or
translated it by uncovering ‘deeper meaning which is concealed under the cover of
mythology’.'” In this case the literal meaning is to be put aside as it is pointing to some
other meaning. By taking myth as pointing to something else the under lying
assumption in Bultmann'’s thought is the relation present between language and reality.
For him words are signs pointing to some reality. The relation between sign and its
reality is like similarity of experience of two or more people under similar
circumstances for the same thing, On the basis of this similarity in experience a word
or sign, in terms of language, would be a reference shared by people. This choice of a
sign or word might be random but communication and language development rest on
agreed words or signs and their meanings." To clarify it Bultmann took the example of
foreign language, and showed that its translation in an understandable language is
possible only when there is some familiarity present in translator’s context otherwise a
new word or sign must be designated with a specific meaning to describe a thing."”" It is

obvious that the Janguage developed in this manner must be connected with the

1% See Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. 19.
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context and experience of people involved in it. Therefore understanding of the text
would demand w rake into consideration the context and the experience of the events
and the people of that age. So is the case of Bible which is an historical document its
understanding would entail not only meaning of words or signs but the events and
context in which they emerged, it would be Jike reading backward in the context.
Moreover, for Bultmann interpretation of the Bible does not stop here, because the text
of the Bible by its very nature is different from the common historical text. There are
two facets of Biblical text, on the one side it is structured in the experience and the
events of the past therefore must be read accordingly, on the other hand it interpreted
and explained the events by giving them supernatural causes in mythical language. The
mythical interpretation eventually was incorporated in such a way that experience and
event both were colored with the mythical expressions, as Bulumann says, ‘the
intention of which is to explain phenomena and incidents which are strange, curious,
surprising, or frightening, by attributing them to supernatural causes, to gods or to
demons’."”? Further, the mythical explanation took the form of preaching as the events
and the experience was narrated in form of massage for people about their existence,
taking the example of eschatology Bulimann illustrates the covering of mythological
language on event and massage for human life. Eschatology in theological terminology
is the doctrine of the last things, end of the world but the ‘last’ is further linked with
transcendence of God, who is always the coming God and is veiled by the unknown
futare, so eschatological preaching presents time in the light of the future that this
world is temporal in face of eternity.™® The mythical covering here for Bultmann is in
fact a ‘general human understanding of insecurity of the present in the face of future
has found expression in eschatological thought’,"* and was shared by Greeks as well.

Moreover, it is the ‘knowledge of the finiteness of the world, and the end which is

2 Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, pp. 18-19.
3 Tbid., pp. 22-23.
M1bid., pp. 24-25.
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imminent to us all because we are the beings of this finite world’." As majority of the
people are blind towards this reality so the preaching of Jesus was focused on it and
highlighted this fact, ‘Jesus proclaims the will of God and the responsibility of man,
pointing towards the eschatological events, but it is not because he is an eschatologist
that he proclaims the will of God. On the contrary, he is an eschatologist because he
proclaims the will of God”."* The preaching or the will of God as proclaimed by Jesus
is the demand of right and righteousness, love of neighbor and emptiness of the world
is due 10 sin of man who has turned it so. Thus the end of the world in eschatological
preaching is to bring to ‘consciousness the emptiness of the human situation’ and call
man towards ‘humility and resignation’ and to ‘responsibility toward God and to
repentance”.’” So for Bultmann Biblical language is mythical and it covers the historical
content and the preaching of Jesus as well. The real massage is beneath the covering of
myth to be recovered by putting aside mythical language, and this massage directly
touches the human existence and thus language is related to existential interpretation.
Coming to the influence of social and cultural factors we find that according to
Bultmann they were the major factors in the formation and accumulation of myth in
Bible. It was not a once for all but was a slow ongoing process where with the passage
of time layers and layers of mythology were added to the original text. The cultural
influence was dealt in detail by Bultmann in the study of synoptics,” in his opinion
the original massage was in form of small oral units which were clothed under layers of
additions by redactors thereby expanding the size of original massage. This addition
was either to explain the historical event or the preaching but in both cases the
language is mythical and caused expansion in the text. Interpretation of such text

requires going behind the layers, or uncovering the mythical elements. For that
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identification of layers would be the first step and in that language and literary styles
would help. Moreover, as the historical documents present an alien worldview therefore
they must be translated in the present understanding. And for that knowledge of the
cultural aspects like economic, political and social and so forth, is necessary. So in
Bulrmann’s opinion historical interpretation requires understanding of the subject
matter of history and for that a relation between the interpreter and the subject matter
as expressed in the text must be developed.”® The pre-understanding about the subject
matter is arrained by putting right questions thus a relationship between the text and
the interpreter is established. For Bultmann it is the life relation to the subject matter
with which the text is concerned or questioned."® For example understanding of the
text related to music or mathematics is possible only when the interpreter has relation
or pre-understanding with the subject matter of music or mathematics.™' Commenting
on the concept of life relation S M Ogden quoted from Bultmann that, ‘the |
presupposition of every understanding interpretation is a previous life-relation o the
subject matter (Sache) that is directly or indirectly expressed in the text and constitutes
the object (Woraufhin) of the inquiry. Without such a relation in which text and
interpreter are bound together, inquiry and understanding are impossible ,'? In other
words the interpreter shares at least in principle the experiences or the subject which
the document represents, in other words he would be able 10 experience the life settings
of the document or the worldview of its authors. With this scientific method when the
Biblical documents are approached it 1s evident that the éroblcm lies in the life setting
or as termed by Bultmann in the worldview of its authors, It was a life setting where
mythical thinking prevailed and the authors of these documents as a natural outcome
of it borrowed the ideas from the existing patterns of their times. As a result of it the

message of Jesus was immersed in mythical coverings.
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Concluding the above discussion it may be noted that myth was the prime concern of
Bultmana in interpretation, For him the problem is in the language of these documents
as they were written by authors who used mythical language which is alien for the
modern man so it turned to be a stumbling block for the modern man. In consequence
to it Bultmann proposed elimination of mythical language from these documents. The
program of Bultmann apparently seems to be quite suitable for the modern
requirements but at the same time there are severe problems in it. Whole structure of
demythologizing is based on the language problem in a sense that what it means for the
modern man, or to make it meaningful it must be translated. It can be said that all
intellectual activity of Bultmann revolves around techaical hermeneutical questions
about understanding, language, meaning, translation or interpretation and preaching.
To answer these queries has he proposed any theory of language for interpretation? In
the light of what has been stated above answer to this question would be in negative,
Generally, language is the study of styles, idioms, metaphors and so forth all these
elements are absent in his interpretation, his main concern is myth in language now
myth is a concept and not a part of language study. This is a serious flaw in
demythologizing. Bultmann’s major task in theology is hermeneutical or
understanding and interpreting the text and language is the basic component 1o
understand the text but any such study is absent in his project. As already said myth s
a concept and Bultmann is interpreting it with a new concept of existentialismn this is
not to give a meaning to something but is replacement of one concept with another. In
explaining or giving meaning to anything we explain it with another word with a
condition that there is some similarity present between them. Here instead of
similarity in mythical thinking and scientific thinking they are two opposites for him
so to accept one is to refect the other. Further, existential or scientific interpretation is
opted because it is most appropriate for the modern man so here the parameter of

validity in interpretation is the modern man or reader, in other words the text has to
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say what the reader wants. With this we now move to another core notion in his

thought and that is duality present in his certain concepts.

CQUTER AND INNER

One of the underlying assumptions in demythologizing is the duality of content
present in Bible which for the sake of convveniénce can be termed as inner and outer
contents. Though these terms are not implied by Bultmann but the idea can be
discerned throughout his discussion. As Biblical narratives, its worldview, language or
history all these concepts for Bultmann have dual aspect. In this duality he
differentiates between the outer and their inner contents. His concern mostly is not the
outer sense but the inner aspect which he interprets in existential terms. In what
follows example of Biblical narratives and history is elaborated to make the point clear.
The Biblical message is presented in mythical terms as it talks about the world as three
story structure, about miracles, about eschatological preaching of Jesus and so forth, for
the modern man the mythical language is ‘over and done with’.'* To believe on myths
means that he must sacrifice his knowledge which is impossible, and thus the Biblical
message Or it’s preaching are the stumbling-blocks today which demands to look again
in the matter. There are various teachings of Jesus in Bible for example, eschawlogical,
ethical or the commandments of God, all of them are covered under mythical language.
To recover the real message which teaching is to be given preference cannot be easily
detected. Commenting on this state of affairs Bultmann says, ‘the preaching of Jesus is
not confined to eschatological sayings. He proclaimed also the will of God, which is
God’s demand, the demand for the good. Jesus demands truthfulness and purity,
readiness to sacrifice and to love’.' Jesus preached ethical teachings as well, but taking
only that would mean to confine his teachings in ‘obeying certain external

commandments’, which due to selfish will of modern man are the stumbling-blocks for

18 Rudolf Bultmann, Jesas Christ and Mythology, p. 17.
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him."* In this confusing situation Bultmann raises the question that whether his ethical
teaching is to be retained or his eschatological preaching or there is a third possibility.
It is the third possibility which Bultmann opts, and that is to look behind ethical and
eschatological teachings of Jesus and to dig out the real content of his message, as he
says, “we must ask whether the eschatological preaching and the mythological sayings
as a whole contain a still deeper meaning which is concealed under the cover of
mythology. If that is so, let us abandon the mythological conceptions precisely because
we want to retain their deeper meaning’.'* To recover the deeper meaning from behind
the mythological conceptions Bultmann calls it demythologizing. Leaving aside
interpretation for a while, it can be seen from above that there are two aspects present
in Biblical message, the outer covering which he calls ‘mythical’ and the inner or
deeper content which is the real message covered beneath the mythical language.
Bultmann is mainly concerned with the inner or deeper meaning which must be
translated or demythologized to bring to light the real massage of Jesus, and that is the
task of theology to strip the message or kerygma from its mythical framework.'”
Moreover, Bible for Bultmann is an historical document therefore its interpretation
requires appropriate historical method. History for him has two sides, historisch and
geschichelich and he deals with each of them with a different method. Biblical
narratives like the Christ event, Cross, resurrection and so forth have dual aspect, and
they are historisch or the historical events and are at the same time geschichtlich
historical facts related to the existence today.® This duality of historical events is the
idea of inner and outer content in the New Testament. The historisch aspect of the

historica] event though important is the outer covering whereas geschichtlich is the real

message which gives significance to the historical event. The outer covering as said
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above is the mythical covering therefore the historical events of the Bile are conveyed in
mythical language, on the other hand within these historical events is the real message
which reeds w be extracted. As he says about the Cross, ‘in the last resort,
mythological language is only a medium for conveying the significance of the historical
(historisch) event. The historical (historisch) event of the cross has, in the significance
peculiar 1o it, created a new historic (geschichtlich) situation’.'” Due to the difference
in content they convey different meaning for the narrative, in the former it is the past
event presented in mythical terms whereas in the later it is related 1o existence and so
carries a deeper or real meaning in it. Thus the historical interpretation has two
dimensions; it is to tell about the past event “to reconstruct the past’, or to learn from
‘historical documents what you need for your present practical life’.” Bible has both
these aspects, and while interpreting it which one will given preference or both will be
taken together, in repose to it Bultmann considers both as equally important but it is
undoubtedly the second one which must take lead, as he puts it, I think our interest is

really to hear what the Bible has to say for our actual present, to hear what is the truth

about our life and about our soul’.”

For reconstructing the past picture and uncovering the mythical elements historical
method with the study of language is required. As stated above, these mythical
coverings were accumulated with the passage of time in form of layers and expanded
the original teachings of Jesus. To reach the original message one has to eliminate the
imposed layers through backward reading of the text.'” But this reconstruction or the
historical critical method has its limitations; it can lead backward to the inner meaning
but stops after that, the inner meaning needs interpretation, a task which according to

Bultmann historical method is unable to perform.'” To reach the inner content or w©
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bring to light the significance of the historical event (geschichtlich} which addresses
man personally, and informs him about his real existence, historical method is unable
to do that. For this purpose Bultmann proposes a sctentific method of existential
philosophy. Hete in Bultmann’s opinion theology must take the help of philosophy
and historically interpretation had always relied on some or the other philosophy.
Extstentialism is the best option for the modern man although he was aware of the
objections raised due to his relianice on philosophy. The option of existential
philosophy was because it is truer and appropriate in its explanation of the world, and
its language is best suited for the modern man, with this we turn now to the proposal

of scientific interpretation of Bultmann.

EXISTENTIAL INTERPRETATION
Existential interpretation of the New Testament was the main task of Bultmann’s

theology. In his philosophical interpretation two aspects are important one is the
existence or specifically place of man and second is history.

For Bultmann ‘existence’ or place of man is linked with theology, as in the words of
Fries, ‘to speak of God means, for Bultmann, to speak of man’," and the word of God
can be understood only through man’s existence, God’s revelation through Christ is an
act of God for me.”™ This link between theology and existence according to Bultmann
provides basis for interpretation in existential terms as it will be clear from the
following.

While dealing with ‘existence’ the reason for opting existential philosophy is not that it
is most satisfactory in solving 2ll human problems but because it deals with human
existence in most adequate way and directly addresses man."” In defining existence

Bultmann 15 greatly indebted to Heidegger where man is regarded as a “person’ or an
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individual being., While summarizing Heidegger’s concept Bultmann comments, ‘to be
2 man is something that uniquely belongs to the individual; and the being of man is a
‘possibility of being’ i.e. the man who is involved in the care for himself chooses his
own unique possibility’.”® Thus man must be taken as individual or as a subject and 1o
consider him as an object would be misleading. In existential terms ‘T’ in man is the
basic characteristic of human existence that ‘stands out’ from other objects of the world
and decides for himself and gives him an authentic existence.”” For Bultmann
existential philosopher offers an understanding of human existence, it tells him ‘what it
means to exist’, as a unique being, ‘distinguishing between man’s being as ‘existence’
and the being of all worldly beings which are not ‘existing” but only ‘extant’.'® So this
philosophy gives man a right understanding of ‘what existence means’, man as a ‘being’
different from other beings. Features of uniqueness of man’s existence according to
Bultmann are that man as a historical being can relate his present or the future with
past. ‘Each ‘now’ is the moment of free decision’, each individual has to decide for his
ow, no one can take the respensibility of other, everyone has to die his own death and
it is in this loneliness that man realizes his own existence.'! Moreover, it shows man his
authentic existence, with responsibility to take decision that is ‘you must exist’.*
Consequently, for Bultmann understanding of man and his existence is best expressed
in existential philosophy, here man has his full freedom and responsibility to decide
and act. This existential understanding of existence is most adequate for the modern
man; it helps him 1o understand his being and the world around him in accurate way.
Furthermore, the term ‘existence’ has some characteristics in Bultmann’s thought; it
refers to a particular being that has relationship to itself, distinct from other kinds of

beings. For example it is different from animals or inanimate objects as they are not

3¢ Rudolf Bultmann, The Historicity of Man and Faith in Existence and Faith, p. 119.
%% 1bid., pp. 120-121; John Macquarie, Existentialism, (London: Hutchinson & Co. 1572), pp. 51-52.

1% Rudolf Bultmann, fesus Christ and Mytbology, p. 56.
! See Rudolf Bultmann, Kerygma and Myth, vol. 2, p. 192; The Meaning of the Christian Faith in

Creation in Existence and Faith, p. 255.
162 Rudolf Bultmann, Jesas Christ and Mythology, p. 57.
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concerned with their existence in the sense of making free decision as man has. And
the existence of man is his individual existence, related to his own being and therefore
responsible for himself, so he talks in terms of ‘I’ and ‘mine’.”* Moreover, Bultmann
differentiates between ‘existential’ and ‘existentialist’, the former (in Gerxﬁan
existentiell) refers to existence as such, or to individual human being as responsible for
his own future, and is expressed in individual’s self-understanding as ‘I’ or ‘mine’,
whereas the latter (in German existential) refers to systematic body of philosophical
concepts commonly known as existentialism.' In making the distinction between the
two Bultmann takes the example of love, hate or friendship. In these entire cases one
can be well versed theoretically in these concepts but that is different from having
exoerience of them as existential events.'® The theoretical knowledge is restricted ©
ideas in the mind whereas it is the experience of existential event that man is faced
with choice or decision to act in certain way, so the existential event is directly related
to self-understanding of man towards himself and towards others. It may also be
pointed out that in Bultmann’s thought the difference between existential and
existentialist is reflected in faith and theology. Faith for him is a particular experience
like that of friendship or love, and in it man faces the question of existential decision.
QOn the other hand theology has the task of explaining faith and for that it needs a
theoretical construction to explain it, and for Bultmann it is the existentialist
philosophy which has the framework to explain faith. Thuss, a theologian qualifies 10
understand and interpret the word of God in terms of existential philosophy.' As here
theology and existential interpretation are linked wgether, so it is in the second aspect

of interpretation where historical document is related to existential philosophy in its

interpretation.

16 See Rudolf Bultmann, The Historicity of Man and Faich in Existence and Faith, pp. 120-121.
1 See Roger Johnson, Rudolf Bultmann Interpreting Faith for the Modern Eva, p. 22; Rudolf Bultmann,

Kerygma and Myth, vol. 1, p. xi.
1 Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. 57.
1 See Roger Johnson, Rudolf Bultmann Interpreting Faith for the Modern Era, p. 23; Rudolf Bultmann,

Jesus Christ and Mythology, pp. 57-59.
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In interpretation of historical documents Bultmann proposed certain rules and
concepts in his essay “The Problem of Hermeneutics’,'” for example grammar,
composition of the text, linguistic styles of author’s age and so forth with the idea that
history is succession of events with no intervention from outside. Added to it is the
concept of ‘pre-supposition’ that to understand any text “life-relation’ between
interpreter and the text is important. With this background let us see the relation
between historical interpretation and existential philosophy.

The above mentioned hermeneutical principles helps in explaining the document
‘what 1t 1s" whereas the Bultmann’s concept of ‘pre-supposition’ or rather ‘life-relation’
reiates the document to the interpreter, and with that provided basis of existential
interpretation for historical documents. Historical documents whether they are of
religious, philosophical or literary nature, while describing the past narrations they also
relate the events to the present by giving the reader self-understanding of the text.'®
The task of the historian, as Bultmann says is, ‘to interpret the movements of history as
posstble ways of understanding human existence, thus demonstrating their relevance to-
day. By bringing the past to life again’.'¥’ In fact Bultmann’s wordings, ‘by bringing the
past o life again’ are significant as they summarize the relation of historical documents
with the present life. It means that they must be interpreted in a way that their
relevance to the present life is made obvious, or in existential terms “where existence 1s
grasped and expressed’ or in other words it talks about man, must be clearly dclpictcd.
Besides, in interpretation the present reader will be related to the text as it talks 1o him,
and gives him 2 selfunderstanding of his own being and summons him to have a free
decision. In this way the historical documents are not only related to past but have
existential relevance for the modern man. Bible being an historical document must be

treated like any other historical document but the hermeneutical rules will only tell

¥ Gee Rudolf Bultmann, The Problem of Hermeneutics in New Testament and Mythology, pp. 68-9G;

Rudolf Bulsmann, Jesws Christ and Mythology, pp.45-59.
162 See Rudolf Bultmann, The Problem of Hermeneutics in New Estament and Mythology, pp. 76-78.

1 Rudolf Butmann, Primitive Christianity In Its Contemporary Setting, pp. 11-12,
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about ‘what it is” which is related to the past, whereas it is the existential interpretation
which relates 1t to the present or the modern man."” Moreover existential philosophy is
scientific therefore its language is in accord with the intellectual and conceptual life of
today therefore its interpretation is in non-mythological language, for this reason
Bultmann termed it the ‘right philosophy’ for interpretation.” So existential
philosophy can interpret the message of the New Testament in non-mythological
language, and can communicate o man self-understanding in scientific language or in
demythologized form. Thus for Bultmann historical interpretation which in its initial
stages took the help of hermeneutical rules is brought to its proper completion with

translation or interpretation of mythology from the New Testament through existential

philosophy.

CONCLUSION
Al-Ta’wil and demythologizing are two modes of interpreting or giving meaning to an

obscure text, both are based on certain principles and suppositions which originate
from very diverse backgrounds, one representing Muslim traditional and other modern
philosophical. Consequently there is a marked difference present in underlying
assumptions and the principles with which they approached the text, as a result of it
same text spoke a different language despite some apparent similarities in their results
as would be clear in the coming chapter. Coming back to the principles and
suppositions as discussed above, again there are certain aspects where the thought of al-
Ghazili and Bultmann meet still the gap remains unbridged. In interpreting the text
both considered that there are levels of meanings present in it, and for correct
understanding interpreter must cross from the apparent to hidden meanings. With the
difference that for al-Ghazili presence of more than one meaning is due to nature of

religious text. Metaphysical realities cannot be conveyed in literal wordings so the text

170 See Rudolf Bultmann, The Problem of Hermeneutics in New Tstament and Mythology, p. $6.
71 Soa Rudolf Bultrann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. 55.
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15 narrating about other world and is functioning as a connection between the two
entirely different worlds. Although for Bultmann too the text is connecting two
different worlds but they are horizontal worlds, primitive and modern, and for al-
Ghazali the worlds can be imagined vertical or material and spiritual. For Bultmann
primitive man borrowed the language to convey certain truths so the language has

more than one meaning, but it is man talking to man unlike al-Ghaz3li where God is |
talking to man. So the status of text is revelatory for one and historical for other.

Coming to principles of interpretation of al-majaz and myth where both these terms

denote a duality of meaning or borrowing words to convey some other reality. In the
former language rules are the initial step in crossing the duality of langnage from the
literal to metaphorical meanings so a relation is present between the outer word and the
mnner meaning, which is further supported by theological and culminated in Sufistic
interpretation. On the other side myth is to be put aside to approach the hidden
meaning, thus there is no relation linguistically or theologically or otherwise between
the apparent wordings and the inner sense. It seems that philosophical interpretation is
being put in the mouth of the author as he was unaware of this modern philosophical
way of thinking. It can be said that Bultmann is using unknown glasses for the author
and reading the text through it and with that giving a new meaning to the text, In few
words it can be said that al-Ghazalt’s principles were connected to text and with that
his interpretation was linked with the author, thus he provided a methodology for
interpreting the “text’. As for Bultmann his principles whether of primirive and
modern worldview or difference in myth and science or mythical language all revolves

around the concerns of the modern man for the ancient text. So, it not a methodology

of interpreting the text rather it is to provide an acceptable meaning to the modern
man. With these differences it remains to see how these diverging principles were

applied to the Gospel of John and to what extent they are successful to interpret most

ambiguous gospel for Christians.
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CHAPTER THREE

APPLICATION OF THEIR PRINCIPLES OF INTERPRETATION
ON THE GOSPEL OF JOHN AND ITS COMPARISON




INTRODUCTION

The Gospel of John has a unique place in Christian thought, its richness and
profoundness must have been the compelling factors for al-Ghazali and Bultmann to
select it as their main project in interpretation. However, the accuracy and results of
interpretation depends on the approach or the mindset with which the task is
accomplished. Al-Ghazali and Bultmann, in their interpretation, converge on many
issues but diverge drastically at others due 1w difference of approach and the mindser. A
remarkable similarity between them is that they deviated from the established course
of scholarship in Biblical studies in their times. Prior to them Biblical scholafship was
directed towards historical and literary criticism, which was the search in origins with
evaluation of the historical and literary worth of the text. Certainty they are important
to reconstruct an original text but due o their overt rationality they lose the sight of
another equally important factor and that is what the text means or stands for? For al-
Ghazali and Bultmann both, this was the center of attention. Instead of historical
rationalism the question of ‘meaning’ of the text became central for them, which they
dealt with unprecedented methodologies. Although for both ‘meaning’ was central but
they stand poles apart in their approach towards ‘meanin.g’; for al-Ghazali ‘meaning’
was related to author whereas for Bultmann it was associated with reader. Thus, both
looked at the text from a very different perspective; consequently, their results varied
even though at times there is similarity in tools used by them in interpretation. As said
earlier, their approach in interpretion varies to a great extent therefore for the sake of
convenience certain common elements are selected for comparison like reason,
language, theology and in the end the heart of their interpretation that is Sufism and

philosophy would be discussed in what follows.

Before entering in the details of interpretation for al-Ghazali and Bultmann it would be
proper to say a few words about the status of gospel. Traditionally this gospel was

ranked high among other gospels. It is well reflected in the saying of St. Augustine
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where he symbolized it with an eagle due to its deep vision, ‘John the apostle, not
undeservedly in respect of his spiritual understanding compared to the eagle, has
elevated his preaching higher and far more sublimely than the other three’.! Among
birds eagle is famous for his power, strength, sharp vision, and being able 1o Jook
straight into the sun. Here for Augustine, John like an eagle could look directly in the
divine horizons unlike other gospel authors. Besides, it was always taken as the most
impressive of the books as it narrates interesting aspects of the life of Jesus. Later
Luther too, regarded it as the favourite gospel, ‘chiefest of the Gospels, unique, tender
aad true’? Thus, this gospel had an exceptional place among rest of the gospels and
Christians in their history relied most on it whether in the matters of faith or worship.
Therefore, any Christian in their history searching about Jesus and his works was
directed towards it but the situation changed greatly since the emergence of modern
critical method. Due to the results of modern studies, Gospel of John has been
relegated to the back and does not enjoy the same position, now it is the last choice to
get information about Jesus and his works. This change has had a profound effect on
Christian faith and church; therefore it needs to be seen how this drastic change
appeared and later influenced hermeneutics of Bultmann; to understand that let us
have a quick look at the study of John in the modern period.

Historically authenticity of Gospel of John was settled around second century of
Christian era and was not disputed again till eighteenth century when the issue was
recovered with the modern historical method and was discussed at length. Prior to
second century the early suspicions about the authenticity of the gospel were mainly
due to lack of evidence in the apostolic writings. Plummer in his book, The Gospel

According to St.Jobn rejected these objections on the basis of evidences present in the

! St Augustine, Tractate 36 in New Advent Catholic Encyclopedia online,
httn://www.newadvent.org/fathers/ (accessed on 13/6/2010).

YH. Latimer Jackson, The Problem of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: University Press 1918), p.1,
http:/ /www.earlychristianwritings.com/jackson/index-2.html {accessed on 13/5/2010).
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writings of apostles for example Barnabas or Paul or Polycarp.’ Moreover, through
internal and external criticism he also provided evidences to prove authenticity of the
gospel.! From the external evidences are the Ignatian epistles belonging to the year 150
of Christian era, epistles of Polycarp, Papias, Justin Martyr ascribed the gospel to
apostle John. After 170 those who recognized John as author of the gospel were Titian
in his epistle 1o the Churches of Vienne and Lyons, Celsus in Muratorian fragment,
Clement of Alexandria and Irenaeus bishop of Lyon and pupil of Polycarp, who in turn
was disciple of St. John.® Regarding internal evidences is the Christian traditional
stance of referring the verses in the gospel showing intimacy of John with Jesus
particularly the verse which explicitly narrates the relationship as beloved disciple of
Jesus; in addition narrations of John are in the form of eye-witnesses.® Thus, it means
that the Gospel of John had authentic status by second century. After third century til]
the modern times the issue of authenticity was not raised again and the book was
greatly esteemed in the church and among orthodox circles. Its status is further
reflected from the fact that during these centuries Christian world faced many

heresies,” in which the debate was mainly centered on Christology,* to solve these

? See A. Plummer, The Gospel According o St. Jobrt (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1891}, pp.
1819,

*Ibid., p. 18.
*Ibid., pp. 19-20; Richard Heard, An Introduction to the New Testament (New York: Harper and Brothers

1950), www. religion-online.org (accessed on 14/6/2010), Chapter 10; Robert M. Gramt, A Historical
Introduction to the New Testament (Harper 2nd Row 1963), www religion-online.org (accessed on
$3/7/2010); Michael Litile, “Gospel of St. John” in New Advent Catholic Encyclopedia ed. Kevin Knight
htrp:/ /www.newadvent.org/cathen/084382. hun {accessed on 15/7/2010).

§ See A. Plummer, The Gospel According to St. John, pp. 25-29; H. Latimer Jackson, The Problem of the
Fourth Gospel, pp. 39-55; Richard Heard, An fntroduction to the New Testament; W. Hall Harris,
Background to the study of John in Commentary on the Gospel of Jobn, D\PDF Books\cld books\R.
Bultmann\Background to the Study of John Bible_org - Worlds Largest Bible Study Site.mht {accessed
en 12/7/2010).

? For Christian herestes see Christian Dualist Heresies in the Byzantine world ¢. 650- ¢. 1450, translated &
annotated by Janet Hamilton, Bernard Hamilton and Yuri Stoyanov (Manchester: University Press); G.
R. Evans, A Brief History of Heresy (Malden: Biackwell 2003).

! For Christological debate see Hinn Jarjis al- K hidari, Tarikh al-Fikr al-Masibi (Cairo: Dir al-Tiba‘ah al-
Qawmiyyah); J. Windrow Sweetman, Jslam and Christian Theology (London: Lutterworth Press 1967).
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theological issues the Christian orthodoxy heavily relied on the Gospel of John.’
Added to it is that the gospel had a special place in commentaries and exegesis due to its
mystical tendencies; in fact it was the principal source of theological and mystical
speculations and enjoyed this status till enlightenment.'® After the enlightenment with
critical historical method and history of religion school change appeared where
authenticity of the gospel or the ‘Johannine question® was raised again, Moreover, its
relation with synoptic gospels, literary style, date, composition, sources and purpose
were searched with critical tools which resulted in losing its traditional position.™
Modern scholarship rejected the authorship of John for the apostle son of Zabedee
instead of it proposed various opinions, i.e. John the apostle was the author but in a
secondary sense, or the author was some other John, possibly John the elder but not
the apostle, or it is 2n anonymous writing, or it is a composite work of more than one
hand, and possibly an elaboration of John the apostles’ sayings, or going back to the
traditional view of accepting John the apostle as the author. Reason for having variety
of opinions goes back to ambiguity present in the early testimonies, whether the

beloved disciple was used for James or for John, the evidence is not clear, similarly

% See Rudolf Schnackenburg, The Gospel According to St. Jobn, tr. Kevin Smyth (New York: Herder and
Herder 1968}, vol. 1, p. 203.

19 See for example the commentaries of Origen, Theodore, Cyril of Alexandria, Augustine, John Scotus
Eriugena, Albertus Magnus, and of Thomas Aquinas, see Rudolf Schnackenburg, The Gospel According to
St. Jobm, pp. 202-207.

' See Burnett Hillman Screeter, The Four Gospels A Study of Origins (London: Macmillan 1924); Ernest
Findlay Scott, The Literature of the New Testament (New York: Columbia University Press n.d); R H.
Fuller, A Critical Introduction to the New Testament {n.p.: Duckworth n.d.); Rudolf Schnackenburg, The
Gespel According to St. Jobm; ed. R. Alan Culpepper and C. Clifton Black, Exploring the Gospel of john
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox 1996); James Moffatt, The Historical New Testament (Edinburgh: T.
&T. Clark 1901} J. C. O'Neill, The Study of the New Testament in Nineteenth Century Religious
Thought in the West ed. Ninian Smart (London: Cambridge University Press 1985), vol. 3; Lawrence M.
Wills The Quest of the Historical Gospel Mark John and the Origins of the gospel genre (London: Routledge
1997); A. Plummer, The Gospel According to St. Jobn; H. Latimer Jackson, The Problem of the Fourth
Gospel; Richard Heard, An Introduction to the New Testament; A, M. Hunter, Interpreting The New
Tstament {(London: SCM Press 1951); Simon J. Kistemaler The Gospels in Current Study (Michigan:

Baker Book House 1972).
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vagueness between John the apostle and John the elder leads to confusion.™ Regarding
the date of its writing, it was the end of the first century or the beginning of the second
there is no agreed view due 0 Jack of proper evidence. Additionally, comparison with
synoptic gospels depicts that John was not much concerned with history like them but
his attention was more on theological and mystical presentation whereas history was
secondary. Another important question was the addressee of John, whether they were
Jews or Gentiles of the Hellenistic world, modern studies probed in all these issues.
Undoubtedly historical criticism shed new light on these old issues, but due to its pure
rationalism and historicism its scope was limited, and could not explore new horizons.
At the same time for Christianity historical research is crucial as truth of Christianity
depends on the historical verification of these events and modern historical method
aimed to verify these events but the results were tragic."” In their endeavour for
verification of historical facts, the problem faced by modern critics was twofold; dearth
of historical evidence to verify the historical events on the one side and pure rationality
with historical method which led 1 unavoidable results on the other. Rationalism of
scientific age could only verify tangible and observable facts apart from it; it simply
denied their possibility or existence. With this instead of establishing Christianity on
verifiable proofs, historical critical method demolished the basic tenets of Christianity.

Faced with the bankrupicy of historical eriticism Christian theologians realized the

 See E E Bruce, “The Fourth Gospel in Recent Interpretation” in Terminal Letter of the Theological
Students” Felloeship (Spring 1958); 2-6; Burneuw Hillman Streeter, The Four Gospels A Study of Origins, pp.
430-461; Ernest Findlay Scott, The Literature of the New Tstament, pp. 234-246; A. M. Hunuer,
Interpreting The New Testament, pp. 84-86.

 To cite just one example in this regard is that there are dozens of works written on life of Jesus to prove
that he was a historically authentic figure but the historical criticism was unable o prove his earthly life.
Instaad their results turned him in a myth or he was denied altogether or a sharp distinction was made
between the historical figure and the Christ of fzith. In this distinction the effort was to retain the Christ
of faith in face of lack of historical evidences. See for detail David Friedrich Strauss, The Life of Jesus
Critically Examined, tr. Marian Evans (New York: Calvin Blanchard 1860); Albert Schweitzer The Quest
of the Historical Jesus from Reimarus to Whrede, tr. W. Montgomery (London: Adam and Charles Black
19190); ed. Gregory W. Dawes The Historical Jesus Quest (Louisville: Westminster John Knox 1999);
Martin Dibelius, Jesus tr. Charles B. Hedrick and Frederick C, Grant {New York: Westminster Press
1949); G. de Purucker, The Story of Jesus (Theosophical University press online edition 1998); Ernest

Renan, The Life of Jesus (London: Waus & co, n. d.). : E
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need for another approach. Turning away from the historical method towards
‘meaning’ of the text in the sense of what it ‘stands for’ became important for them.
Bultmann too took this option in interpretation.

Looking at the gospel studies in Muslim scholarship it must be noted that it was not as
advanced in the age of al-Ghazalf as it is in the modern west today; it was of
preliminary mature but which laid the foundations for Biblical criticism later. From the
issues discussed by Muslims were related to the authorship, date, transmission, and
reliability of the text, reliability of the authors, internal contradictions and
inconsistencies of the text. Generally these were refutations and can be classed as
historical investigation which among al-Mu‘tazilah was overshadowed by rationalism
and by Ibn Hazm’s literalism. Placing al-Ghazali’s a/-Radd ai-famil in this scenario it
can be said that he took a different route among his contemporaries, firstly it focused
on 2 specific portion of the gospels and with that he pioneered Johannine studies.
Secondly, instead of treading the old path of historical method he probed in the text or
in its ‘meaning’, thus innovating a new way in Biblical studies.

In summary, al-Ghazali and Bultmann shared a common feature of deviating from pure
historical search w the meaning of the text, with a difference that the former
investigated meaning of the text as intended by author whereas the later tried to bring
to light its meaning for the reader. Still the place and worth of historical search cannot
be denied particularly for the ancient text. The importan.ce of the historical method is
that 1t provides the necessary initial information to construct on it the required
structure. Due to this importance of historical method we find that 4l-Ghazili and
Bulimann did not ignore it completely but their main task was the interpretation of

the text; to know that let us move to their understanding for the Gospel of John.

AL-GHAZALI AND THE GOSPEL OF JOHN

It would be a mistake to borrow western critical methodology for the study of John

and to evaluate in its light al-Ghazali’s perceprion for the gospel; western studies are the

188




outcome of western thought and reflect their mindser. Whereas Muslim studies have
their own background, which needs to be taken into consideration. Nevertheless, there
are similarities present in their studies, which make the comparison genuine.
Generally Muslims approached the books of Christians and Jew as revealed from God,
as stated by al-Ghazali in Jpya’ that God revealed His books on different prophets for
the guidance of humanity, “thus 2l.Tawrah, al-Injil, al-Zabiir, al-Furgan, subuf of Moses
and Ibrahim and other scriptures were revealed’." But with the passage of time change
appeared in them therefore the Holy Qur’an leveled the charge of distortion in them.
Muslims with this background studied their sacred literature.

Coming to Gospel of John' al-Ghazali selected it as it is the most authentic gospel
among Christians.” He did not give much space to historical questions neither did he
deal with them in a critical way. In passing few historical issues pointed by him are
about the authorship, which for him was John Ibn Zabedee,” the disciple of Jesus,™
designated as the ‘beloved disciple’."” whereas Qadi ‘Abd :il-Jabl:):Tu'zo and more explicitly
al-Jahiz* rejected it. Perhaps al-Ghazili narrated only the accepted notions among
Christians in ascribing the Gospel w John. About the status of John he says, ‘most
honored among them to the extent that they call him Lord’s beloved’.” Its status is
further verified by al-Ghazili through selection of various verses from the books of the
Old and New Testament showing similarity of content in them. From the books he

mentioned are the Epistles of John; for al-Ghazali the gospel and the epistles were from

" See al-Ghazali, Ibya’ (Beirut: Dir al-Fikr 1991), vol.4, p.82; vol. 1, p.81, (my wanslation).

* There is a difference in /njil and gospel but the gospel was canonized by Christians thus giving it 2
status of authentic revelation.

¥ See al-Ghazali, sl-Radd al-Jamil ed. ‘Abd al-*Aziz ‘Abd al-Haqq Hilmi (Cairo: al-Matabi* al-Amiriah
1973), p.242.

' Thid., p. 242, 252, 287, 305.

" Ibid., p. 252, 253.

 Tvid., p. 252.

2 See Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbir, Tathbit Dald'il al-Nubuwwab ed. ‘Abd al-Karim ‘Uthmin (Beirue: Dar al-
‘A rabiyyah 1966), p. 155.

1 See Aba “Uthmin al-Jakiz, Thaldth Ras#’il ed. ]. Finkel (Cairo: al-Matba‘ah al-Salafiyyah 1382 H.), p.
24,

2 al-Ghazali, al-Radd, p. 252. (myy translation)
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the same author® as it was believed traditionally. Modern scholarship rejects that but
they are grouped together with revelation as Johannine literature due to their similar
content.

From the other books are letters of St Paul mentioned most, then the Gospél of Mark,
followed by Matthew, Acts and in the end Luke. In the Old Testament the selection is
from the books of Moses, Psalms and in the end books of Kings and Judges.

The selection of verses from the New Testament reflects place of apostles John, Paul
and Peter, who were highly regarded among Christians, John was cne of the
‘prominent disciple and was known as ‘Lord’s beloved’,* Péter and Paul were the great
personalities.” Al-Ghazali’s opinion about St. Paul is in sharp contradiction w that of
2l-*Amiri® and Qadi “Abd al-Jabbar. St Paul was a controversial figure for them and his
teachings are totally contrary to that of other apostles. In Qadt’s view he had good
relations with Romans and distorted Christianity to win their hearts.”

From gospels apart from John he cited from Mark six times, Matthew four and Luke
once. Preferring Mark over Matth& is remarkable as Mark is taken to be the source of
other gospels in modern times. In the Old Testament the selection of the verses is
according to the revelatory status and due to the importance of Psalms among
Christians as he explicitly mentioned their status, for al-Tawiirah he says, ‘icis the
book of Moses’, 2 for al-Mazamir, it was revealed to David,” and for Kings and Judges,

it was part of kutububum al-‘Atiqah which were read in their churches’.*® Other than

B Ibid., pp. 252, 287.

* Ibid., p. 252,

% Ibid., p. 302,

% See Abb al-Hasan al-'Amiri, Kitah al-I%am bimanagib al-Isfam ed. Ahmad *Abd al-Hamid Ghurab
{Riyadh: Dar al-Asalah 1988), p. 208.

¥ See al-Qidi, Tathée, pp. 156-173.

* See al-Ghazali, al-Radd., pp. 239, 284, 286.

# thid., p. 287,

% Thid., p. 239.
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the canonical writings he made a passing remark on the commentaries from the
apostles and the Fathers.

Unlike Bultmann, al-Ghazali did not write a complete commentary on the gospel
rather he studied a particular theme i.e. divinity of Jesus. For that he selected six verses,
five from John and one from Mark and rearranged them according to his theme. These
six verses, he divided in pairs of three, through the first three he denied the divinity of
Jesus and through other three he proved his humanity. Rest of the verses from the Old
and the New Testament were cited to support the theme of his study. His whole study
can be divided in rwo portions, first is the main thesis of refuting the divinity of Jesus
comprising of six verses and second the concluding portion which he designated as
‘problematic issue’ is the prologue of the gospel. In this rearrangement separation of the
prologue from the rest of the verses and interpreting it independently is a distinctive
feature of al-Ghazali. Prologue has a different character from the rest of the gospel, and
is thus a modern concept. One of the concerns of historical criticism in modern
thought is whether prologue was added late in the gospel or not. Al-Ghazili was not
concerned with the historical issue; his rearrangement reflects thematic perspective
only. For him the misinterpretation of the prologue caused confusion and led
Christians to believe in divinity of Jesus, to clarify it al-Ghazali dealt with it separately.
At the same time it may be noted that tw rearrange the layout of the Gospel by
changing verses from its original place is unprecedented, as far as I know, among
Muslims of his age. Bultmann in his commentary on John too rearranged the Gospel as
will be discussed shortly.

Selection of John reflects al-Ghazali’s awareness of the differences present between John
and the synoptic gospels. There is 2 marked difference in the picture of Jesus in them,
in John the Christ figure or a divine being is prominent whereas synoptic gospels

picture Jesus in human terms. Besides, synoptic gospels are more concerned with

3 Ibid., pp. 292, 296,
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historical presentation whereas history is the least concern of John. For al-Ghazili
divinity of Jesus was the main problem therefore he selected John.

Theologically John is the only gospel which provides scriptural evidence for divinity of
Jesus. Due to it Massigon rightly commented that al-Ghazili's book is a work on
John’s Christology.™

Gospel of John is also marked for its spiritual teachings, which is another important
reason for al-Ghazali to choose it. Spiritual nature of this gospel is well depicted in the
words of Lootfy Levonian, ‘the Fourth is the Gospel of His spiritual teaching; and it is
here that we see Jesus grappling with the Jews about this basic problem of the religion,
and trying to point out to them the true meaning of the spiritual’.* Al-Ghazili was
attracted to this aspect of the gospel and for him it was misinterpreted by the followers
of Jesus. Moreover, the teachings of Paul too are mystical therefore al-Ghazali found
great similarity in the teachings of two. In his view these apostles, John and Paul,
represented correct Christian faith which was altered in later periods.

In al-Ghazalf’s age prevailing trend in refutations was theological; although divinity of
Jesus is a core theological issue still al-Ghazali in his refutation gave less importance to
theological argumentation. The reason might be that theological studies to some extent
are biased. Normally theologians use their own spectacles to see the “other’ whereas
mystical dimension is wider in its vision. Describing the difference in the two “Abd al-
Majid al-Sharafi mentions that the two differ widely, the criterion of judgment among
theologians is taken from their own religious background particularly for ritualistic and
legalistic differences, which leads to a wide gap between the religions under study, on
the other hand Sufis take a different course they focus less on legalistic and ritualistic

differences without diminishing their impotance in religion.”* Perhaps this was the

* See al-Ghazili, al-Radd, p.113.
» Lootfy Levonian, Studies in the Relationship Between Islam and Christianity Psychological and Historical

(London: George Allen & Unwin 1940), p. 86.
M Gee ‘Abd ulMajid al-Sharafi, al-Fikr al-Lelami fi al-Radd ‘Alz al-Nusara (Tenis: al-Dir al- Tonistyyah

1936), pp. 429-430.
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reason for al-Ghazili t avoid conventional theological debate with Christians, and in
its place to prefer the Sufi path. However, theological arguments are not absent in «/-
Radd while in interpretation of John two dimensions are merged i.e. theological and
Sufi. Divinity of Jesus as said is theological issue yet in its interpretation al-Ghazali
takes a wider Sufi perspective where ‘son ship’ is not only a biological relationship but
can have various other connotations. Besides, he condemned Christian theological
literalism due to which their interpretation of John is mistaken. John specifically and
Paul and Peter as well, according to al-Ghazali perceived and presented the teachings of
Jesus in a broad perspective which Christian theological literalism misunderstood.

In a nutshell it can be said that instead of pure rational and historical criticism he
incorporated rational with supra rational facets in his refutation; that is interpreting the
Biblical text in the light of spiritual theology. It is the mystical approach which is
dominant in akGhazalf’s al-ta’wil and is niot anti rational in his scheme. As said before,
interpretation of John in a/-Radd is comparable o Ihya', as the two resemble in the
manner and aim of study, both try to revive religious teachings through rereading in
the light of spiritual wisdom.

Moreover, few other methodological features in al-Ghazali’s study of John are like use
of comparison. He compared John with other writings of the New and Old Testament
particularly Paul. Also we find comparison of events or of miracles of Jesus with Moses
and comparison of text for the wordings of ‘shinning hand’ in the miracle of Moses in
the Holy Qur’an and al-Tawrih.* In this method al-Ghazlf also compared meaning of
some important terms of John with earlier translations. It may be noted that looking
back in the earlier translations for determining exact meaning is another distinct
feature of his work. Jew and Christian scriptures are not present in their original
languages; the oldest manuscripts are the translations only, al-Ghazili’s comparison

points to this important aspect of Biblical studies. Additionally without exploring the

% See al-Ghazali, 2l-Radd, p. 239.
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details of historical question of original languages, al-Ghazali only menticned that al-
Tawrah was translated from al-‘Ibrini (Hebrew), and Gospel of John from Coptic,”
and compared the translated text with the text of ancient languages. As said above
Coprtic version was the most reliable version for the Arabic translation.” Going back w0
the earlier translations and comparing it with later ones was done by al-Biriini before
2i-Ghazali. While discussing the concept of al-Masih in Judaism and in Christianity al-
Birani looked in the Hebrew and in the Syrian versions.”” This methodology among
Muslim scholars was ground-breaking in textual studies and points to the fact that at
least a preliminary knowledge of these languages was available to them. Comparison
vwith earlier translations is unthinkable without their knowledge, therefore it may be
said that scholars like al-Biriini and al-Ghazali knew these languages to some extent.”
As stated above al-Ghazili interpreted John in the light of the New and Old
Testament, which means the addressees for John were Jews in his opinion. Although
the issue was not raised in historical critical manner, neither he questioned that
whether they were the Jews of Palestine or of Diaspora as it is discussed in the modern
stuciies. From John it is evident that the community was of believers, who were well
versed in Jewish religion and thought. As john never went in explanations of the basics
of religion so it means they were well acquainted with what was told to them, and he
was only reminding them of their faith. Regarding it al-Ghazali’s explicit reference is in
very first verse of John in form of dialogue between Jesus and Jews, where Jesus

reminds them that his teachings are similar to that of the Old Testament and his

% Ibid., p. 240.

7 Ihid., p. 296.

® See . Abu al-Hasan al-*Amiri, Kitdb al-Iam bimanagib al-Islam, p. 204,

» See Al-Birtni, The Chronology of Ancient Nations, ed. & tr. Edward Sachau (Lahore: Hijra International
1983), pp. 18-23.

“ Both al-Birlind and al-Ghazali share the methodology of having full grasp of the subject and the
opinion of the opponent before writing or refuting it and language is one of the basic wol in
understanding the ‘other’ particularly in religious discourse. See al-Ghazali, al-Mungidh min al-Daldl and

al-Birtini, Kitab al-Hind,
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message s not new," Similarly his citation from Acts clearly states that the addressees
were Jews,” or his comments that following of Jesus by Jews was a compulsion.*
Moreover, explanation of the concepts like ‘Son’, ‘God’, and so forth were made in
Jewish understanding.* Making Jews the recipients of the gospe! reflects Islamic
understanding where Jesus was the prophet to Bani Israel.® He was like Abraham or
Moses and so forth, and al-Ghazali compares their teachings to show the similarity of
their message and that they form one group.® This might have led Chaidaic to criticize
al-Ghazali.” Despite the fact that al-Ghazali was a Muslim it cannot be denied that
Jesus was a Jew and his teachings were grounded in Judaism.

Linked with the question of addressees is the presence of problematic words like “son’
or ‘father’, due to these words Bultmann concluded that John wrote the gospel for the
Tews of Diaspora and borrowed the Greeks ideas to convey his message. For al-Ghazili,
the concepts and vocabulary all was rooted in Judaism. Consequently, though both
agreed that John addressed Jews but deviated on whether they were of Diaspora or not
and whether the vocabulary was Jewish or Greek. Related to problematic vocabulary in
al-Ghazali’ view two things must be taken into consideration, firstly it has roots in
Judaism, so Jews were familiar with this terminology and John did not bring any new
idea. Secondly, for al-Ghazali Jesus was prophet and in the shari‘ah of every prophet
there are some distinctive features. Jesus too must have certain features in his shari‘ah
which were only for them,* Thus, Jesus used ‘Son’ or ‘God’ meraphorically and
vointed their real meaning by explaining metaphors which means that it was allowed

for them.” Thus, for al-Ghazali the ideas and the terminology of john are not

¥ Sce al-Ghazali, al-Radd, p. 244.
 1bid., p.302.
* Ibid., p. 282,

“ Ibid., p. 284, 286, 287. .
 Thid., p. 246, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251, 252, 254, 258, 260, 261, 263, 281, 282, 284, 285.

€ 1hid., p- 239, 264, 265, 282, 286, 288, 30, 303, 304, 305, 309, 311,
“ Ihid., p. 165.

# Qe al-Ghazali, al-Radd, p. 265.

* Thid.
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borrowed from outside and have its roots in Judaism. In giving sanctity to John’s
vocabulary al-Ghazali opinion is comparable to al-Jahiz* and al-Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbir,*
as both do not favor it. With this we now turn to Bultmann and his perception of the

Gospel of John.

BULTMANN AND THE GOSPEL OF JOHN
The Gospel of John was ranked high among other books of the New Testament; in his

interpretation this gospel is the prism through which he looks at the other gospels. In
Johnannine studies his influential works are The Gospel of Jobn: A Commentary and
Theology of the New Testament. It is in the latter where his theological and interpretative
thought culminated therefore in our work we will concentrate on it.

Bultmann appeared on the scene when historical critical method in Biblical studies was
on the verge of declining. As historical criticism searched for the origins only
Bultmann was not much concerned about these questions. Although he inquired
certain aspects of it but for him this leads to a dead end, instead his concern was the
meaning of the text. He paid attention to what the message of Jesus meant for the early
generations and how it transformed their life, what were the intellectual themes
working in surrounding Jewish and other religious setup of early Christianity, and
more importantly what this message means for the present age, which was best
represented in the Gospel of John. For Bultmann in John its true meaning appears as a
decision for the present unlike any other writing of the New Testamen. ]ohn;s
understanding was not the outcome of the situation that is delay in Jesus’ return but
was the true meaning of the gospel. On this understanding Bultmann developed his
demythologizing. With these preliminary words about status of the Gospel of John let

us return to some of the historical issues related to the gospel as mentioned by

Bultmann.

% See Ab@ *Uthmin al-Jahiz, Thalath Rasail, pp. 25-28.
5! Sen al-Qidi ‘Abd al-Jabbir, al-Mughni fi Abwib ol Tewhid wa al-‘ad, ed. Mahmiid Muhammad al-
Khudiri (Egypt: al-M'Tiassah al-Magriah al-"Amah n. d.), vol. 5, pp. 108-111.
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To have a clear picture of Bultmann’s position it may be noted:that within the scenario
of historical studies in twentieth century there were opposing extremes. On the one
hand were radical opinions coming particularly from GGermany and on the other was
the re-emergence of traditional thought, though not of same old intensity but was
moving in that direction while believing that a genuine tradition lies behind the Gospel
of John. And the major disputed issues among them were historical worth of the fourth
gospel, its date, authorship, origin, soun:le, compilation, dependence on synoptic
gospels, purpose of writing and so forth.” Generally Bultmann’s stance is among those
who moved away from the traditional camp.

Bultmann considered the Gospel of John and the Epistles as one collection due to their
close resemblance, but this does not imply that they were authored by same person.
Epistles might be the product of school of John,* but there is no sound information
about their authorship.* Later following the footsteps of Bultmann not only the
authorship to John the apostle was denied even its alternate John the Elder was rejected
25 being a shadowy figure due to lack of evidence and it was ascribed to an anonymous
author.”® Whereas from the modern traditional camp, on the basis of internal evidence
Westcott,™ Streeter” and Richard Heard® affirmed that the author was the apostle
John. Thus, though Bultmann rejected the authorship of John the apostle but within
modern scholarship his authorship is supported by strong voices and for them the

internal evidence which supports the authorship of John is the verse of the ‘beloved

3 See Moises Silva, “Approaching the Fourth Gospel” in Criswell Theological Review, 3.1(1988), pp. 17-

29,
5 See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, (USA: Charles Scribner's Sons 1955), vol. 2, p. 3.

M1bid, p. 10.
% See R. H. Fuller, A Critical Introduction to the New Tstament, (London: Gerald Duckworth & Co.

1966), P. 176.
% See B. . Westcott, The Gospel according to St. John (Eerdmans: Grand Rapids 1962}, pp. v-xxviii; James

D. Dvorak, The Relationship between John and the Synoptic Gospels, Jowrnal of the Evangelical

Theological Sociery, p. 209.
7 See Burnett Hillman Screeter, The Four Gospels, p.433.
% See Richard Heard, An Introduction to the New Testament, Chapter 10.
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disciple’.” Indeed this verse is the main problem related to authorship and is known as
Johannine question. Explicitly the verse only states that the author was an eye
witnesses, ‘this is the disciple who is testifying to these things and has written them,
and we know that his testimony is true.’® Whether the beloved disciple was John the
apostle or someone else gospel does not provide any clue, neither is any information
there that the verse was originally written by the author or was added afterwarils.
Based on the study of forms Bultmann concluded that the verse was added late by a
redactor, and this happened twice. Once chapter 21 was affixed to the Gospel and then
the verses 23, 24 were added.*’ In that case the verse cannot be an evidence for the
authorship of John. Though Bultmann opposed the traditional view, still there are
some evidences in the gospel supporting the verse of beloved disciple. For example
descriptive narrative of death of Jesus which ended with, ‘he who saw this has tesufied
so that yOu also may believe. His testimony is true, and he knows that he tells the
truth’, there is close resemblance in the wordings of eye witaess here and in the above
verse (21: 24).% Besides, the detailed information in the Gospel of John show close
acquaintance of the author with Jesus, which include the names of persons, places,
geographical knowledge of Palestine, and some historical facts which are absent in the
synopric gospels.* Based on it Scott* and Streeter favoured the traditional view of
John’s authorship and that he was the beloved disciple, because there must have been at

least one among the Twelve who understood the Revelation of the word and John was

one of them.” So this supports the waditional view.

¥ John 21; 24; 13: 23; 19: 26,

 Joha 21: 24.
61 See Rudolf Bultmann, The Gaospe! of Jobn A Commentary, tr. G. R. Beasley-Murry, ed. R. W. N. Hoare

and J. K. Riches (Oxford: Basil Blackwell 1971), pp. 715716,

&2
John 19; 35.
© See Ernest Findlay Scott, The Literature of the New Testament, p. 239; Richard Heard, A Introduction

to the New Testament, Chapter 10.
¢ See Ernest Findlay Scott, The Literature of the New Testament, pp. 239-241.

5 Thid., p. 242.
5 See Burnett Hillman Streeter, The Four Gospels, p.432.
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Coming 1o the date of writing according to modern critics the gospel was written as
late as the middle of second century, but this view was altered since the discovery of
Rylands Fragments in 1933.% These fragments were from the first quarter of second
century and contain few verses of the gospel; with it the modern opinion came to agree
with the traditional view.* According to Bultmann too, the gospel must have been
within the first century after the fixation of synoptic gospels and due to the testimony
from papyri quotations which are from the early second century.*’ Moreover, the place
of writing i1s unknown and its original language was Greek.”

As for the arrangement of the gospel Bultmann proposed a different layout for the
gospel in his commentary.” Reason behind it is that the study of literary styles in form
criticism pointed to certatn inconsistencies in the gospel which is erther because of
irregularity in order, interpolations by editors, or use of different sources by authors.””
Historically these irregularities were pointed by Tatian in Diatessaron, and in modern
times by Moffat in The New Testament: A New Translation, J. Wellhausen and others.”
These are some of the preliminary historical questions related o the gospel and in them
Bultmann followed modern critics as against modern traditionalists. Thus, for
Bultmann time difference separates John from Jesus and from the early church whereas
John’s acquaintance with synoptic gospels is not a settled problem as well.
Nevertheless, due 1o some common themes or traditions present in John and synoptic

gospels that Bultmann favours certain knowledge which John had of synoptic gospels

¥ See An unpublished Fragment of the Fourth Gospel, ed. C. H. Roberts, (Manchester: University Press

1935), second tmpression, p. 11.
“ See Moises Silva, Approaching the Fourth Gospel, p. 17; Ernest Findlay Scoct, The Literature of the New

Testament, p, 235.
¢ See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Fstament, vol. 2, p. 10, these fragments were edited by H.
Idris and T. C. Skeat in 1935 and by Roberts in 1935 which indicace that John was known in Egypt by

the end of first century.
7 See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, p. 10,

! See Rudolf Bultmann, The Gospel of jobn A Commentary.
"2 1bid., also see Robert M. Grant, A Historical Introduction to the New Testament, chaprer 11

" See for detail Rudolf Schnackenburg, The Gospel According to St. fobn, pp. 44-74; E. ]. Goodspeed, An
Introdsction to the New Testament (Chicago: University of Chicago Press 1937), chapter 19

hp://www.earlychristianwritings.com/goodspeed/ch19.heml (accessed on 10/6/2010).
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or of their sources, For example, miracle stories although they are presented differently,
wn synoptic gospels tn form of a report of an occurrence and in John as symbols
pointing to something else.” Due to these differences the picture of Jesus in synoptic
gospels and in John is completely different. Further, in synoptic gospels there are
shorter discourses of Jesus as compared to John which are longer dialogues on definite
*2emes. In John Jesus does not appear as a rabbi concerned with the Law or as the
prophet proclaiming the advent of the kingdom of God rather as revealer appointed by
God.” He talks about his coming and going and the message brought from God.
Instead of parables of synoptic gospels in John are symbols of good shepherd, true vine,
light or truth, Thus, the themes and the world of John are very dissimilar to synoptic
gospels.”®

Now comparing it with the writings of St. Paul, here acéording to Bultmann, John and
Paul do have some stmularities still they do not follow the same direction of thought.
From the similarities present among them are Gnostic ideas taken from Hellenistic
culture, like redeemer myth, or the dualistic terminology of ‘earthly-heavenly’, ‘light-
darkness’, ‘truth-falsehood’, with a difference that Paul is more near to Jewtsh thought
as compared to John. Despite the resemblances, John is not the culmination of Paul or
the two are not moving in same linear direction. John being late to Paul was no doubt
influenced by him. Stll John had ‘his own originality and stands in an atmosphere of
theological thinking different from that of Paul’.” The difference in the two, as said,
was that Paul remained within Jewish theological interpretation whereas John deviated |
from 1t and gave it a radical interpretation. i
Bultmann while comparing synoptic gospels, John and Paul followed the history-of- l
religions school, and in its light identified mythological terminology. Besides, form

criticism helped in determining terms of Gnostic dualism and their development,

™ See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Tstament, vol. 2, p. 4.
7 Thid.

7 Ibid., p. 6. .
7 Tbid., p. 9. I

200




particularly in knowing the origin of the words, their use by authors and later by
redactors. Moreover, the dualistic terminology of light-darkness, earthly-heavenly and
so forth is the dialecticalism of Hegelian philosophy to which Bultmann gave specific
understanding. In summary it can be said that Bultmann used the modern tols of
critical studies and philosophies to look in the book of John. With these few words on
the Gospel of John now we move to the early Christianity in the eyes of al-Ghazili and

Bultmann.

AL-GHAZALI AND THE EARLY CHRISTIANITY

Early Christianity was the area of interest for al-Ghazali and Bultmann with a
difference that John for al-Ghazili was not the transmitter of Greek philosophy neither
his mystical inclination was the result of the gnosis rather it was a pure religious
inspiration coming from the teachings of Jesus. Whereas Bultmann considered John to
be well versed in Greek philosophy who borrowed its worldview to put across the
message of Jesus but both of them seems to agree that John himself was not Hellenizing
Christianity. For Bultmann John borrowed the terminology to express his ideas as that
was the available terminology and for al-Ghazali the vocabulary was rooted in Judaism,
Al-Ghazil’s description for the early period of Christianity is very brief. Fe discussed
their faith and how the later generations deviated from the early understanding. For
him there were two reasons behind it; one was the strict adherence to the letter of the
word and that veiled the true meaning from them. The second was the influence of
Greek philosophy on Christianity particularly on theology due to which new concepts

crept in and molded the religion in a different direction.

Taking the first aspect, it needs to be identified historically when and how the change
from the original understanding to literal meaning appeared? According w al-Ghazili
the change appeared due to the blind following of their elders. Christians were stern

about the meanings given to scriptures by ancients, and considered it to be the religion
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of Jesus.”" When did this change take place in Christian history al-Ghazali is not
explicit and mentions it in broad terms only. He refers to Christian epochs in general
that during these periods their books were distorted. He calls them the era of al-
awwalin,” for the early generations and al-Zkbirin® or al-mutakh’kbiran® for the later
ones. This distinction between ages appears again when he describes development of
faith in Christian sects.” Here the two phases of early and late generations are
designated by al-qudama’ and al-mutz’khkbiriin respectively.” But the point to be noted
here is that al-Ghazali charged both, al-gudama’ and al-muta’kbkbirin with
corruptibility of faith. Thus the early generation here is not to be counted among al-
awwaliin mentioned before. And this makes it difficult to identify these groups and to
have an exact historical demarcation of the two phases from these terms. But it can be
deduced that the age of Jesus, his disciples and perhaps the first centuries are termed as
the early generations and of course the period after that as late generations. As al-
Ghazili considered the interpretations given by St. Paul, John, Peter and by the
commentators of Gospels to be the correct one.* And it is in the age of /-
rnutakbkbiran that the corruption in their religion appeared. They strictly followed the
literal sense given by al-awwaliin and ranked it as the religion of Jesus." Here Qadi
‘Abd al-Jabbar agrees with al-Ghazali that the change appeared after a passage of time
but for Qadi the process of change was slow and took long time which started jusf after

Jesus,* Al-Juwayni by pointing the age of authors is to some extent more exact in

identifying the time.

™ See al-Ghazili, al-Radd al-Jamil, p. 235.
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Related to it is the status of St. Paul and St. John who are considered to be the pillars of
Christianity and for al-Ghazali they belong to the early generation before change
appeared in Christianity, Opinion of Muslim authors, particularly about St. Paul,
varies widely from al-Ghazali; for them he played 2 major role in distorting
Christianity.” To what extent al-Ghazali was correct about these two disciples can be
judged only after evaluating his interpretation of their sayings. Further, al-Ghazali also
charged later age Christians for refusing to accept metaphorical interpretation and
considered that the text can only accept literal meanings.*”

The second aspect which is the influence of Greek philosophy on their religion is also
connected to their strict adherence with the literal meaning. Christians in al-Ghazali’s
opinion were influenced by Greek philosophy in the period of al-mutikhkhirGn and
they explained theology accordingly, which was taken as the only possible
interpretation. Elaborating the influence of Greek thought on their society, in the later
period, he divided the Christian populace in two; the uneducated masses and the
educated circle.” Leaving aside the common masses due to their ignorance and no
training for rational understanding, he concentrated on the educated circle. It is the
intellectual elite who were greatly influenced by the Greek thought and followed
philosophy blindly thinking that the philosophers have attained great wisdom and so
their knowledge cannot be questioned.” In reality their perception of philosophical
notions was wrong and they incorrectly applied them on Christianity.”

Concrete example of Greek influence on Christian theology in divinity of Jesus is the

relation between soul and body.” Divinity of Jesus Christ is a complex dogma and it is

¥ See Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Zachbit, p. 156-160; al-“Amiri, al-l'lm, p. 208,
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not easy 1o understand the nature of Christ and his relation to God. Therefore
Christians took the help of ‘relation between soul and body from Greek philosophy.
According to al-Ghazili, Christian theology committed a mistake in making a parallel
between Jesus and God with soul and body; they are different from each other and do
not share similar grounds to establish the relationship.” While specifying the mistakes
in Christian thought al-Ghazilf pointed to their incorrect perception of syllogism,
which they applied for the relation between soul and body.” Refutation of al-Ghazali
can be summarized that in syllogism #/-%/lah (commonality) between asi {original case)
and fzr (sub case) should be present and here in case of God and Jesus %lak or the
commonality is absent so how could it be applied to God?™ And if it is considered as
analogy still it is wrong. In analogy there must be resemblance between the two sides
but in this case the resemblance cannot be known.” Moreover, syllogism employed
here requires deep thinking and is not in common use even among jurists so how could
it be used for God.” Further the condition for the relation between soul and body
according 1o the philosophers is that there must be mundsabab (conformity or
agreeability) between the two i.e. between God and Jesus, and God is above that.”
Even if conformity is assumed it does not establish the relation imagined by Christians.
For philosophers the relation is organizational where both share emotions and feclings,
and God transcends that.” If the aspect of pleasure or pain is excluded, in that case too
God is the creator and sustainer so all depends on God."” Here as Christians have

borrowed Greek ideas to elaborate divinity of Christ so they must accept all other
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concepts of philosophy too, like eternity of world, One can create only one, God is an
abstract idea and so forth, whereas according to al-Ghazili they all are contrary o
Christian religious teachings.”!

Looking back in Christian history for the allegations of al-Ghazali we find that it was
in the second half of third and later in fourth century of Christian era that the
Christian theological controversies about Trinity and the status and relation of Jesus
with God were at its peak. The Nicene Creed determined the nature of Christ as fully
God who was made man but was silent about the exact relation of Jesus with God.
Further debates in these controversies were to determine this relation. There were two
tendencies to solve it; one was to merge the human in the divine and the other was 10
keep them separately in one being. The first was the approach of school of Alexandria
and the other of school of Antioch.' The school of Antioch was literalist in its
interpretations as compared to Alexandrians,'® and insisted on difference of being in
God and Jesus and followed Origen’s interpretation literally.” In order to explain
divinity of Jesus they compared it with the union in soul and body.'® Both these
schools fall under Eastern Christianity and Muslims interacted with them in that
period. Their major sects, in al-Ghazili’s times, were Nestorians, Jacobites and
Melkites believed in union or al-ltihad but disagreed on the nature of relationship

between divinity and humanity of Jesus.'® According to al-Ghazili roots of this dogma

10 Thid, p. 241,
1% See Williston Walker, A History of the Christian Church, p. 131; George Every, Understanding Eastern

Christianity (Bangalore: Dharmaram Publications 1978}, pp, 43-47.

1 See Williston Walker, A History of the Christian Church, p. 133; George Every, Understanding Eastern
Christianity, p.46.

%4 See Lais Ghardiah and . Qanawati, Fabsafah al-Fikr al-Dini bayn al-lslam wa al-Masibiyyah, . Subhl
alSalik and Farid Jabs (Beirur: Dar al-'Tlm 1l Malayin 1967), vol. 2, pp. 284-285.

1% See Jean Danielou and Henri 1. Marrou, The Christian Centuries A New History of the Catholic Church,
tr. Vincent Cronin (New York: McGraw-Hill 1964), p. 218; Williston Walker, A History of the Christian
Church, p. 133,

1% For Christian sects and their theological controversies see, Jean Danielou and Henri I, Marrou, The
Christian Centuries A New History of the Catholic Church; Williston Walker, A History of the Christian
Chuych; Aziz Suryal Atiya, A History of Eastern Christianity. From Muslim theologians see, Abt Bakr
Muhammad al-Baqillani, «/-Tambid ed. Mahmid Muhammad 2l-Ghudiri and Muhammad ‘Abd al-Hadi
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go back to Greek philosophy and Christians revolve in the circle of divinity and
humanity of Jesus, moving from one end to the other in search of a solution. These
were the brief comments on primitive Christianity by al-Ghazali; as stated he did not
write as an historian therefore a detailed discussion on Christian history is absent in al-
Radd. It is only in relation with interpretation that how and when Christians deviated
from the right path or in other words from the wider vision to a narrowness of

literalism that al-Ghazali mentioned few historical changes.

BULTMANN AND THE PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY

The historical setting of primitive Christianity has been discussed in detail in Primitive
Christianity and Theology of the New Testarnent by Bultmann. In them he elaborated the
original message of Jesus, its development in the early church, the Hellenistic church,
by St. Paul and by St. John. He followed historical critical method with form criticism
and the history of religion school to reconstruct the historical picture of Christianity.
From synoptic gospels he tried 1o recover the message of Jesus and from Acts the early
church. In synoptic gospels according to the two source theory Mark and Q were the
original sources for Matthew and Luke, with that was the old wradition, the ideas
developed within the church and thirdly the additions or the editorial work of the
evangelists.'” For Acts and Pauline letters 100, again historical critical method was
needed to verify its information as it was the early church which coliected, selected and
even modified the gospels therefore the theological tendencies of the church were
reflected in them.'™ To differentiate in these various additions historical critical tools
were indispensable.

Christianity, according to Bultmann, emerged and was cradled among various religious

and intellectual shades which influenced and shaped the theological development.

{n. p.: Dir al-Fikr al-*Arabi n. d.), pp. 86-96; Qadi “Abd al-Jabbar, al-Mughni fi Abwab al-Tawhid wa al-
‘Ad! ed. Mahmiid Mubammad al-Ghudiri, vol. 5, pp. 114-136; al-Juwayni, al-Shamil fi Usul 2l-Din, pp.

581-594.
W7 Sse Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Tstament, p. 3.

®Thid., p. 33.
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There was Judaism, Greek philosophy, Hellenistic culture with mystery religions and
Gnostic movement present at that time and all had an influence on Christianity,
Moreover, Bultmann distinguished between the message of Jesus and the teachings of
Judaism, the early church, Pauline or Johannine thought, Elaborating the development
of thought in Bultmann’ view early church, St Paul and St. John took the terminology
from the prevailing religions or the philosophies and presented the message of Jesus in a
different way. The message of Jesus which stands very much in opposition to Judaism
in its teachings and spirit, was initially ¢clothed in Jewish thought and terminology, as
Jesus was himself a Jew. Jesus borrowed from Judaism some of the concepts and gave
them a different understanding. Jews believed in the near end of the world, where God
will intervene with a new future in the form of establishment of kingdom. It was a
nationalistic or political hope and a messiah from the line of David was to restore the
lost kingdom.'” Whereas Jesus preached a kingdom of God, which is an eschawlogical
concept and meant that it will destroy the present course of the world, the satanic
powers and would bring an end to all pains and sorrows. It would bring salvétion, and
would be miraculous that God will bring the change without the help of man. It is not
political or national kingdom but a cosmic change will occur where an old age will
come to an end and a new will dawn. The Judgment of the world would be held by
God and His Sen, who would appear on the clouds, the dead would arise, and rewarded
according to their deeds. Here Jesus took the Jewish context and their imagination to
present his message, for Bultmann the resurrection of the dead, their judgment or their
blessedness are the figurative expressions."* Otherwise message of Jesus which is
eschatological is rooted in the idea that ‘the time is fulfilled, and the Reign of God is ar

hand’,"" this points ‘to 2 new future and characterize the present as the time of

1% See Rudolf Bultmann, Primitive Christignity, p. 80-82.

10 Thid, p. 87.
W Mark 1:15.
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decision’," it 1s now that man must be ready to return, it is the time for decision, ‘now
is the last hour, now is the either-or, now is the question: dﬁ men really want God’s
reign? Or is it the world they want?"'* It is the decision in the present moment where
man must surrender fully, this is the crux of Jesus’ teachings and not the past or the
future is important for him as it is in Judaism. Another difference in the message of
Jesus and Judaism is that although Jesus adhered to the authority of the Old Testament
but strongly rejected the formalism or the ritualism of Jews, Instead of it Jesus
demanded radical obedience through the commandment of love of neighbor. Itis a
practical ethic therefore had a far reaching effect, moreover it is directed towards
individual.'"* Furthermore, Jesus introduced a different relationship with God as
compared 1o what was taught in Judaism. In Judaism God is transcendent in the sense
that He is far above his creation whereas Jesus taught a personal relation with Him,
which is well depicted in his prayers where God is addressed as the Father, He is near
to man and listens and answers his prayers. In addition, He forgives man and is the God
of grace as against Judaism where demand and judgment of God is stressed. The grace
of God means that whenever a sinner decides to return to Him, He accepts his
repentance, ‘Father I have sinned against heaven and in thy sight, and am no more
worthy to be called thy son—but even then his father’s love is already going out to
him’."s Thus, repentance is not only human achievement but is gained through grace
of God, when a sinner surrenders wholly to the God.'

From above it becomes clear that the message of Jesus was very different from Judaism,
it was a call for an individual for a decision for his present, and its piety and ethic was a

protest to the legalism of scribes. In the nutshell, according to Bultmann, message of

112 Rudolf Bultmann, Primitive Christianity, p. 37.

18 Ibid., p. 90.
4 Gee Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, pp. 11-13.

"5 Tuke 15:21.
¢ See Rudolf Bultmann, Primitive Christianity, pp. 77-78; Theology of the New Tstament, p. 24.
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Jesus formed a unity of eschatological proclamation and the ethical teaching.'”” This
message of Jesus after him passed through various modifications and changes starting
from the very beginnings of the early church and continued in later phases. The
difference in the early church and the message of Jesus, as stated by Bultmann, is that
*Jesus proclaimed the message. The church proclaims him’.'"* The difference int the two
is that in his message, Jesus was a teacher and a prophet, whereas the church added the
component of messiah ship, and proclaimed that he was messiah. In this way not the
message of Jesus rather he himself became the center of preaching, or ‘the proclaimer
became the proclaimed’,"” Early church in this change borrowed from the Jewish
eschatological expectations the concept of the messiah or son of man and turned this
imaginary figure into physical and visible figure of Jesus. For the early church Jesus was
the messiah who was killed on the cross and was w come on the clouds of heaven to
judge and to bring salvation, this according to Bultmann turned the myth into a
tangible historical figure and it was the major change in the message of Jesus." Apart
from it the Hellenistic church which was the soil of Greek philosophy with
Gnosticism played a decisive role in the development of theology by St. Paul and St.
John. The Hellenistic church deviated from the early church in eschatological
understanding; soon irruption of the kingdom of God was not their main concern
rather in these churches cultic religion around Jesus was established. The title Christos a
translation of messiah which meant lord of redemption was applied to Jesus as a proper
name for him. Another title kyrios, was commonly used for him, which was for a cultic
deity who died, resurrected and was worshiped by his followers. Thus, Gnostic
dualism, teachings of the Old Testament and the gospe! tradition from St. Paul, were
the diverse components which turned Hellenistic church in syncretism. Amalgamation

of these elements, Jewish thought, mystery cult or the Gnostic dualism, js evident in

W See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, p. 19,
18 Rudolf Bultmann, Primitive Christianity, p. 93.

9 Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, p. 33.

W Ibid., p. 34.
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the teachings of Jesus in Hellenistic church.”® Among these elements, in Bultmann’s
opinion, Jewish thought is prominent in the theology of St. Paul and Gnostic dualism
in Johannine theology. From Gnosticism, John borrowed the mythological
terminology of light darkness, truth falsehood, above below or from God from devil,
and so forth to convey the message of Jesus. For that reason, according to Bultmann
rerminology of John is foreign to the real message of Jesus and appeared late in
Christianity. Thus, Christianity passed various phases of change and in these phases the
real teachings turned unrecognizable with the passage of time.

From above it may be stated that a change definitely took place in the original
teachings of Jesus, in the opinion of 2l-Ghazali and Bultmann but they differed in its
time. For al-Ghazili it was not in the age of Jesus, St. Paul, or St. John but appeared
after them. On the other hand for Bultmann from the very beginning St. Paul, St. John
or the early church borrowed the language and ideas from the existing religions and
philosophies to convey the message of Jesus so the change appeared in the very early

period. Thus, the early generation was not reliable for Bultmann whereas that was not

the case for al-Ghazali.

AL-GHAZALI AND THE RATIONAL INTERPRETATION
In al-Ghazili’s thought reason played a crucial role in determining the nature of the

text whether it can accept al-ta’wil or the apparent sense must be retained. So with the
tool of reason revelation is perceived, in other words reason and revelation stands on
parallel grounds. In case of contradiction they both are to be given due importance and
the contradiction too, is to be resolved in the light of both.

In fact the emphasis on ‘reason’ in his dialogue with Christians is because reason is a
common denominator among all, Therefore before proceeding with al-ta’wil he

mentioned two principles and termed them al-aslin they are ‘rational and acceprable

1t See Rudolf Bultmann, Primitive Christianity, pp. 175-178,
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among the learned’." In the translation of J. W. Sweetman these principles are, *if the
passages presented are in accord with what is rational, their literal meaning should be
allowed to stand, and if they are opposed or resist a rational explanation, it will be
necessary to resort 1o ta’wil, to believe that the realities of them are not intended, and
1o fall back on the metaphorical meaning. The second principle is that when the
indications are contradictory, one affirming and the other negating, the contradiction
should not be allowed to stand unless we have come to the conclusion that it 1s

impossible for us to reconcile the two and bring them down 10 one single agreed

meaning’.'?

Following these principles and taking reason as a criterion of judgment, al-Ghazali in
his refutation discussed at the outset the contradictions present in the gospels and to
resolve that al-ta’wil is the only way for him. Here al-Ghazili’s approach is comparable
1o al-Juwayni’s who resorted to al-ta’wil in the face of contradictions. ™

This methodology is not new in al-GhazalT's writings, he followed it wherever there is
apparent inconsistency present in reason and revelation, so it is pursued in Jya’,
Igtisad, Jawabir, Qanin al-ta'wil and so forth. For example in the narration where
death is slaughtered in form of a sheep in the Hereafter, or the narration which says
that the actions would be weighted in the Hereafter, or verses narrating
anthropomorphic qualities of God, in all these cases apparent meanings contradict
reason. Al-ta’wil here helps in resolving it by putting aside the literal sense for the
hidden meanings."*

Coming back to the principles mentioned above by al-Ghazili which were the
guidelines in his gospel study. He selected six verses, three from the Gospel of John

proving divinity of Jesus in Christian view and compared them with other three from

1% See al-Ghazali, #l-Radd al-Jamil, p. 242.

12 1. W. Sweetman, Jslam and Christian Theology, part two, vol. 1, p. 267.

1% Yohn 14:9.

5 See al-Ghazili, “Qantn al-TE'wil® in Majmiz'ah Rasi'il, p. 127; Jawahiv, pp.29-30; al-Igtisad fi al-Itigad,
pp. 52-55.
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Mark and John talking about his humanity. The inconsistency in the two sets must be
resolved in a way that a dlear rational picture may emerge. To reach this result some of
the verses need to be interpreted metaphorically to have uniformity in meaning. In this
process first step would be the identification of the verses which can accept al-ta’wil
and which cannot, hete al-Ghazili used reason for identification. For the sake of
convenience these verses are put in the following table, where verses narrating his

divinity are grouped ‘A’, and those narrating his humanity are in group ‘B’.

Group A Group B

1 | The Father and I are one, The Jews | But about that day or hour no one knows,
took up stones again to stone him. | neither the angels in heaven, nor the Son,
Jesus replied, I have shown you but only the Father. (Mark13:32)

many good works from the Father.
For which of these are you going to
stone me? The Jews answered, It is
not for a good work that we are
going to stone you, but for
blasphemy, because you, though
only a human being, are making
yourself God. Jesus answered, Is it
not written in your law, I said, you
are gods'? If those 1o whom the
word of God came were called
gods'—and the scripture cannot be
annulled—can you say that the one
whom the Father has sanctified and
sent into the world is blaspheming

because I said, I am God's Son"?

212




(John 10:30-36)

Holy Father, protect them in your
name that you have given me, so
that they may be one, as we are

one. (John 17:11)

After Jesus had spoken these words, he
looked up 1o izeaven and said, Father, the
bour has come; glorify your Son so that the
Son may glorify you, since you have given
“him authority over all people, o give
eternal life 1o all whom you have given him.
And this ts eternal life, that they may know
you, the only wrue God, and Jesus Christ
whom you have sent. (John 17:1-3)

Sanctify them in the truth; your
Wbrd is truth. As you have sent me
into the world, so I have sent them
into the world. And for their sakes I
sanctify myself, so that they also
may be sanctified in truth, I ask not
only on behalf of these, but also on
behalf of those who will believe in
me through their word, that they -
may all be one, As you, Father, are
in me and [ am in you, may they
also be in us, so that the world may
believe that you have sent me. The
glory that you have given me I have
given them, so that they may be

one, as we are one (John 17:17-22)

Abraham is our father. Jesus said to them, If
you were Abraham's children, you would be
doing what Abraham did, but now you are
trying to kill me, a man who has twld you
the truth that I heard from God. This is not
what Abraham did (John 8:39-40)

for I have not spoken on my own, but the
Father who sent me has himself given me a
commandment about what to say and what
to speak. And I know that his
commandment is eternal life. What I speak,
therefore, I speak just as the Father has told
me, (John12:49-50)
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As the contradiction between these two sets is obvious so it must be resolved otherwise
it would lead to wrong understanding of the text. To resolve it rationally foremost thing
 is the proper knowledge of the text, in regard to the words and the text on the whole,
which in usil is termed as aldaialah."* To know the words in their clarity,’ scope i.e.
general, specific, absolute and qualified, and their actual use i.e. literal (haqigah) or
metaphorical (majaz) form." Similarly textual implications are of various degrees
which need to be specified.’”” Thus, 1o reach the correct sense of the text all these
components are indispensable further they also help in differentiating between the
literz] and non-literal aspects of the text.™ Particularly indicators dalil ya'ba ibga'hu ‘ala
hagiqarihi which does not accept the apparent meaning must be identified, which
demands that the text to be diverted towards metaphorical interpretation.’ These
indicators are of various forms; here al-Ghaz3ili pointed to certain linguistic and textual
indicators which will be discussed in the following section. These linguistic indicators
or majaz are mainly present in the verses of group ‘A’ of above, and are absent from the i
othet, so they must not be taken literally whereas in the other group it is the absence of
indicators that they cannot be diverted from their literal connovation. Thus it is reason

which identifies the category of the text and is the first step in al-ta’wil.

% For detail see al-Ghazali, al-Mustasfz, and Mi%yar al-lim.

17 See footnote no, 105 above.

28 See M. H. Kamali, Principles of Islamic Jurisprudence (Malaysia: International Islamic University 1991),
pp. 101-117; Imam ‘Ali bin Muhammad al-Amadi, «/-Ipkam f Usil al-Abkam ed. al-Jamill (Beirut: Dar
al-Kitdb al-"Arabi 1936), vol.2.

12? Shafi‘ite school mainly divide it in two categories; Pronounced meaning (defilah al-mantiq) and
implied meaning (dalalsh sl-mafhiim). Both are derived from the words and the sentences of the text,
only the difference is that in the former it is the obvious words whereas in the lawer reasoning is used.
And the Hanafite School divide it in the following four divisions, in fact the difference in the 1wo
schools is mainly of terminology otherwise the content leads to same, Explicit meaning (‘ibarat al-nass) is
what is explicitly clear from the words of the text and is most authoritative meaning. Implied (isharar al-
nass) meaning is the one which is taken from the signs and allusions of the rext. Inferred (dalalah al-nass)
meaning is the one which is not conveyed by signs but inferred by logical reasoning. Required {igtidz al-
nass) meaning is the one on which the text silent but it must be read into it to complete the mesning.
For detail see M. H. Kamali, Principles of fslamic Jurisprudence, pp. 118-123; al-Ghaz3li, al-Mustagfa, vol. 1

&2
10 See M. H. Kamali, Principles of Islamic Jurisprudence, pp. 118-123
™ See al-Ghazili, a/-Radd alJamil, p.298.
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According 1o al-Ghazili Christians refused to employ rational tools in understanding
their texts henceforth they were not able to differentiate between the levels of text and
its implications which resulted in an illogical and confused interpretation, added to it is
their blind following of others even in case of obvious contradictions which led to
misconceptions in their religion.” Divinity of Jesus is an example of such
unreasonable interpretation of the text by Christians. The verses with indicators
pointing 10 be diverted from the literal meaning were kept as they were which resulted
in contradiction either with reason or with verses related to his humanity. For example
the verses from group ‘A’ contradict with verses of other group and also with simple
reason. In order w reconcile and harmonize such contradictions Christians interpreted
them in a way which caused further confusions in their religion, And divinity of Jesus

is amalgamation of such confusions, as in words of al-Ghazali, “at times they turn their

God man and at times turn him o God again’.'?

Illustrating the irrational aspect of Christian thought al-Ghazali wok the example from
the verses which says, ‘when they came from Bethany, he was hungry. Seeing in the
distance a fig tree in leaf, he went to see whether perhaps he would find anything on it.
When he came 1o it, he found nothing but leaves, for it was not the season for figs’."**
And at other place it comes, ‘But about that day or hour no one knows, neither the
angels in heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father’.'” These verses contradict divinity
of Jesus as hunger and lack of knowledge are human qualities; to reconcile them
Christians explained that the curse of Jesus for the tree,™ in the former verse, was to
show his power to kill the living. Whereas according to al-Ghazali, the gospel clearly

stated that Jesus felt hungry and went to the tree to eat from tts fruit, here the human

condition is explicitly stated by ‘hunger’. The Christian interpretation that he cursed

B2 1hid.

' Thid., p. 266
" Mark 11:12-13.
13 Mark £3:32.
6 Mark 11:14.
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the tree to show his quality of all powerful is irrational.” Similarly the interpretation
» 138

of, ‘No one knows the day, the hour, the angels or the Son except the Father only’,
that Jesus dented to have the knowledge of the day, angels and his own self is evidently

unreasonable.'”’

Another such example mentioned by al-Ghazali is their faith that all the prophets
entered hell fire, ‘they have, for example, conspired together to say that the children of
Adam have been punished by reason of the disobedience of their father, and that all the
prophets and saints have been cast into the fire (Hell), and that God has then promised
to redeem them with a generous ransom, but the perfect in generosity in regard to
ransoming, gives himself as a ransom. But his simple {incorporeal....) essence suffers no
damage or hurt. Then he is united to the humanity of Jesus, on whom be peace, and
because the humanity united to Him has been crucified, His crucifixion is a cause of
the salvation of the prophets and the saints, and their deliverance out of Hell... May
God forgive the error of this foolish mob!"**

In case of Jesus praying to God for the guidance and safety of his disciples,*! al-Ghazali
comments that how could he pray and ask someone else if he was God?'

Coming o the second set of verses selected by al-Ghazali, which 1s placed above in
group ‘B’, here the indicator or dalil is not present. In absence of indicator the text
cannot be diverted from the apparent to metaphorical meaning. Apparently these
verses are narrating human conditions of Jesus like lack of knowledge in the first verse
where he denied from himself and from angels knowledge of the hour. In the second he
prayed to God for disciples, asking someone else shows lack of power and authority

which is a human quality. The last one clearly states that he was a prophet of God and

7 oo al Ghazali, alRadd al-Jeml, p.257.
8 [. W. Sweetman, Jelum and Christian Theology, part two, vol. 1, p. 275.

1 See al-Ghazali, 4/-Radd al-Jamil, p.259.

140 ], W. Sweetman, Jslem and Christian Theology, part two, vol. 1, pp. 289-90; al-Ghazili, al-Radd al-
Jamnil, pp. 285-286.

" Tohn 17:11,
4! gee al-Ghazill, 2/-Radd al-Jamil, p. 249.
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had delivered to people what he heard from God. The argument which al-Ghazali
established here is since there are no indicators present in the text therefore the
implications of the words is what they stand for. Such text cannot be diverted to
another interpretation. It can be compared to the status of maubkam in the Holy
Qur’in which is defined as clear, unambiguous and plain text and does not accept al-
12’ wil,™ further it has also been defined as the one which contain commandants of &/-
amr, alnahyi, al-haldl and al-baram." It means that the function of muhkam is to
convey clear injunctions of religion. Beliefs particularly in God are the most crucial
element of religion which must be conveyed in clear and obvious wordings, Working
on these lines al-Ghazali in his study of divinity first looked in the text to identify its
category, whether it is a plain text or accepts al-ta’wil. And in categorization he
followed the logical process of determining what the word implies or what does 1t stand
for. As said above that the elements of divinity of Jesus as claimed by Christians are not
present in mukam or clear text rather they are present in text having indicators
pointing towards diversion from the plain meaning. And as these statements are unclear
therefore cannot be used as foundations for establishing faith, only clear verses could be
the standard 1o erect faith on them. As humanity of Jesus is conveyed in unambiguous
statements hence al-Ghazili took them as standard and interpreted others in their light
consequently invalidating divinity of Jesus.

From above it can be stated that al-Ghazali remained rooted in Islamic thought
therefore he borrowed the methodology from his own background and applied it on
the Christian text, as objected by Sweetman™ and Chidiac'®. When looked in haste
this is the obvious conclusion that he is not objective in his study and has imposed

Muslim thought on Christianity. Contrary to it the fact is that the methodology

3 See Jalal al-Din al-Suyiiti, al-figan fi 'Ulim al-Quer'an, ed. Mubamsisad Abii al-Fadal Ibrahim (Qum:
Matba‘ah Amir 1363), vol.4, p. 4.

" Ibid.

"5 Gee ]. W. Sweetman, Islam and Christian Theology, part two, vol. 1, p. 299,

U See al-Ghazall, ¢/-Radd al-Jamil, p, 167.
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followed by al-Ghazili does not carry any religious connotation, rather it can be
qualified as ‘general rules’. They are the rules and princil;;les for reading of any text and
to identify to which category it belongs. Further, the principle of establishing faith on
clear text is a rational and not a religious principle. Besides, the notion of
‘commonalities’ present in Abrahamic faiths further supports al-Ghazal?’s stance for
putting at par with the common elements present in faith in these religions and
comparing with a methodology shared by all. Thus, it can be said that al-Ghazali’s

discussion is based on choosing an appropriate methodology based on reason as it is

common among all.

BULTMANN AND THE RATIONAL INTERPRETATION

Reason plays a leading role in Bultmann’s scheme of reading the text and its
interpretation. Bultmann shares with al-Ghazali that the inconsistencies and
irrationalities in the text indicate that the literal meaning of the text is not the correct
one and its interpretation must be in accord with rational parameters. Although
‘reason’ is the common tool among them in interpretation buc they differ in its
implementation. Moreover, the meaning of ‘reason’ varies in the thought of the two,
for al-Ghazili reason does not contradict revelation or it is simple intellect whereas for
Bultmann reason is in the modern terms i.e. unaided human reason and it stands in a
sharp contrast to revelation. Besides, its domain is the physical world and operates on
the scientific assumptions.

Coming to the Gospel of John there are two levels of inconsistencies present in it in
Bultmann’s opinion, on the one side there are internal contradictions and on the other
are the irrationalities which are not acceptable for the modern man. Taking the later
first here Bultmann reads the text in the modern man’s perspective. Modern man’s
perception of his own self and that of nature is of closed continuum where unnatural
occurrences do not take place, thus phrases like ‘descended inwo hell’ or * ascended into

heaven’ has no meaning for him. Moreover, the modern man is master of his own self

218




and bears the responsibility of his actions, feelings, thought, likewise devils or spirits
has no place in his life. This worldview is contrary to the worldview of the New
Testament. In New Testament there are doctrines like atonement, cross, resurrection or
that death is the punishment of sin are irrational elements for the modern mind. Death
1s a natural process, as stated by Bultmann,

“Human Beings are subject to death even before they have committed any sin. And to
attribute to human mortality to the fall of Adam is sheer nonsense, for guilt implies
personal responsibility, and the idea of original sin as an inherited infection is sub-
ethical, irrational, and absurd”.'”

Same is in case of atonement, how can death of one man be repentance for another or
the doctrine of resurrection of Jesus, in all these doctrines there are irrationalities
which are not acceptable for the modern man.

Apart from the irrational doctrines there are contradictions in the New Testament,
some of the examples as mentioned by Bultmann are, death of Christ is sometimes 2
sacrifice and sormetimes a cosmic event, at times Jesus is Messiah and at others second
Adam, concept of Virgin birth contradict pre-existence of Jesus, and to believe that the
law was given by God does not match with the theory that it comes from angels.™
They are simple contradictions which are not acceptable for modern man., From the
irrationalities are relation of fall of Adam with original sin or the death of one man is
repentance for all. These are illogicalities in Christianity and cannot be accepted by
rational mind. Here Bultmann and al-Ghaz3li share a similar approach that there are
apparent contradictions present in the New Testament, but they both differ in their
method of resolving them. As stated above, for al-Ghazili it is the indicators within the
text which help in resolving the contradictions, thus it is text oriented interpretation.
On the other hand, for Bultmann as will be explained in the following lines,

interpretation is reader oriented. The mythical worldview of the gospel in which the

17 Rudolf Bultmann, Kerygma and Myth, vol. 1, p. 7.
" Ibid., p. 49.
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functioning of cause and effect in nature is disturbed i.e. resurrection, virgin birth or
ascending and descending from the skies takes place is not acceptable for the modern
man. Keeping 1n view the requirements of the modern reader Bultmann rejects the
mythical projection of it and demands for the interpretation of mythical elements
while keeping the kerygma or the message of Christianity. Consequently, al-Ghazali
and Bultmann agree on the presence of irrationalities in dogmas or contradictions in
the gospel but take different routes in interpreting them.

Apart from the above contradictions there is another peculiar sort of paradox present in
the gospel in Butlamnn’s opinion which are absent in al-Ghaz3li’ thought and has been
radically expressed by John only. This dichotomy for Bulemann arises because the
reality of man is opposed 1o the world in the New Testament. The distinction between
man and world is not new according to Bultmann, as he states,

“Whereas t ancient man the world had been home—in the Old Testament as God’s
creation, to classic Greece as the cosmos pervaded by the deity—the utter difference of
human existence from all worldly existence was recognized for the first time in
Gnosticism and Christianity, and thus the world became foreign soil to the human
self”. ™’

For Bultmann this distinction is vital, when the gulf between the reality of man and of
the world is perceived, only than one can understand double meamng present
throughout the gospel, and this requires interpretation,

“Criticism is especially called for, however, by a peculiar contradiction that runs
throughout the New Testament: on the one hand, human beings are cosmically
determined, and, on the other hand, they are summoned to decision; on the one hand,
sin is fate, and on the other hand, it is guilt; alongside of the Pauline indicative there 15
the imperative: and so on. In short, human beings are understood, on the one hand as

cosmic beings and, on the other hand, as independent persons who can win or loose

1 Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 1, p. 165.
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themselves by their own decisions. Hence the fact that many words in the New

Testament directly speak to us today, while yet others are unintelligible and remained

closed to us”. '

This duality or paradox is presented in mythological language which demands
interpretation. The task of demythologizing is to interpret myth so that the modern
man can understand in terms of his own existence. For Bultmann there is duality of
mutuaily opposing realities, on the one side is human being as an authentic reality who
takes decision on his own, and on the other is world or everything apart from man,
which surrounds him but at the same time is different from him. Man has 1o master
the world and secure his self, In the gospel language man'is fallen under the world, its
powers, and under death, which is not the creation of God but came due to Adam’s
fall."” Moreover, it is Adam’s sin together with death which is related with flesh.'
And by flesh is meant all what is sensual, visible, or measurable, When this world takes
over and man subordinates to it, he obeys it, in that case man lives according to flesh.'”
This life is unauthentic or insecure life, whereas authentic life is the one which is lived
according to ‘invisible’, ‘immeasurable’ or ‘life according to spirit’ and “in faith’. Such a
life comes in through faith in God’s grace and what is invisible and unfamiliar, and
gives man his future, not death. It is the grace of God which forgives sins and frees man
from his past.'"™ Thus, Bultmann here interprets sin as bondage with the pastand it is
through grace that man is forgiven from sin and is freed from the past. In other words,
man secures his freedom when he is freed from the past and is opened to the future.
For Bultmann;these paradoxes are more radically and clearly perceived by John as
compared to St. Paul or others, there are various examples of paradoxes mentioned from

them is revelation. Before going in its details, it may be noted that here Bultmann

"¢ Rudolf Bultman, New Testament and Mythology in New TBstamnent and Mythology and other basic
writings, ed. Schubert M. Ogden, (Philadelphia: Fortress Press 1984), p. 11,

! Romans 5: 12.

%2 Romans 8: 13.

1% See Rudolf Bultman, New Testament and Mythology in New Rstament and Mythology, p. 16,

* Ibid., pp. 17-18.
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interprets paradoxes in John through form and redaction criticism. In both types of
criticisms the interpreter tries to explore the change in thought that has occurred using
the critical historical and literary methods. The critic believes that religious documents
are not the production of one author rather many hands were involved in its formation.
Moreover, the form critic believes that the early church played a major role in the
formation of these documents. These documents developed as an answer to the
requirement of the early community regarding preaching, prayer, rituals or religious
debates. Though the kerygma is present within these elaborations of the early church
but it is through the identification of these forms or units by using historical and
hiterary method that the original message of Jesus can be discerned. Similarly for the
redaction critic the documents were not authored by one hand and the redactors made
changes in them either to make corrections or to alter a religious idea and identification
of it is possible by historical literary criticism.

Coming to John some of the paradoxes mentioned by Bultrnann in it are,

“Within this world of death life appeared,™ into the world of darkness came the
light,"™ -it came by the coming of the son of God into the world. Jesus is he. Though
he came after the Baptist in time, he nevertheless was prior to him.™ He even claims
that he was before Abraham;'*? yes, even more: that he was before the foundation of the
world.” It is he in whom the Christian Congregation believes as the one 'who is from
the beginning™." In him the ‘word’ which in the beginning was with God became
flesh, ' and came into its (his) own property-i.e. into the world, which belongs 10 it,

and hence to him, as the one through whom it came into being.'®

%51 John 1:2.
B Tohn 1:5.

7 Tohn 1:15.
¥ Tohn 8:58.
** Tohn 17:5,
1y John 2:13.
¥ John 1:1.

12 Tohn 1:9.
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These are mythological statements according to Bultmann and needs interpretation,
and the beginning of John’s epistle and the prologue of the gospel presents a similar
idea that the ‘life’ was with God, which appeared visibly and tangibly in Jesus.
Moreover, his coming in this world is to be understood as ‘an arrival from elsewhere’,
Jesus is whom, ‘the Father has consecrated and sent into the world’.'® For Bultmann,
the idea here revolves around a form or unit of ‘sending’ and ‘coming’ of Jesus in the
world. His sending is expressed as the eternal life, to ‘know thee the only true God,
and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent’™ and comes as ‘father who has sent me’ {six
times) and only as *who has send me’ (nineteen times).'* Its counter is ‘coming’, “for I
went forth from God and have come. For I am not here of my own accord, but he sent
me’," or he ‘came from the father’.'" His coming in mythological language is being
168

exoressed as coming down from heaven or will ascend again 1o it,*® or as his

glorification and elevation as pre-existence son.®® Behind this mythical language, as
interpreted by Butlamnn, is the idea that Jesus is the revealer and the unit of his
‘coming’ and ‘going” with elevating him as the ‘eternal life’ depicts him as the judge.
Further, the only Son is the deed of love of God, ‘for God so loved the world that he
gave his only Son, that whoever believes in him should not perish but have eternal
life’,"”° thus, those who believe in him, as Son of God coming from Him receive love of
God. And the meaning of it is that Jesus is the truth bearer, who believes in him will

> 172

receive truth,”* or light, ‘that whoever believes in me may not remain in darkness’,

or God ‘gave’ him so that ‘whoever believes in him might not perish but have eternal

153 Tohn 10:36.

¥4 Tohn 17:3,

16 See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Tstament, vol. 2, pp. 33-34.
1 Tohn 8:42.

¥ John 8:42, 13:3, 16:27, 17:8.

18 Tohn 6:62,

1¢? See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Bstament, vol. 2, p. 35.

7 Tohn 3:16,

Ut John 18:37,

U2 Tohn 12:46.

223




life’,”? or God has sent him, *so that we might live through him’,” or he was sent as,
‘the expiation for our sins’.”” In the light of these statements Jesus is called “the savior
of the world’,"” tracing the roots of this title, in Bultmann’s opinion it was present in
Hellemstic culture and in early Christian church or among Jews as messiah, And John
borrowed it while blending the two ideas, of pre-existence being who became man and
must be exalted again'” from Gnosticism and as Son of Man who is the judge of the
world"”® from Jewish and early Christianity. Consequently, for Bultmann the unity of
‘coming’ and ‘going’ of Jesus as a judge forms the concept of eschatwlogy, which has
been understood differently by St. Paul and John. St. Paul gave it an historical coloring
whereas John gave it existential dimension, by relating ‘judgment’ with ‘sunderance’ in
eschatology. It is in the act of encounter of judgment with Jesus that sunderance
between faith and unfaith, between sighted and the blind takes place. Thus, it is not
dramatic cosmic event but an act of decision."”

Taking another example of paradoxical or the double meaning, which according to
Bultmann only John realized and presented it in a distinct and radical way is the
concept of revelation.® Paradoxical nature in the concept of revelation is in the verses
where a unity of Jesus the Son with God the Father appears when Philip asked,

“Lord show the Father, and we shall be satified”. The answer he gets is: “Have I been
with you so long, and yet you do not know me, Philip? He who has seen me has seen
the Father Do you not believe that I am in the Father and Father in me?”," or “no one

comes to the Father, but by me”," or “I and the Father are one™.'*

1) John3:16,

7 1 John 4:9.

5 1 John 4:10.

6 John 4:42,

¥ John 1:51, 3:31, 12:23.

¥8 Tohn 5:27.

73 Sea Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, pp. 36-38.
0 Thid, p. 50.

" Iohn 14:8.

2 Tohn 14:6.
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In Bultmann'’s opinion the unity between Son and the Father here is formulated from
the Gnostic myth as it is said, ‘he is not alone, but the Father who has sent him is with
him’,"™ or the expressions like Father ‘loves” his Son,™ and the Son ‘abides in his
love’,™ are mythical, or are mystical formulation of early church to show the mutual
knowledge of Son and the Father."” However, It is not due 1o these formulations that
John puts the Son and the Father on par, rather John elaborates it in his explanation of
‘l in the Father and the Father in me’ as, ‘the words I say 10 you I do not speak on my
own authority; but the Father who dwells in me is doing his works’." It is not
mythical, mystical or metaphysical unity rather it is the encounter of God with man
through Jesus or it is the revelation, which is presented in seemingly contradictory
statements and John emphasizes on these double meanings to express the relation or
encounter of God with man.'” In presenting the contradictory verses John on the one
side equates God and Jesus in dignity and rights to the extent that God even delegates
His rights to Jesus, like God gave Jesus His name," gave ‘all things’ into his hands,""
gave him power over all flesh,'” on the other side Jesus is obedient to commands of
God and does nothing on his own, ‘T have come down from heaven, not w do my own
will, but the will of him who sent me’.” According to Bultmann John repeats again
and again the verses related to submissiveness of Jesus, and the repetition is not 10 show

the humility of Jesus rather its opposite, to establish his authority, it is a paradoxical

' Tohn 10:30.

13 Tohn 8:16, 20; 16:32.
¥ John 3:35; 5:20; 10:17.
% John 15:10.

¥ Tohn 10:14.

138 John 14:10,

7 See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Tastament, vol. 2, p. 50.
129 ohn 17:11.

1 Tohn 3:35, 13:3.

* John 17:2.

' John 6:38.
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authority of human being speaking the word of God, in other words it 1s the revelation
as understood by John.'**

In both the abave examples Bultmann employed critical historical method and form
criticism to show that the units, either of ‘coming’ and ‘going’ or of ‘glory’ and
‘obedience’, carry double meaning, which were not only well understood by John but
were radically interpreted by him. For John, Jesus was not a divine being but a human
being only, and as human being who in his decisive act showed the true nature of
relation of God with man, in his encounter with God on one side and with man on the
other.

Coming to redaction criticism here Bultmann showed that the later redactors changed
the text of John by inserting passages or changing them from its place to another to
give a new and different meaning. Events related to Jesus are given particular futuristic
meaning to make it in accordance with the teachings of the church. For example, in
eschatological passage the wordings ‘on the last day’*” were added by later ecclesiastical
redactor to give the event futuristic meaning,™ Similarly the passage was inserted at
another place, ‘but I will raise him up at the last day’,” to give it future coloring,
Another example of later addition in John’s Gospel is the concept of atonement that
Jesus’ death on the cross is sacrifice for all that is relation of Jesus’ blood with cleansing
of all sins is not the idea of John.™ According to Bultmann, for John it is the whole
concept of Jesus’ ministry and not the event of his death on the cross only. The verse of
cleansing of sins with blood of Jesus is a redactor’s addition, which is clear from the
verse next o it, “if we confess our sins, he (God) is faithful and just, and will forgive our

sins and cleanse us from all unrighteousness’.'” Even the other two verses which refer

1% See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Tstament, vol. 2, p. 52

% Tohn 6:30.
% See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, p. 39.

19?JC!]'LI'I G644,
% See 1 John 1:7.
% 1 John 1:9.
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to Jesus as the ‘expiation for our sins™ are additions made by redactors.® Taking the
example of sacraments of supper and baptism, which in Bultmann’s view were linked
to Jesus blood and water by later redactor in order to give it a specific meaning,*
Further a deeper meaning for wound which is added by the redactors appears as, ‘and
at once there came out blood and water’, in Bultmann’s opinion its deeper significance

is that ‘both sacraments, Lord’s supper (blood) and baptism (water) are founded upon

Jesus® death *®

For Bultmann the whole idea of Jesus death as atonement for the sin has no place in
John, and whatever traces of it are present are additions made in it. Nio doubt that
Jesus’ death is a sacrifice but as his life is sacrifice so is his death,

“His death is to be understood in connection with his Life as the completion of his
work. His life work as a whole is a sacrifice—an idea well expressed in the description
of Jesus as he ‘whom the Father consecrated and sent into the world’.” Neither does
‘he gave his only Son’™® specifically mean God’s giving him up w0 death, but His
sending Jesus to men. Neither is it said that his sacrifice is an atoning sacrifice for
sing,”%% |

It is not the atoning death which brings forgiveness of sins rather release from sins will
come through Jesus” word, or through the ‘truth’ of his word, ‘if you continue in my
word, you are my disciples, and you will know the truth and the truth will make you

free—free from sin.”” At another place cleansing from the sins is through the word,

‘and given them the words that the Father had given him’,**therefore Jesus’ death is

¥ 1 John 2:2; 4:10. .
#15ae Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, pp. 53-54.
W2 Sae John 6:53-56. '

™ See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, p. 54.
 John 10:36.

5 Tohn 3:16.

% Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, p. 55.

27 Tohn 8;31-34.

28 ¥ohn 17:6.
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not a special thing which forgives sin but it is his whole life which completes his

work *®

From the above discussion it is clear that Bultmann approached the text rationally and

evaluated critically the contradictions present in it. Thus, he pointed out that there are
internal irrationalities and its worldview is inconsistence with the modern thought
moreover, John intentionally presented his ideas in paradoxes or through double
meanings which apparently are confusing. As alreacfy said al-Ghazali and Bultmann
both share the opinion that there are contradictions or irrationalities present in the
text. But how does Bultmann resolve these inconsistencies, does he provide a
methodology as we find it for al-Ghazali? At the outset it can simply be said that there
is no methodology provided by Bultmann to resolve the contradictions present in the
text. No doubt he mentions the irrationalities present in the text but there is no criteria
for the identification or differentiation between rational and irrational elements in the
text. For example death of Jesus at times is sacrifice and at others a cosmic event or he
is messiah at times and second Adam at others and so on, which statement among these
two is the correct one so that the other could be interpreted accordingly. Here
Bultmann is silent giving no such criteria for selection, he only points to the
irrationality and stops there. The only explanation given is that they are not acceptable
to the modern mind so they must be interpreted to make them acceptable for him.
And it goes without saying that this is not a methodology but only opinion of
Bultmann where science is taken as a standard o evaluate things. So the standard w0
judge or select an acceptable from the unacceptable is modern reason which looks
through the glasses of science. This puts Bultmann on the side of the reader in
interpretation instead of the text. Moreover, looking from the modern perspective
whatever is unacceptable for the modern man is myth, in other words whatever is

unscientific is mythical; here again ‘myth’ is made a standard to judge the text which is

 See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, p. 55.
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not a methodological standard but an opinion of people living in certain age and is
liable to change with the passage of time. Thus, whether it is the case of internal
irrationalities or the mythical worldview in both places Bultmann has not provided a
proper method for their interpretation. As for the paradoxes in John here too instead of
giving a method to resolve these paradoxes Bultmann reads them in the light of
existentialism, a modern philosophy which is foreign for John. The only tools used by
him are the tools of the modern critical method which in his own opinion are
inadequate for the study of the gospel. With this we come to another important aspect

that is role of language and its rules in interpretation in the thought of al-Ghazali and

Bultmann.

LINGUISTIC INTERPRETATION AND AL-GHAZALI
Language and its tools is a common heritage of civilizations, and its laws like the laws

of mathematics transcendent human divisions created by thought or religion. Although
meznings which the word carries is a production of a particular age and group but the
laws which govern the language has universal nature. Study of 2 book, religious or
otherwise, through these tools would be above religious or cultural inclinations and
prejudices. And it can be said that al-Ghazali excelled in it among other Muslim
refutations on Christianity.

To refute the dogma of divinity of Jesus al-Ghazali gave attention to the language of
John as it is the basic tool to reach the correct meaning. Within language tools
indicators play a major role in determining the nature of the text, in bagigf (plain tex?)
and majiz (metaphorical or figurative text) category. Here al-Ghazali concentrated on
indicators to differentiate berween haqiqi and majaz categories. Moreover, it must be
kept in mind that majority of the Muslim scholars, and al-Ghazali is one among them,
who considered majiz legitimate and worthwhile in religious literature due to its

profundity and beauty which is absent in direct literal expressions.
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Before entering in the discussion of language indicators for the identification of non
literal expressions it needs to be verified that whether gospels like the Holy Qur’an
contain such expressions or not. Looking for it, it is surprising that such expressions are
not only used frequently by Jesus but he even justified them. From them are like
simile,*® metaphor,®" and so forth,” most famous term in this regard is parable.?” It is
a transliterated form of the Greek word parabole, meaning ‘throwing beside or placing
beside’®* and is a translation of Hebrew mashal.?** The Hebrew word is from the root
m-sh-[ which means ‘to be like’ *® After tracing its history and various uses in Hebrew
literature Scott concludes, “The mashal belongs o the connotative aspect of language; it
employs non literal language, speaking by indirection and suggestion. It demands
interpretation precisely because it is about something else....In connotative language
something hidden always needs interpretation.””” Such expressions which require
uncovering the inner aspect by interpretation parallels majaz by al-Ghazali.

Its purpose as explained by Jesus is, ‘Let anyone with ears listen! Then the disciples
came and asked him, why do you speak to them in parables? He answered, o you it has
been given to know the secrets of the kingdom of heaven, but 10 them it has not been
given. For to those who have, more will be given, and they will have an abundance; but
from those who have nothing, even what they have will be taken awajr. The reason I

speak to them in parables is that seeing they do not perceive, and hearing they do not

0 11 is ltkening of one thing to another usvally with words ‘like’ or ‘as’.

1 To compare between twe objects withour the use of ‘like’ or as’ is metaphor.

22 Por example, hyperbole is to exaggerate something, hendiadys is a combination of two or more words,
idioms of understatements like irony, meiosis, euphemism, ellipsis, metonymy, synecdoche, see Robert I
Bradshaw, Figures of Speech (http://www.biblicalstudies.org uk/article idioms.htmlftop (accessed on

27/3/2010), |
™ Majaz is a broad concept as compared to parable, it can be said that parable is one form of majiz. Here

the two are compared not because they are the exact parallels but due 1o similarity in their content i.e.

presence of metaphorical language, .
* 4 Dictionary of Literary Terms and Definitions hup://web.cn.edu/kwheeler/lit_terms.him] (accessed

on 25/3/2010)
5 See Bernard. Brandon. Scorc, Fear then the Parable A Commentary on the Parables of Jesus Minneapolis:

Fortress Press 1990), p. 7; A Dictionary of Literary Terms and Definitions.
5 Gea B. B. Scotr, Hear then the Parable, p 9.
" 1bid., pp. 10-11.
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listen, nor do they understand. With them indeed is fulfilled the prophecy of Isaiah

that says: You will indeed listen, but never understand, and you will indeed look, but

never perceive. For this people's heart has grown dull, and their ears are hard of
hearing, and they have shut their eyes; so that they might not look with their eyes, and
listen with their ears, and understand with their heart and turn— and I would heal
them.’?® It is clear from the passage that Jesus preferred figurative language while
talking to non believers, pointing that their eyes and ears are close, but he had hope
that in future they might have faith, as he said that they would turn. Here a question
arises why Jesus is talking in figurative language to non believers? It seems that Jesus
had dual purpose behind it; one is to clarify relationship between faith and
comprehension and secondly his hope for future. Equating faith and comprehension
means that they both come together, as it is said that guidance comes from God. Faith
leads to proper understanding or in a right direction to what Jesus said and meant. It
can be compared to what comes in the Holy Qur’dn, “God is not ashamed to strike a
similitude even of a gnat, or aught above it. As for the believers, they know it is the
truth from their Lord; but as for unbelievers, they say, what did God desire by this for
similitude? Thereby He leads many astray, and thereby He guides many.” (2:26).
Perhaps John used various forms of figurative expressions to this effect, as faith and
comprehension goes together, Purity of faith helped the early followers of Jesus to
comprehend easily the correct meaning of the text which after a passage of time
became vague and incomprehensible for the later generations and resulted in literalism.
Al-Ghaz3lD’s linking of figurative expressions to the mystical dimension points to the
same direction as will be clear from what follows. Second purpose of Jesus is related to
the future, he conveyed his message in such expressions that the people could sustain it

for a longer period of time. Figurative language has this quality; it is easily remembered

and later communicated to coming generations. Particularly in case of ancient cultures

8 \Matthew 13:9-15; see also Mark 4:10-12; Luke 8:9-10.
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where reliance was on memory, and parables of Jesus had this quality; they could be
remembered easily due to its language and structure.”” It means that when people are
well acquainted with the concepts, examples and words of a message it could easily be
remembered, again this reminds the Qur’anic verse, “Arid We have sent no Messenger
save with the tongue of his people, that he might make all clear to them.” (14:4)

From above it can be concluded that metaphorical language has legitimate place in the
gospel narratives, and it is not only useful but is as important as literal expressions are.
Regarding the correlation between the figurative and non figurative expressions, as
stated in the previous chapter, in al-Ghazali"s view they must complement each other.
In case of contradictions, which are outwardly only, they must be resolved, Wrong
interpretations might be the reason for these apparent inconsistencies. Once proper

rules for interpretation are followed inconsistencies could be avoided.

Coming to majaz and its categories in John here we find 2]-Ghazali mentioned various
sub divisions of it. As it is the expression which is not used in its proper meaning or is
not in its right place and its subdivisions are like comparison of two dissimilar objects,
with a connecting word or without it, common word in place of specific or whole in
place of part, mujmal, mushtarak, mushkil and so forth are present with all these
varieties in John, Presence of these indicators prohibits the text to be taken in literal
sense or in other words they are expressions pointing to something else. Thetr correct
meaning can be discerned only by putting aside the outer coverings. As there is lot
many indicators present in John so for the sake of convenience let us take first three
verses taken by al-Ghazalf which are mentioned as group ‘A’ above. Literally these
verses lead 10 “union’ between Jesus and God whereas for al-Ghazali presence of
indicators prohibits the literal interpretation. Wordings of the text imposes that it must
be diverted to non literal sense, from the indicators present in these verses are

metaphors, similes and the textual implications.

29 8ae B. B. Scott, Fear then the Parable, p.35.
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Briefly, in these verses the first one™ is in a form of dialogue between Jesus and Jews.
Here Jesus claimed o be one with the Father which was blasphemy for Jews so they
wanted to stone him. On that Jesus reminded of his good deeds and inquired of which
of these works are they stoning him, Their answer was not due w good deeds but due
to blasphemy, i.e. being a man you are claiming to be a God. So Jesus reminded them
of their law where they are called ‘gods’ because of word of God or al-kalimah is with
them, so how much elevated status would be for the one whom God has sanctified and
has deputed him to people. Second one®' is a prayer of Jesus for his disciples that they
may be united with God as he is united with Him. And the third verse® again is
prayer for glory and unity for disciples as it is for Jesus.

Metaphors, according to al-Ghazili, in the first and third verse are present in the words
al-kalimah and al-majd respectively. In the first verse comparison is made between Jews
and God because of al-kalimah or ‘word’. This does not stand for its apparent meaning
that is the part of speech, but for the message of God given to them and which has
raised them to the status of god. This diversion is clarified by Jesus by likening it to, ‘if
those to whom the word of God came were called gods’. Again the word ‘god’ is 2
metaphor conveying the meaning of respect which they have received from God
because of al-kaltmah. Thus, due to these indicators the apparent meanings of the
‘word’ or ‘god’ cannot be taken as they are. Rather they are diverted to non literal
expression which again is pointed by Jesus by his election and deputation as a prophet.
In the second verse again a comparison or unicn between God and man is made due to
al-majd which is not the godhead but the glory. It is the glory which elevated Jesus wo
high status and he prayed for his disciples for the same. Indicators in the second and

third verse are kamid nahnu ‘as we’ in both comparison is carried between God and

2 Tohn 10: 30-31; for {ull text see above group ‘A’
M ohn 17:11.
22 Tohn 17:17-22,
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Jesus and they both are made one. And it is the words “as we’ which hinder the literal
interpretation. Thus, the unijon is not the literal union between Jesus and God.

It may be added that in the first verse sarcastic questioning of Jesus ‘of which good
deeds do you stone me’? is not mentioned by al-Ghazali whereas sarcastic questioning
cannot belong to haqiqi expression as stoning someone on good deeds is impossible so
it is pointing towards majaz as well.

Discussion of indicators is followed by interpretation given by al-Ghazali which is
similar in content for these three verses. According to him union with God in these
verses is not apparent or physical union but is spiritual in nature, it is union of will and
love. In mystical terms it is when servant attains the nearness to God; he loses his wll
and is united with God. Interpretation of al-Ghazali leads to the issue of ‘religious
language’ which will be discussed in the following chapter.

From other examples mentioned by al-Ghaz3li is the verse of Luke, ‘do good, and lend,

expecting nothing in return. Your reward will be great, and you will be children of the

Most High; for he is kind to the ungrateful and the wicked. Be merciful, just as your
Father is merciful.”* Here the comparison is made between God and the word ‘father’
due to a common quality of mercy with the indicator ‘as’. From the example of ‘4mm
i.e. a general word used for specific meaning, is al-majd as mentioned in the Gospel of
John, ‘The glory that you have given me [ have given them, so that they may be one, as
we are one’,”* here the word al-majd or glory if taken literally is conveying a general
meaning, which al-Ghazili elaborated with example, when someone says, ‘I have given
the gift you gave me’ but the general statement has been specified by Jesus with the
words, ‘you gave me’.”* And in reality what was given to Jesus was prophet hood and

miracles. Thercfore the apparent meaning cannot be taken, and it must be diverted to

B Luke 6:35-36.

2 John 17:22.
25 See al-Ghazali, al-Radd al-Jamil, p. 254.
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another meaning for sound understanding.?* What Jesus gave them was guidance and
message of God and that is the specific meaning intended here. Further al-Ghazali
negates Christian claim that the specific meaning can be taken as ‘union’, which will
make them all gods. For the simple reason that sharing Godhead is rationall);
impossible™ and as stated above in such cases reason must be given priority.

In mushtarak, words like god, father, son and rabb are taken in more than one
meaning; their interpretation as discussed by al-Ghazali will follow in the coming
sections. Another example of it is the word ri’yyah or sight, which is used for al-basar
1.e, sense of sight or also for al-bagirah i.e. vision or wisdoni. The verse al-Ghazali
mentioned o clarify the difference is, ‘Your ancestor Abraham rejoiced that he would
see my day; he saw it and was glad. Then the Jews said to him, you are not yet fifty
years old, and have you seen Abraham? Jesus said to thetln, Very truly, I tell you, before
Abraham was, I am.”?® In Christian opinion the word ‘seen’ is used in common
meaning of sight through the organ of eye, and that makes Jesus prior in time from his
own age, consequently it means that he was God. Whereas for al-Ghazili the word
‘seen’ is not used for sight but for vision, and so the statement must be diverted from
the literal meaning, due to time difference in the two Abraham did not see Jesus, but
when he was informed about the prophet Jesus and his works, he was happy.*’
Moreover it is evident from above that Jesus chose the examples from his culture but
presented them in a striking way, for example the word ‘god” was used for man but the
way he presented ‘I and Father are one’ was so striking that Jews reacted angrily. It is
one of the qualities of parables that they make the linguistic expression forceful and
arresting which is evident in the sayings of Jesus. It reminds the opinion of Muslim
scholars, as mentioned above, that majaz is profound, remarkable and sutstanding as

compared to plain expressions. One of the reasons for Jesus 10 select these expressions

26 Thad.

2 Thid.,, p. 255.

2 John 8:56-58.

2 See al-Ghazall, al-Radd al-famil, p. 301.
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might be that his addressees were Jews who due to their hard heartedness and literalism
were in need of forceful and arresting expressions.

These are few examples of linguistic indicators which indicate that the text of John has
many figurative expressions particularly in the verses related w divinity of Jesus. To
interpret such expressions al-Ghazali took help of the method of textual implication so

in what follows is the application of it on interpretation.

TEXTUAL IMPLICATION
One of the methods used by al-Ghazili in interpretation of linguistic indicators is al-

dalilah or the textual implications based on principles of ustl. Important thing in al-
dalilah is that the text itself plays role in determining its meaning. There are two types

of textual implication known as al-mantiiq and al-mafhiim. In dalilah al-mantuq the

interpretation is based on direct words and sentences of the text whereas in dalalah al-
mafhiim it is the reasoning within text which leads to certain meaning. Further the
meaning arrived at must be in harmony with and not divergent to the overall text.
Al-Ghazili in his interpretation relied more on the pronounced meaning i.e. dalalah al-

mantiiq with its divisions of required and alluded meaning. It is the direct and obvious

meaning of the text, and is more reliable and represents the main theme of the text.
Mentioning first the explicit meaning of the text is evident in al-Radd as the words srah
al-nass and wadih al-nass are repeatedly used,™ and is also mentioned in the title of this
epistle bisarih al-Injil. Here al- Ghazili clarified his methodology of taking the explicit

text, and this does not mean that he accepted the authenticity of Christian books as

said by Chidiac.”' At the same time it may be noted that to interpret on basis of

explicit text is not a *religious’ principle rather it is  rational and common

understanding,

0 See al-Ghazali, al-Radd al-Jamil, pp. 245, 246, 249, 250, 251, 252.
B Ibid., p. 59.

236




Taking few more examples of interpretation where various textual implications played
its role we have the verse where Jews wanted to stone Jesus on his claim of being god.
Al-Ghazali’s interpretation is based on the wording of te.xt itself, as he says, ‘it is the
wording of Jesus which proves that he took it in a metaphorical manner as he stated
that it is written in your Law that God said, ‘you are gods’.** Further al-Ghazili
inferred that in reality you are not gods but the word god has been applied to you
because of ‘al-kalimah’ and we all share in that. From the same verse prophet hood of
Jesus is inferred as well because although all share the same status due to al-kalimah or
the massage of God but Jesus is exalted above all by ‘choosing him’ as the text says, ‘as
for me, God chose me and sent me into the world’.?* Thus, this verse which is one of
the key verses for the divinity of Jesus for Christians has been proved otherwise by al-
Ghazali. Mistake committed by Christians is that they read the verse plainly whereas
according to al-Ghazali its literal sense is impossible. There are linguistic indicators
which prohibit the plain reading and due to that it must be interpreted. Further within
text there are signs pointing towards certain meanings, which according to al-Ghazili
are the correct criteria to understand the text, in other words text is itself a guide
towards its correct reading. Therefore this verse is not telling the divinity of Jesus but is
telling about his humanity and the elevated status due to pfophet hood. Moreover,
divinity of Jesus as deduced by Christians from this verse parallels mafhim al-
mukhalafah or the divergent meaning.®* But in it there are certain conditions which
must be taken care of, most important among them is that the meaning arrived at
should be in harmony with the overall text.** In al-Ghazili’s opinion if divinity of

Jesus is the valid interpretation then it opposes the metaphorical expressions present in

22 Tbid,, pp. 244-245.

3 Thid., pp. 244-246.
P4 For detail on divergent meaning see al-Ghazali, af-Mustasfs, vol. 2, pp. 191-210.

25 See M. Hashim Kamali, Principles of blamic Jurisprudence, p. 127,
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the text, in that case Jesus would be blamed of misguidance therefore such
interpretation cannot be taken as the correct one. >

Another example is the verse of John which says, “since you have given him authority
over all people, to give eternal life to 2ll whom you have given him. And this is eternal
life that they may know you, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have
sent”.”” The verse is explicitly stating, according to al-Ghazili, humanity of Jesus. In it
the words ‘eternal life’ are vital as they explain true meaning of the verse. In addition
the explanation of ‘eternal life’ is present within the text that it is the knowledge of
‘only true God’ and “Jesus Christ whom you have sent’. So true God is only one God
and Jesus is his messenger.”® Further the verse also clearly states the prophet hood for
massih and this title among Christians is applied on the combination of 13htt and
nasiit. To avoid it Christians interpreted it that massih here is for the human aspect
only of Jesus. This according to al-Ghazali goes against the customary understanding of
Christians, and from the conditions of mafhtim al-mukhalafah is that it must not be
against the common understanding.*” Giving an example of it al-Ghazali mentions

that it is like saying ‘I saw ink and the intention is the bottle as the two are distinct

from each other’.*®

Third example is of al-dalilah al-ma‘ni in this regard, in the verse of John it comes,
‘Philip said to him, Lord, show us the Father, and we will be satisfied. Jesus said o him,
have I been with you all this time, Philip, and you still do not know me? Whoever has
seen me has seen the Father. How can you say, Show us the Father? Do you not believe
that I am in the Father and the Father is in me? The words that I say 1o you I do not
speak on my own; but the Father who dwells in me does his works. Believe me that [

am in the Father and the Father is in me; bur if you do not, then believe me because of

2 See al-Ghazali, al-Radd al-famil, p. 246.

¥ John 17:2-3.

D% See al-Ghazali, al-Radd alJamil, p. 260.

19 See M. Hashim Kamali, Principles of fslamic furisprudence, p. 126.
M Sop a)-Ghazali, al-Radd alJamil, p. 260.
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the works themselves, Very truly, I tell you, the one who believes in me will also do the
works that I do and, in fact, will do greater works than these, because I am going to the
Father’.” It is one of the crucial passages of divinity of Jesus according 1o Christians
and al-Ghazali from its very wordings proves the exact opposite of it. As stated in the
passage disciples requested Jesus 1o show them God, his answer was, ‘whoever has seen
me has seen the Father’. From it al-Ghazali inferred that it is diversion of attention, as
seeing God in this world is not possible so he switched to another aspect of knowing
God, that is towards himself as being a prophet he represented God on earth and to
know him is to know God.?* To clarify it Jesus explained it as, “The words that I say w0
you I do not speak on my own’, to strengthen it further Jesus says, ‘but the Father who
dwells in me does his works’, so whatever comes from Jesus, speech or actions like
miracles, is coming from God as he is telling about God.*** "Whereas divinity of Jesus
which Christians understood from it, Jesus himself denied it by saying, “Very truly,
tell you, the one who believes in me will also do the works that I do and, in fact, will
do greater works than these.” If Jesus is God then the verse leads to absurdity for man
can never be better than God, further it is clanified by, ‘because [ am going to the
Father’, al-Ghazali questions that if he was himself Father or God how could he say I
am going to Father. It is unthinkable for someone for example Zaid to say that I am
going to Zaid.?** In his view the confusion among Christians is in the words, ‘Do you
not believe that I am in Father and the Father is in me?’, here the unity is one of order
and of will i.e. Jesus’ action and will is what God wants from him, which Jesus
affirmed by saying, ‘the words that I say to you I do not speak on my own’.** Thus al-
Ghazali proved that the clear implication and the meaning of the text tell that Jesus is

not God. With these few examples it is clear that the text of John carries within it

M Tohn 14:8-12.

2 See al-Ghazili, ¢l-Radd al-Jamil, p. 306,
# 1bid,

** Ihid., p. 307.

 Ihid.
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implications which guide and help in correct reading of it. Christians, according to al-
Ghazali, did not follow the proper method of approaching the text therefore they erred
in their interpretations. Apart from textual implications there is another aspect in al-
ta’wil from language side is the contextual and historical perspective of the words as
will be clear from what follows.

Contextual and Historical Approach

A text which bas traveled long and has passed through generations and cultures the task
of its interpretation is manifold. In such an enterprise internal as well as external
aspects of the text both are important. What has been said above is related 1o the
internal aspect, whereas context and the history of words are the external factors.
Contextual approach here means to put the words in their original context in order w
outline the intended meaning in its religious and social scenario, moreover to lock in
the development of its meaning historically. Al-Ghazili used contextual and historical
method not only for arriving at the correct meaning of the text but for differentiating
between the meanings in the early age i.e. Jesus with his audience and the later
generations, so it was twofold task for him.

Taking the two pairs, as an example, of ‘god’, ‘rabb’ and “father’, ‘son’ which al-
Ghazali studied contextually and historically. His argument is that these words when
looked in their historical and conteztual scenario gave different meaning as compared
to what later Christians understood. For him two things are evident; firstly their use
goes back to Judaism and secondly they were commonly used with 2 wide range of
meanings.

Starting with the first pair which falls under mushtarak has more than one meaning.
Al-Ghazali mentioned few verses where Jews used the word ‘god” for people other than
God, from these verses are what came in Exodus, * The Lord said o Moses, See, [ have
made you like God 1o Pharaoh, and your brother Aaron shall be your prophet.”** And

¥ Exodus 7:1.
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in John where Jesus reminded Jews by saying, ‘is it not written in your faw, I said, you
are gods?”*” So historically the word was commonly used. Further al-Ghazali looked
for its meanings among Jews and the early Christians. It was used both literally and
metaphorically, regardless that it was used for the true deity or not. In literal usage, as
in the above verse Moses was made god of Pharaoh.*® In metaphorical sense it conveyed
sanctity and glory®” as Jesus said, ‘if he called them gods, unto to whom the word of
God came’, Similarly the word ‘rabb’ has more than one meaning, it was used for God
and for lords or kings as well.*®

With this al-Ghazali concluded that ‘god’ and ‘rabb’ were in common usage among
Jews and early Christians and its meaning was not limited to one particular
understanding. To proof it he mentioned Paul’s saying, ‘there is no God but one.
Indeed, even though there may be so-called gods in heaven or on earth—as in fact there
are many gods and many lords— yet for us there is one God, the Father, from whom
are all things and for whom we exist, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom are all
things and through whom we exist’.”** There are clear and pronounced indications of
what al-Ghazali wanted to prove, Paul explicitly stated that “god’ and ‘lord’ are used for
God and gods as well, but differentiated berween the two by qualifying God with the
act of creation by saying, ‘from whom are all things and for whom we exist’. Then he
praised God with oneness with the statement, ‘there is no God but one’, and denied
the attribute of divinity from anyone else by saying, ‘there is no God but one’. As for
Jesus he used the title ‘lord’ in the meaning of king with whom al] the powcl; lies but
without the attribute of divinity.*? Thus it makes clear that these words were used in

different meanings in the times of Jesus and it was in later generations’ age that they

ok the literal meaning as the only true meaning,

7 John 10:34.

¥ See al-Ghazili, al-Radd al-famil, p. 284,
9 Thid,, p. 283.

#° Thid., p. 284.

Bt 1 Corinthians 8: 4-6.

#? See al-Ghazili, 2l-Radd al-Jamil, p. 285,
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The other pair is of the words ‘father” and “son” here 00 al-Ghazali proves that these
words had various meanings and people were accustomed with them in the rimes of
Jesus and prior to him. For that he takes certain passages from Jewish and Christian
scriptures like, Tsrael is my firstborn son. I said t you, Let my son go that he may
worship me. But you refused to let him go; now I will kill your firstborn son*.** And
in Psalms it came, ‘I say; you are gods, children of the Most High, all of you’.?* Even
Jesus used these words for himself and for others, ‘T am ascending to my Father and
your Father, to my God and your God’.** And in Luke it is used only for others, ‘lend,
expecting nothing in return. Your reward will be great, and you will be children of the
Most High; for he is kind to the ungrateful and the wicked. Be merciful, just as your
Father is merciful.’® From these verses it is clear that the words ‘father’ and ‘son’ were
known terms and were commonly used for God and for people as well.

As for their figurative usages it is said by John, ‘Everyone who believes that Jesus is the
Christ has been born of God’.*¥ Taking in consideration the historical and the
contextual meaning al-Ghazali commented on the figurative relation of ‘father’ and
‘son’ as understood by John, that father stands for the feelings of care, mercy and love
for the child, and he always wants the good for child and to protect him from any
harm. And the ‘son’ stands for respect, honor and esteem for the father, and fulfils
whatever commanded by the father.*® This relation al-Ghazali compared with the
relation of God and prophets, God is caring and merciful for his prophets like father,
similarly prophets like sons show respect and honor for God and exalt him high. Due
to the similarity present in this relation that ‘father’ was used for God and ‘son’ for
Jesus, Commenting on it al-Ghazali pointed it out that Christians commonly call their

priest ‘our father’, it is due to respect they raise him to the status of father otherwise he

# Exodus 4:22.23,

B Psalms 82 6.

% Iohn 20:17.

56 Luke 6:35-36.

571 John 5:1.

23 See al-Ghazali, al-Radd al-Jamil, pp. 287-288.
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is not their biological father, in similar sense Jesus used the word ‘father’ for God.”” Al-
Ghazali further proves it from the statement of Psalms which says, ‘As a father has
compassion for his children, so the Lord has compassion for those who fear him’ **
Thus, for al-Ghazali for the correct understanding of the text the words must be looked
in their historical and contextual background particularly it is important for the
ancient documents, With the passage of time the words develop new meanings which
might be foreign for the late generations altogether and in that case possibility of
misunderstanding the text and its wrong interpretation are great. To avoid such
mistakes it is important to know their meaning among early users, Another step taken
by al-Ghazili in this regard is exploring the meanings in old languages. For few
significant terms he referred to their meanings and usage in Hebrew and Coptic
languages. In the process of translation the sense of words is damaged 10 some extent
and 1o recover that it is essential o go back to the original text. Although al-Ghazali
was restricted to few terms and his work was not extensive as is down in the modern
age but it is a noteworthy methodology in interpretation.

Concluding the above discussion it is clear that in interpretation of John al-Ghazali

followed the method developed in usil for the understanding of the religious text. In it -

the wordings of the text play 2 vital role, they help in differentiating berween majiz
and haqiqi divisions fusther al-dalalah which is textual implications guide to the true
sense of the text. Keeping in view the requirements of Christian text and their religion
al-Ghazali added to above method historical, contextual and the meanings in ancient
languages for words. With these additions in the methodology of ustli he was able w
encompass various aspects of linguistic interpretation and this turns his interpretation
unprecedented.

Bultmann and the Interpretation of Mythical Language

#?Ibid., pp. 288-289.
¥ Pralms 103:13.
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For al-Ghazili and Bultmann language of John demands interpretation and cannot be
taken literally. However its interpretation by al-Ghazili varies widely from that of
Bultmann, for al-Ghaz3li as stated above it is the presence of indicators within the text
which prohibits the literal meaning and demands its diversion from literal t non-literal
one. In Bultmann’s opinion it is not the text but the reading of the modern man which
imposes interpretation. Moreover, according to al-Ghazali the textual indicators are
wording of the text, which were misinterpreted by the later generations, on the other
hand for Bultmann the mythical language was borrowed by John from the prevailing
culture of Hellenism and Judaism and within the frame of this language the ideas of
Jesus were presented. And behind the mythical worldview of the gospel, John presents
his radical understanding of Jesus’ message which needs interpretation.

Generally, according to Bultmann the worldview of the New Testament is mythical
which presents Jesus as a man born of virgin mother, or as one who died on the cross
for the redemption of sins for others or who after his death came to life on the third
day and ascended to the skies, This mythical picture is contrary to the modern
scientific worldview therefore it is impossible for the modern man to have faith on it,
this language requires interpretation.

Coming to John the mythical language in it, for Bultmann as stated already is a
borrowed language from the Hellenistic culture and from the Jewish surroundings,
through this language John discusses the place of man in the cosmos and his encounter
with God and with Jesus. In his refationship with God and Jesus, man comes across
various forces of truth and evil. The way man reacts to them and chooses his path, is
the central themes of John, which is represented in mythical language or in the form of
units of darkness, light or life and death or bread and vine.

In Johannine thought, and for St. Paul too the mythical language of the ‘only

begotten’®' Son and the wickedness of the world,”? stand as opposed to each other.
go

%! Tohn 3:16; 1 John 4:9, 14.
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The world is the world of man and is evil, which can be saved only through the ‘Son’.
Thus, world stands against God and would be lost if judged, it is saved only through
the ‘Son’. These two opposites God and the world are elaborated through various
contrasting concepts, which appear in mythical terminology. However, in reality it is
the philosophy of human existence and freedom, as stated by Bultmann, that ‘the
cosmological dualism of Gnosticism has become in John a dualism of decision’.*** And
its interpretation in. fohn according to Bultmann, while using the method of form
criticism is as follows:

The essence of the cosmos or the world is, ‘it (the light) was in the world, and the
world came into being through it, yet the world did not recognize it (the Logos)’,™
Bultmann reads this verse in the light of another verse, ‘the light is shinning in the
darkness, and the darkness has not grasped it’,*® which means that the essence of the
world is darkness, darkness is not a2 shadow lying upon it but it is its own nature, as
depicted in the verse, ‘the light has come into the world, and men loved darkness rather
than light”.** From this it follows that man is blind to know or to acknowledge it,*”’
and that the nature of the world is falsehood as against Jesus who is witness to truth,*®
or brings truth,” and grace.”® Therefore Jesus accuses Jews of being devil as they refuse
to follow the truth;”! they are liars™ and are followers of falsehood. Bultmann’s
interpretation of these contrasting forces of John is that darkness with falsehood forms
bondage or they are the evil forces to which the world has fallen. This state of falleness

is expressed as sin, as opposing to it is truth, light and grace or the word of Jesus which

%21 John 5:19.

#3 Rudlf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, p.21.
* Tohn 1:10.

%5 Tohn 1:5.

%6 John 3:19.

¥7 Tohn 9:39; 12:40; 1 John 2:11.
9 Tohn 18:37,

*° John £7:17.

79 John 1:17.

71Tohn 8:43.

721 Yohn 2:22.
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promises freedom from the bondage. In John’s mythical language these contrasting
forces are expressed as to love darkness more than light is evil,”” 1o be blind means to
remain in sin,”* this is the state of death to which the world is inflicted, and it is
through Jesus that death can be overcome,” with the word of Jesus dead are
resurrected,”® or where Jesus is being symbolized as water and bread of life,”” or as
light of life,”* or life itself.”

According to Bultmann, John borrowed the mythical expressions for the contrasting
forces of light and darkness, truth and falsehood, life and death, bondage and freedom
from Gnostic dualism but he gave them his own understanding particularly in relation
to creation of the world. For John, world is a creation of God and everything was
created by the word, and the word is life and light for men. Bultmann relates these
forces and interprets John’s perception in a way that the process of world’s creation and
the existence of man are presented as two opposing forces, standing against each other
in a contrast. Within this opposition, light 1s the phenomenon of guidance, it is
through it that man finds his way and can orient himself about his surroundings. The
light mentioned by John is the true light,” not the literal one rather the one which
illumines the life of man and shows him the way to achieve self understanding and
assurance. As contrary to it, is darkness, which is shutting oneself, to be away from
God, or not 1o have the self understanding. This is revolt against God, against truth, 1n

other words is falsehood. Further, this falsehood is opposite to truth, here Bultmann

73 John 3:19.

74 Tohn 9:41,

¥5 Tohn 5:24.

2% John 5:25.

7 John 4:10; 6:27.

7 John 8:12.

7 John 11:25; 14:6.

#Gee John 1:9; 1 John 2:8.

246




equates truth with the reality of God, therefore when Jesus tells the truth™ or the
spirit guides into truth® is in fact guides into the reality of God. As stated by him,
“And Jesus does not merely tell the truth but also is the truth.®? So truth is not the
teaching about God transmitted by Jesus but is God’s very reality revealing itself-
occuringl-in Jesus” ™

As Jesus is the truth, it is interpreted by Bultmann that whoever has seen him i.e. Jesus
has seen the Father,™ and that the Father is in him and works through him,*
Moreover, as Jesus is truth he is ‘the life’ also,’” and being word incarnate he is full of
‘grace” and ‘truth,’® and it is in him that God’s reality encounters man. As stated,
truth is the reality of God who is the only true reality and denial of it is the ‘death’ or
to fall into the unreal. In the light of this Bultmann interprets the verse, ‘and this is
eternal life, that they knqw thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou has
sent’,™ here life and eternal life are used interchangeably by John in Bultmann’s
opinion, which means openness to God and to him who makes God manifest.
Conversely, to turn away from truth means to turn away simultaneously from life and
from reality, which is death. In his revolt man still remains a creation of God; therefore
man has to choose either to be from God or from the falsehood. To be from God is
reality and to be from the world is unreality which in mythical language of John comes
in opposing terms as, “to be of God’ or ‘to be of the world’; ‘to be born of God®,**

“from 2bove’,”" “of the spirit’,?* or ‘to be born of the flesh’.*® It is through these

¥
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opposing forces, for Bultmann, that the idea of bondage or freedom is expressed.
Bondage is to surrender oneself to the forces of darkness, world or sin and freedom is to
acknowledge and to open oneself to the truth and reality. Behind the idea of bondage
and freedom is the search for human existence or for life as eternal life, which is gained
through true understanding of the self. It is the knowledge or the ‘light’ which
llumines the path through which freedom is achieved. Thus for Bultmann the
mythical terminology of John which is taken from Gnosticism is in fact conveying
double meaning. It is the philosophy of human existence where man has to rake
decision to choose between the paths, of God or to be alienated from Him.

As already stated Bultmann in linguistic interpretation takes the mythical aspect of the
language only, for him the figurative expressions fall under mythical language. Here
Bultmann differs from al-Ghazali, as for al Ghazali the figurative expressions are the
forms of language and its interpretation must be according to its rules. For Bultmann
not the language rules but the mythical expressions are to be interpreted existentially
with the study of forms to recognize the development of thought.

Faith, which is one of the main themes of John, is articulated, according to Bultmann,
in various figurative expressions. Its importance is clear from the verses like, ‘that you
may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you may have
life in his name’,” God sent his ‘only Son’ so ‘that whoever believes in him may not
perish but have eternal life’,”* and those “who believe in his name’ the Incarnate One
gave the ‘power 1o become children of God’.* Some other figurative conveying the
same idea are to ‘come’ to Jesus means o believe in him,*” w “foliow”’ as the ‘light of

this world’ also means to *believe’ in Iu'm,” % or to ‘drink’ of the “water’ he bestows,””

> Ibid,

* Johu 20:31.
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or o ‘accept’ and ‘receive’ him,* or 1o ‘love’ him.* Further in Bultmann’s opinion
John remained within Christian understanding in his concept of faith. Believe or faith
for John is 1o have faith in Jesus in his person or words and in his works at the same
time, the two are identical therefore to say w ‘believe him’ and o ‘believe in him’ are
identical for John. In Bulemann’s words,

“It is not as if one first have w believe him, trust him, in order that one might believe
in him, but that one ought to believe him, and in so trusting him is in fact believing in
him; one can do neither without doing both. Thus it becomes clear that in the
proclaimed word the Proclaimer himself is present, acting. This unity is what John is
expressing in this usage: ‘to reject him’ and “not to receive his words’ are identical”.**
With this concept of faith where the words and works of Jesus or the proclaimer and
the proclaimed are identical, so believe in Jesus is same as to in his words or his
works.”® Further, Bultmann interprets ‘hearing’ and ‘seeing’ of Jesus in relation to
faith. Both ‘hearing’ and ‘seeing’ are parallel w believe and are used as alternare
expressions in John,** that is *hear’ and ‘believe’ and also ‘see’ and ‘believe’ are used
jointly. To ‘hear’ means to ‘hear and keep™® and not only mere perception, rejection of
Jews to have faith was due o their incapacity to ‘hear’,*® similarly the phenomenon of
‘seeing’ being related to faith is not seeing of visible worldly things but is a inner
perception of invisible things. Due to this inner perception or ‘sight’ one can recognize
Jesus as the Son of God Incarnate, ‘and we have seen and testify that the Father has
sent his Son as the savior of the world’*” Consequently faith is related to historical

Jesus, to know him and to believe on him is to know the truth and reality. In

¥2 Iohn 1:12; 5:43.

ol John 8:12; 14:15,

*! Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, p. 71,
5 Tbid.

¥4 John 5:37; 8:38,

%% Tohn12:47.

% John 8:45.

%7 1 John 4:14.
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Bultmann’s view this understanding of sight is conveyed in the verse where Philip
requested Jesus to show them the Father, ‘lord, show us the Father, and we shall be
satisfied’, and Jesus’ answer was, ‘have [ been with you so long, and you have not yet
come to know me, Philip? He who has once seen me thenceforth sees the Father”.*
Similarly the verse, ‘and we beheld his glory™” here ‘beheld’ is the perception which is
based on faith and not only 1o see or to be eye witness in sense of historical inquiry for
Jesus. Further Bultmann equates sight with knowledge as ‘seeing’ is the act of faith so
knowledge and seeing are used alternatively in John,*® therefore faith is genuine only
when it is based on knowledge that is the faith which is abiding or keeping, as
expressed by John, abiding in the Revealer himself,”" abiding in God,”? abiding in the
light,™ in Jove,** and abiding of his words in the believers.’** Although faith and
knowledge are counterpart but they come through Jesus only, which is expressed in
mythical way as if you abide in my word you shall know”,”*® or in the unity of Father
and Jesus as it comes, ‘Father is in me and Lin the Father’>” or ‘in that day you will
know that I am in my Father, and you are in me, and I in you’,"* and also, ‘the glory
which thou hast given me I have given them, that they may be one even as we are one,
Lin them and thou in me, that they may be perfected into unity’.’*® Thus, it is the
unity of faith and knowledge which comes from God through Jesus. Apart from the

term ‘unity’, it is also expressed as ‘glory” or ‘eternal life’ which Jesus gave it to his

¥t Tohn 14:8; 12:45.

% Tohn 1:14.

" [ohn 14:7, 9, 17; 1 John 3:6.
M John 15:4-7; 1 John 2:6, 27.
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13 1 John 2:10.
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followers, ‘T have glorified myself in them’,* and, the glory which thou hast given me
I have given to them’,*” the glory is the knowledge which in faith is given to the
believer, and the eternal life is, ‘to know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ
whom thou hast sent’.” The knowledge here is the knowledge of God and Jesus, and
each can be known only through the other. Faith and knowledge are identical, as stared
by Bultmann, ‘Jesus’ relation 1o God is never called ‘believing’ but always
‘knowing’.But all human knowing of God must always be a believing knowledge’*** As
for the content of faith which is at the same time knowledge, Bultmann interprets it in
terms of human existence. Important thing 1o note here is that Bulimann differentiates
between the thought John and Paul on faith, for Paul according to him faith is the
antithesis ‘faith-works of the law’ which is not so for John.”* So the Jewish concept
that man can earn righteousness by his own works is negated instead John addresses w
man’s longing for life and attacks the false understanding of it. Man thinks that he
knows the world or has it but that is not true, he is in darkness, blind or it is death.
And he thinks he knows God but the true God, the true light, the true bread of life are
all unknown to him, the world is a liar it does not know Jesus or does not have faith in
the true life.’* Here as faith and knowledge are equated by Bultmann, so to know Jesus
is to have faith in him and consequently it is to know or to have faith in Ged. Further,
faith here stands in sharp contrast to world, perhaps it is the antithesis of faith as faith
was antithesis of law in Pauline thought in Bultmann’s view. It seems that it is the
dialectical glasses through which Bultmann is evaluating Pauline or John’s thought. In
Paul’s thought it is the work which is replaced by world for John. Without going in
detail that whether work can be replaced by world as an antithesis of faith, it must be

noted that dialectical philosophy is very much immersed in modern rationalism, where

% Tohn 17:10,

¥ John 17:22,

2 John 17:3.

3 Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Fstament, vol. 2, p. 74.
¥ 1bid., p. 75.
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unaided human reason is the tool 1o judge the truth of anything. Here faith is being
brought down to this world and is being judged by human reason which is very much
opposite of al-Ghazali’s thought, For al-Ghazali instead of bring down faith the other
way is taken that is man is being elevated up to perceive the true knowledge. Thus, the
assumptions in al-Ghaz3li and Bultmann’s thought to understand John are absolutely
contrary and as a result of it their interpretation disagrees. Coming back o Bultmann’s
existential interpretation for the mythical language of faith is that it is the knowledge
through which man can overcome the world, the evil and the sin. As the world is in
darkness and stands in opposition to faith so the demand of faith is that it must
surrender its wrong understanding of itself. Self security which the world has erected
around itself must be ruined down and instead to turn to life or the true light as
brought by Jesus, Thus, ‘faith is turning away from the world, the act of
desecularization, the act of all seeming security”.”® Turning away from world at the
same time does not mean to leave the world in speculative or mystical meditation; it is
to live into the world and not out of it, in the sense of putting aside all human
standards. Still it is unlike Gnostic dualism, for John it is dualism of decision where
man has to take the decision 1o be of this world or to be of God, it is a decision against
the world. This existential message is being conveyed in mythical language in Johain
the wordings of life, eternal life, glory, darkness, bread of life and so forth. It may be
noted from what has been said above that the main task of Bultmann is interpretation
of the text and language is the basic component in it. But he has not proposed any
method of its interpretation based on language rules. Instead a philosophical
interpretation is presented, thus it is conceptual interpretation and not linguistic
although the foundations of his interpretation is based on language or mythical
expressions. The only thing he does is detecting the meanings of the words either by

going back to the ancient languages or the historical context but in both cases the

1bid,
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meanings is not what the words stands for in the text rather it is existential impeosition
on them. It is what the word means in existential setting, this naturally cuts the
relation between the author and the text and in place the assumptions present in the
mind of interpreter are forced in the mouth of the author. And the interpreter
approaches the text with certain pre-suppositions, which are the outcome of the age of
the interpreter. Now modern man as well is having a particular mindset and whatever
1s against that, is termed ‘myth’ by him. For this reason whatever is not according w
the modern worldview is mythical in the gospels and needs interpretation. Unlike al-
Ghazali as here we find 2 methodology based on language rules o understand and
interpret the text. This automatically keeps the meaning within the text and as
intended by the author. While comparing majiz and myth a common element in them
is that language is the outer covering and beneath it the real meaning hidden, or in
other words they are pointing to something else. So they both converge on
differentiating between outer and inner aspect for the text. But they differ in their
method and assumptions of approaching the meaning or the inner aspect of the text. In
majaz although there is a crossing from the outer o the inner aspect but the outer side
has its importance that it is only through it that the inner can be known unlike myth
where the outer is put aside altogether. Thus, language and its governing rules play a
key role in majaz which is absent in myth. Besides, the t;other major difference is in
their method of determining the meaning of the inner side. What the text means in
majaz the outer aspect or the Janguage is important so it is through language and its
rules that the meaning is recognized. Same is not the case in myth, here not the
language but the meaning is brought in from outside. Still they again agree on that the
text is historically and socially fixed and takes its ideas and perceptions from the

existing cultures but they disagree on interpreting these ideas.
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THEOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION AND AL-GHAZALF”
Al-Ghazali is one of the great figures of al-kalam therefore it is unthinkable that his

kalimi inclinations did not play their due role in his refutation of Christian faith. The
basic structure of z/-Radd to a great extent is theological but at the same time there is
less attention paid on conventional theological arguments Presenl:ed by Muslim
theologians in his age. As the aim and spirit of al-kalim is w elaborate faith through
reason so al-Ghazili took this principle to elaborate Christian faith. Perhaps the
rationale of avoiding conventional arguments is to establish common grounds in the
two faiths and to convey his poiat of view in a better way. Prominent theological

elements can be summarized as ‘common faith’, theological arguments and the Biblical
theological context.

Common Faith
Muslims in their study of other religions followed the principles laid down by the Holy

Qur’an, one of them is oneness of faith, “The Messenger believes in what was sent
down to him from his Lord, and the believers; each one believes in God and His angels,
and in His Books and His Messengers; we make no division between any one of His
Messengers. They say, we hear and obey.” (2:285)

The pillars of faith mentioned in the verse are the common heritage of believers.
Another principle related to the manner of dialogue with ahl al-kitab is, “Say: People of
the Book! Come now o a word common between us and you, that we serve none but
God, and that we associate not aught with Him, and do not some of us take others as
lords apart from God.” (3:64).

It is in the light of Qurnic teachings that al-Ghazali discussed the common nature of
faith in two religions. From the common faith is belief in one God and the prophet
hood of Jesus. These two pillars of faith in the words of John are, ‘> give eternal life w0

all whom you have given him. And this is eternal life that they may know you, the

% Although theology is not the accurate translation of alka/zm but in the absence of exact parallel term
and for the sake of convenience theology will be used here.
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only true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent.””® Other than it is believe in
Salvation and Hereafter.”” The first two are related o divinity of fesus therefore are
discussed in detail by al-Ghazali. To rely on the Qur’anic principles for the
interpretation of Christian books might be objectionable but in case of Abrahamic
faiths it is justified because of sharp similarities present in them.,

In the concept of God al-Ghazili concentrated on the arttributes of God, His reiation
with man and particularly with prophets. In attributes of God first of all the question
arises how to know them? In other words what rules we would use in knowing and
determining the divine attributes? In al-Ghazali’s opinion Christians erred in essentials
for gaining knowledge about divine attributes. The knowledge about God must be
gained through al-barahin al-yaqiniyyah or through explicit text.”® By the former he
means assured and indisputable proof which leaves no place for doubt and the latter is
the clear and obvious wordings of the text, again which is above doubt.”! Only from
reliable proofs knowledge of God and His attributes can be gained unlike Christians
who relied on uncertain and disputable proofs which has weaken the whole structure,
as stated by him ‘da‘ifah al-mabani wahiah akquwah’** Due to irrational construction
of faith that al-Ghazali repeatedly reminds them of place of reason and proper
understanding in faith *?

From the weak and uncertain proofs are ihtamalit or assumptions in faith. Most clear
example of it is divinity of Jesus which is not based on assured proofs but on
assumptions, whereas his human conditions are very obvious for example his sense of

hunger and pain.** Because of these assumptions they are confused about the concept

2t John 17:2-3.

2 See al-Ghazali, af-Radd al-Jamil, p. 286,

¢ 1bid., p. 258,

™ A)-Ghazali discussed in detail al-barabin al-yaginiyyah in Mi‘yar al-Tlm, pp. 245-247; al-Mustasfi, vol. 1,
pp- 43-49; Mubk al-Nazar, as discussed in these books Thw alyagin is gained through reason, internal
senses, external senses, experience, tawatiy, wabmiat and known facts,

"2 See al-Ghazali, al-Radd al.Jamil, p. 235.
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of God and His attributgs that even the clear text on it has been misinterpreted. Thus,
the préblem here goes back 1o wrong foundations instead of assumptions if they had
relied on clear and explicit text they must have realized the mistake.

The attributes of God mentioned in Christian scriptures are that He is transcendental,
it comes in Matthew, “for you have one Father—the one in heaven’.”” He is one, “and
this is eternal life, that they may know you, the only true God™ and, ‘there is no God
but one.”™ No one is equal to Him, as it is said, ‘yet for us there is one God, the
father’.**® He cannot be seen, it comes in John, ‘“Whoever has seen me seen the
Father’,* is a reply of Jesus to his disciples when they asked to show them God.™*
About His majesty and glory, ‘I pray that the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father
of glory, may give you a spirit of wisdom and revelation as you come to know him’,*"
He bestows, creates and sustains all, ‘For every house is built by someone, but the
builder of all things is God’.*? And, ‘yet for us there is one God, the Father, from
whom are all things and for whom we exist’.** He guides and protects, ‘Holy Father,
protect them in your name’** He is the Omniscient, ‘But about that day or hour no
one knows, neither the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father’,*® and also,
‘But we speak God's wisdom, secret and hidden, which God decreed before the ages for -
our glory”>® It is clear from these verses that God in Christianity is one with all

transcendental qualities; He is the creator, sustainer, omnipresent, omaiscient, all-

Powerful, and eternal.

3 Matchew 23:9.
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About His relation with man it comes, ‘Holy Father, protect them in your name that
you have given me, so that they may be one, as we are one’,*” and , “The glory that you
have given me I have given them, so that they may be one, as we are one”.*** Oneness or
unity in these verses, according to al-Ghazali, is figurative and is pointing to the
relationship which should be present between man and God. It is the unity of ‘will’
and complete submission of man to the will of God. In this relation man loses his own

will, his desire and will subordinate the will of God.>* It is total submission 1o God

which means obedience and worship is for God alone.

In prophethood, a second important pillar of faith, here al-Ghazaii restricted the
discussion on the prophet hood of Jesus. The verses mentioned about his prophet hood
are, ‘and Jesus Christ whom you have sent’,”® and ‘for I have not spoken on my own,
but the Father who sent me has himself given me a commandment about what to say
and what to speak’.”®' Prophets are the chosen ones and have high status as it is said,
‘the Father has sanctified and sent into the world™® They are trustworthy and faithful,
“was faithful to the one who appointed him, just as Moses also was faithful in all God's
house’.** They are chosen for guidance and hidayyah, by this we know that we abide
in him and he in us, because he has given us of his Spirit’.** Al-Ghazali interpreted
‘Spirit’ as the teachings and hidiyyah which Jesus gave them and they were guided on
the path of God.* It also comes that his teachings are from God, “for I have not spoken

on my own, but the Father who sent me has himself given me a commandment about

what 1o say and what to speak’.**® Prophets, and Jesus was among them, are human |

W John 17:11.
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beings as it comes, ‘Jesus of Nazareth, a man attested to you by God with deeds of
power, wonders, and signs that God did through him among you’,’”” and, ‘a man who
has told you the truth that I heard from God’.*® Humanity of Jesus was emphasized by
al-Ghazili through human conditions like hunger, ‘Jesus was hungry’,*® lack of
knowledge, ‘But about that day or hour no one knows, neither the angels in heaven,

nor the Son, but only the Father”® and lack of power, ‘My Geod, my God, why have

you forsaken me?*

Further prophets are attested by God through miracles® in it God intervenes in the
human world and the normal process of cause and effect is altered. Jesus performed
many miracles like to resurrect the dead, to heal people, 1o restore the sight of blind and
so forth. These acts were signs of his humanity and prophet hood which Christians
misunderstood and elevated him to divine status. Other prophets too had miracles.
Comparing turning of stick by Moses with the resurrection of dead by Jesus the former
is more astonishing as to give life to inanimate thing is greater than 1o bring a thing w
its original condition.’® Moreover, Christians also believed that their prophets
resurrected son of a widow, stopped sun from its movement or Moses parred the water,
or his shinning white hand.** So in al-Ghazali’s opinion in presence of these examples
it canniot be concluded that miracles of Jesus proof his divinity rather they prove his
humanity and that he was a prophet like other prophets.

Reason behind miracles as pointed by al-Ghazali is that God supports His messengers
with these acts; they are against the natural order of the things to proof the truth of

7 Aces 2:22.

¥ Tohn §:40.

¥ Mark 11:12.
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prophets.® Besides, miracles are from God so they show His majesty and power and
not of man. Related to humanity of Jesus is the miracle of his birth through an
unnatural process signifying his unique status which is not given due importance by
Christians.* His unnatural birth was from God and testify his humanity but was
misinterpreted by Christians as sign of his divinity.

Relationship of prophets with Ged and with other people is grounded in obedience
and submission. The message of God conveyed by them to people required acceptance
and submission from people. Obedience to prophets is in fact obedience to God. Jesus
was asking acceptance and submission to his message as a requirement of his office but
it was interpreted wrongly by late Christians by elevating him to the status of God.
These verses were taken by late Christians as the proofs of his divinity like, ‘Holy
Father, protect them in your name that you have given me, so that they may be one, as
we are one’y’” and, T ask not only on behalf of these, but also on behalf of those who
will believe in me through their word, that they may all be one. As you, Father, are in
me and 1 am in you, may they also be in us, so that the world may believe that you
have sent me. The glory that you have given me I have given them, so that they may be
one, as we are one,” Unity in these verses as interpreted by al-Ghazali is the unity of
will which results from total submission and obedience of man to the will of God. It is
the level of ‘abudiyyah or servant hood attained by total submission. Here the will of
man is merged in will of God that he likes what God wants and dislikes what He
dislikes.* It is the level of prophets and which they try to inculcate in their followers as
clearly stated by Jesus. Al-Ghazali compares it with the hatith of the prophet
Muhammad (peace be upon him) where it is said that constant effort of man can make

him so near to Allah that he becomes one with Him in all his actions, here the union

5 Thid., p. 240.
* Ihid., p. 241.

*7 John 17:11.

%8 John 17:20-22.

39 See al-Ghazal, alRadd alJamil, p. 250.

259




in them is not the physical union but it is the union of will, that man’s likes and
dislikes are a]l according to what God wants.”® The verses mentioned above are giving
the same meaning but are wrongly interpreted by Christians.

From above it can be concluded that foundation of the two religions is same and due 1o
these commonalities that al-Ghazali compared Christianity with Islam and proved that
original teaching of Christianity are different from the late interpretations, and the real
message of Jesus is best understood in the original teachings which is still present in

their books but covered deeply under the interpretations imposed by later generations.

THEOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION
‘Iim al-Kalim broadly speaking is founded on rational approach in elaborating and

evaluating faith. In it the evidence is taken from scripture and reason, as al-Ghazali
mentioned it in al-Iqtisad, that most authentic source to know religion is the narration
of the prophet and reason,”" as reason is a vital tool in understanding revelation."”
Thus proofs for faith are taken from these sources. Moreover, in the concept of divinity
the nature of divine being and his attributes must be proved rationally, with clear
demarcation between permissible and not permissible for the divine being. Another
factor for al-Ghazili to rely on kalam in his refutation is that Christians in divinity of
Jesus compare and rationalize the union between God and Jesus with the philosophical
concept of refation between soul and body. Philosophical interpretations from
Christians required that the same tool of rationality must be employed. Here in
theological interpretation proofs from the Christian books and then rational arguménts
would be discussed.

In scriptural studies al-Ghazali selected the portions which are the proofs of divinity of

Jesus according to Christians. For example the verse of John where Jews wanted to

7 Thid,, p. 245.
7\ See al-Ghaziali, al-Iqtisad fi al-T'tigad, p. 2.
ViTbid,
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stone Jesus on his claim of being God,”” as already discussed above it does not proof
divinity of Jesus because the linguistic indicators prohibits the literal meaning. Even if
the verse was a protection as claimed by Christians that 100 does not solve the problem
as Jesus came for Salvation of people and fear cannot be ascribed o a Liberator for all.””
Another verse is from Epistle of John where it comes, ‘God abides in those who
confess that Jesus is the Son of God, and they abide in God’,””® Literal interpretation of
the verse will lead to al-huliil or incarnation of God not only in Jesus but in all who
believe in him. And Christians does not believe in that.*”

According to al-Ghazili instead of having support from their books for union between
God and Jesus there are verses which prove just the opposite. There are evidences from
their books which clearly state difference in the two beings that is God and Jesus.
From them is what comes in Matthew, ‘and call no one your father on earth, for you
have one Father—the one in heaven. Nor are you to be called instructors, for you have
one instructor, the Messiah®.>” Here the difference in two beings is obvious; Jesus is a
teacher on earth and God as father in heaven.” Difference is not only limited to their

beings but to their working as well, as mentioned in Matthew, ‘yet not what I want but

what you want’.*”?

Moreover, the scriptures narrate human conditions of Jesus which are strong proofs to
negate his divinity, Apart from hunger, pain®® and lack of knowledge™ as already
discussed above, there is submission and subordinarion of Jesus to the will of God

which denies his divinity,’ “Then Jesus looked up and said, Father, I thank you for

3 See John 10:30-36.

¥4 See al-Ghazili, al-Radd al-Jamil, pp. 246-247.
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having heard me. I knew that you always hear me, but I have said this for the sake of
the crowd standing here, so that they may believe that you sent me’.** Humble prayers
and beseeching God is also against his divinity, as it comes, *my Father, if it is possible,
let this cup pass from me*" and, ‘Eloi, Eloi, lama sabachthani? My God, my God, why
have you forsaken me?)*® And asking God why He has forsaken him cannot be
attributed to God.** Similarly seeking protection for his disciples from the All

Powerful is not the quality of God,” ‘protect them in your name that you have given

me,_m

It also comes in their books that Jesus was a prophet with specific shari‘ah or
3g9

commandments to be followed, which again negates the concept of his divinity,” as it
comes in John, ‘for I have not spoken on my own, but the Father who sent me has
himself given me a commandment about what to say and what to speak’* For al-
Ghazili miracles of Jesus in their books further enhance his prophet hood and are not
signs of his divinity as believed by Christians.””* His disciples explicitly stated that the
miracles were from God, ‘Jesus of Nazareth, a man attested to you by God with deeds
of pawer, wonders, and sigas that God did through him among you'.”*

From above it is evident that the nature and attributes of God as mentioned in
Christian books is that God is one, eternal, omnipresent, all powerful, with the
attributes of glory and majesty. And Jesus was a prophet, a messenger, a creation with

all the human conditions and was trustworthy. With this al-Ghazili concluded that

Christian books does not support their claim of divinity of Jesus.

*® John 11:41-42.
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Rational arguments although are not directly linked with al-Ghazali’s interpretation of
John but without them his overall theological interpretation would be incomplete
therefore briefly these arguments are in what follows. Here al-Ghazili is restricted 1o
the 1ssue of al-itihad with brief discussion of Trinity as compared to other Muslim
theologians who gave more space to them.™

Christians in union believe that God created the human aspect of Jesus and then was
united with him. This unton resulted in a third existence different from the first two, a
combination of God and man on the pattern of soul and body in man.** There is no
proof for it, according to al-Ghaz3li, and is based on zan (conjecture), its irrationality in
fact is evident.™ Its reality is not known even for Christians,*” whereas faith must be
based on clear and solid proofs. As al-itthad is a combination so it is natural that in the
process each part must be dependent on the other. Here in this case one part is God
and the other man so in their combination God would be in need of man to form the
unity, which is impossible.”” Arother logical hindrance in it is the maintenance of all
the qualities of the two in the third existence. These qualities are altogether distinct
from each other i.e. of God and man, in what way to keep them in one entity, as
believed by Christians.”® Further, it is also impossible because if God united with
nisiit (human aspect of Jesus) after creating it, it would result in a change for God. This
change if it is wijib al-wiijid (necessary existence) then it is impossible to attribute it to
a created existence and if mumkin al-wiijid (possible existence) then it cannot be
attributed to God as all His attributes are eternal.”” Refuting the Christian objection

that creation and within it the world would be impossible to attribute to God as that

¥ See like Qadi Abdul Jabbir, al-Mughni, vol. 5, pp. 86-145; al-Biqilani, al- Tambid, pp. 78-96; al-Juwayni,
al-Shamil, pp. 570-609.

¥ See al-Ghazili, el Radd al-Jamil, pp. 268-269.

» Ibid., p. 269.

% Ibid., p. 270,

7 Tbid,, p. 269.

¥ Tbid., p. 271,

* 1bid., p.270.
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would result in change. For al-Ghazali creation is an eternal attribute of God with fore-
knowledge of the time of creation so there is no change for God whereas in unity with
nasiit God is attributed with it after creation.*® While Christian clarification is based
on the relation of body and soul, both has their own qualities and exist separately in
one entity. The body is qualified by feelings, growth, change and decay whereas the
soul with speech, thought and perception, still al-Ghazzli points that al-haqiqah al-
thalithah (third or distinct reality) is full God and full man at the same time with all
the qualities of the two thus is impossible.*'

Three major sects of Christianity differ on their understanding of union and among
them Jacobites and Malkites have similar concept as compared to Nestorians. For the
former two union is not imtizaj wa ikhtilat (mixing of the two)*® but is a conceptual
union whereas for the latter it is itihid fi mashi’ah (union of will).*® Conceptual union
is that human hood of Jesus and God are two separate existences and they retain their
distinet qualities and masih represents these two realities where God is united with the
general concept of man.** This makes God dependent on man,*® which is already
refuted. Secondly generzl concept of man does not have physical existence so
Crucifixion would be for God only.** Later on, al-itihat meant union with the specific
man still as masih is the reality of God so it is God who died on the cross,*” which is a

very strange phenomenon, as commented by al-Ghazali,** and more strange that they

maintain it as their faith.*

*® Ibid., pp. 270-271.
1 Thid., p. 274.

“ Ibid., p. 275

* 1bid., p. 281.

* Ibid., p. 275.
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For the third sect al-Ghazali discussed the meaning of mashi’ah, if oneness of will is in

the commandments and orders of God so Jesus is not an exception. All prophets
obeyed God in it. And if it meant oneness of action that whatever God wants and acts
is exactly what Jesus wanted and acted would be wrong. How could Jesus say on the
cross that it is not his will but that of God? Or *my God, my God why have you
forsaken me’? This clearly differentiates between the mashi’ah of God and Jesus.*”

Thus, reason and scriptures does not support faith of union, so it remains to see al-

Ghazali's theological interpretation.

BIBLICAL THEOLOGICAL CONTEXT i
Al-Ghazili in al-ta’wil remained to a grear extent within Biblical context only at few

places he referred to non-Christian sources and that too for the sake of comparison.
Biblical context means o explore divinity of Jesus as it was understood and conveyed in
the sayings and interpretation of Jesus, his close disciples and the early generation.
Prime source of knowledge, for al-Ghazili, is the sayings and interpretations given by
the lawgiver of a particular religion, through his narrations the details of the religion
are to be grasped. In Christianity sayings and the interpretation of Jesus is most
important, whereas Christians instead of it relied on the Greek philosophy. This is
referred by al-Ghazili as what was given by al-mutashar‘in (lawgiver) and Christians
did not pay heed to it.*" For this reason we find al-Ghazali often mentjons, “al-
mutashari‘ interpreted it so’,*? particularly in case of difficult passages. So from the six
main verses five are the sayings of Jesus narrated by John and in other places too it is
the sayings of Jesus which are focused most. As for difficult passages Jesus does not
leave without clarifications, he interprets them himself. An example of it is the verse,
“Philip said o him, Lord, show us the Father, and we will be satisfied. Jesus said to him,
Have I been with you all this time, Philip, and you still do not know me? Whoever has

0 Ibid,, pp. 281-282,

“11bid., p. 242.
“21bid., pp. 247, 248, 250, 255,
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seen me has seen the Father. How can you say, Show us the Father'? Do you not believe
that I am in the Father and the Father is in me? The words that I say to you I do not
speak on my own; but the Father who dwells in me does his works. Believe me that
am in the Father and the Father is in me; but if you do not, then believe me because of
the works themselves. Very truly, I tell you, the one who believes in me will also do the
works that I do and, in fact, will do greater works than these, because I am going to the
Father. I will do whatever you ask in my name, so that the Father may be glorified in
the Son, ™"

Before commenting on the verse al-Ghazili pointed it out that Jesus (peace be upon
him} took care to clarify himself every unclear statement made by him.*"* Then he
nterpreted in the light of what Jesus said. Thus when Jesus was asked by his disciples
to show them God, he diverted their attention towards himseif by saying, “‘whoever has
seen me has seen the father’. Commenting on it 2l-Ghazali pointed that as it is
impossible to see God in this world so Jesus directed their attention towards himself,
being a prophet he represents God on earth. Jesus clarified it by saying, ‘the words I say
o you I do not speak en my own’, more explanation of it is, ‘but the Father who
dwells in me does his works’®, thus every action and word is not from Jesus himself but
from God, s0 Jesus clarified that he is prophet and conveying the message of God."”

In Biblical context apart from the elaborations of Jesus, al-Ghazali concentrated on
John and Paul as the most reliable sources in Christianity with that he incorporated
sayings of other disciples, and the Old Testament.

In this way al-Ghazili tried to probe in the theological perception of Jesus and his
disciples and in these sayings it is evident that divinity of Jesus was never claimed by
Jesus or by his disciples rather he claimed o be a prophet of God and called people to

believe him. Therefore, it was later age Christians who invented theology of their own

Y Tohn 14: 8-12.
4 See al-Ghazali, al-Radd al-Jamil, p. 306.
3 Thid.
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and imposed it on Jesus and his disciples. In fact figurative expressions were
misinterpreted as literal by late Christians. Whereas sayings of Jesus and his disciples
provides enough proof that they interpreted them figura;tively. In such expressions
unification of will and action of God and man is stated which is attainted by full
submission to the will of God. According to al-Ghazali figurative expressions of Jesus in
Bible are justified because he was sahib al-shar‘iah who had his own laws and
regulations. And the words like “son’, ‘father’ and ‘god’ for man were used by Jews and
Christians alike, or in other words 1t was the theological context of Jesus. The problem
in his opinion arises with late generations when metaphor was turned in literal form.
Al-Ghazili here has followed his forerunners al-Bagillani and al-Juwaynj, for them such
expressions were in use among Jews in the times of Jesus. For al-Juwayni it was allowed
for them to call Jesus god or lord as he was guide towards righteousness. "¢ But Qidi
‘Abd al-Jabbir being a rationalist rejects any such interpretation. For him to use
metaphors of ‘son’ or ‘father’ to express the relationship of man and God is sheer
absurdity, as there is no resemblance between the two.*” From above it can be
concluded that it was a debated issue that whether metaphors could be used for the
relationship of God and Jesus in Bible and there were different opinions on it. Majority
of the scholars accepted its presence but they differed for its theological interpretation,
some either avoided it as al-Qadi*" and al-Jahiz*’or opened the way for it as can be seen
from the writings of al-Baqillani™ and al-Juwayni.”! Whereas al-Ghaz3li not only
accepted Biblical figurative language and interpreted it accordingly but he also gave it a
theological legitimacy, by postulating that every shar‘iah has its own regulations and so

is the case with Jesus. In this way al-Ghazili is more sympathetic with Christians

11 See al-Juwayni, al-Shamil, p. 608.

W See Qadi Abdul Jabbir, al-Mughni, vol., 5, p. 109.
“1bid., p. 110.

"V See al-Jahiz, al-Radd ‘ala al-Naséra, p. 103.

0 See Ablt Bakr al-Baqildni, zI-Tambid, p. 95.

U See al-Juwayni, al-Shamil, p. 608.
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against the objections raised by Chidiac.*” Still being sympathetic does not mean in
any case to accept whatever interpreted by Christians rather it is after taking their
sacred books as the source he interpreted their faith in its light. Another important
factor in his theology which distinguishes him is that his theology is not pure
rationalism, in it we find merging of reason with spirituality. Therefore his al-ta’wil is
incomplete without incorporating the Sufi aspect in it but before that let us see

Bultmann’s views on it.

THEOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION AND BULTMANN
Bultmann is a modern age theologian, who called for the theological interpretation of

the New Testament according to the demands of the modern man w make it
meaningful for today. According to Bultmann theology of the New Testamerit emerged
late with the early church with its proclamation or faith in Jesus Christ as the salvation
bringer through death on cross and resurrection.*” Though message of Jesus is
contained within theology but it is the aims and motives of the early church which
gave it a proper shape and this process continued in Christuan history. Coming w John,
as interpreted by Bultmann in Theology of the New Bstament, main themes discussed in
it from the theological perspective are the divinity of Jesus, Incarnation, revelation,
salvation, eschatology, miracles and the sacraments.

In John there are several passages which present Jesus as pre-existence divine being or as
a son of God, for example, he is regarded as the ‘life’ who appeared in the world of
death,* or as “light’ who appeared in the darkness of the world,® or was prior in time

from Joha the Baptist,”* or from Abraham,*” or from the world itself,** and was from

2 See al-Ghazili, al-Radd al-Jamil, p. 166.
'8 See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 1, p. 3.

24 1 John 1:2.
25 John1:5; 3:19.
" Yohn 1:15, 30.
2 Tohn 8:58.
2 Tohn 17:5, 24.
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the beginning.*” Moreover, the word which was with God from the beginning, became
flesh in him,™ and came in the world which is created through him.** These and
various other statements in Johannine writings are the problematic statements as when
taken apparently lead to divinity of Jesus, or a being who was God and man at the
same time. For Bultmann divinity of Jesus is not the intended meaning of John, though
he uses mythological language but behind the myth John is presenting a different
picture of Jesus. Jesus was a simple human being and a historical figure who conveyed
the truth about human existence and about the encounter and relation with God.
Divine qualities which were attributed to Jesus like that of pre-existence being or union
of son: and God, with miraculous acts and his fore-knowledge of certain happenings are
not the signs of his divinity, according to Bultmann, rather they are misunderstood as
John has borrowed the Gnostic and Jewish terminology but has presented these ideas
in a paradoxical or double meaning.

For Bultmann, the statements which talk of Jesus as divine being in mythological
language forms a unit of ‘coming’ and ‘going’ in John’s thought and through thisi.e.
journey of coming and going he performs the task or the mission of teaching the
message. In this process of ‘coming’ and “going’ Jesus is presented as not a being of this
world but of another world that has been sent here to teach the message. As it comes in
John, ‘whom the Father consecrated and sent int the world’,*” and his sending is
testified by his works," moreover his sending is to believe*” or to acknowledge™ the
eternal life that is to, ‘know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou has

sent’.”® Here according to Bultmann, John used ‘Father’ for God or simply ‘he who

47 1 John 2:13,

“°Tohn 1:1, 14,

1 Yohn 1:9-11.

2 John 10:36.

M fohn 5:16.

“*John 6:29; 11:42; 17:8.
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has sent’ in the meaning of ‘my commissioner the Father, or only ‘my commissioner”,
consequently on it people confessed ‘and we have seen and testify that the Father has
sent his son as the Savior of the world’,*’ counterpart of ‘sending’ is his ‘coming’ or
‘having come’, which has been expressed in various statements, ‘came into the
world”,¥* or, “came from the Father or the God’,*’ or simply ‘has come’,**° again his
coming is to confess faith in him.*! His ‘coming” and to have faith on him, was denied
by Jews.*? Within the unit of ‘coming’ and ‘sending’ the expressions like he came
down from heaven*?, or will be ascended to it again,* is in Bultmann’ view are clear
mythological formulations. Similarly his ‘elevation’,*” or “glorification’,* or glorified
as pre-existence with the Father," are mythological in nature, even the phrases where
love of God is manifested through Jesus or his designation as the only son, ‘in this the
love of God was made manifest among us, that God sent his only son into the world, so

that we might live through him’,**® or “for God so loved the world that he gave his only

son, that whoever believes in him should not perish but have eternal life’,*” are

mythological. According to Bultmann John used purposefully mythological statements

in the units of ‘coming’ and “going’. It is to convey that Jesus was sent to ‘bear witness

to the truth’,* or as ‘light’,* or who believes in him ‘have life and have abundance’,**

»
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or have “eternal life>,*” or 1o get ‘expiation from sins’,*** or his sending was ‘to save the
world’.** In fact to save the world is the main purpose of Jesus’ ‘sending’ in the world,
in other words he is the salvation bringer, to picture Jesus as ‘the savoir of the world’,*
he was called the Christ or messiah. As salvation bringer his coming is the
eschatological event, or in other words the uait of his coming and going is presented as
the judgment of the world, ‘for judgment I came into this world, that those who do not
see may see, and that those who see may become blind’,*” and the Father gave
authority to the son to raise the dead and to judge them.”® In Bultmann’s opinion
judgment in John’s thought has double meaning of ‘judgment’ and ‘sunderance’, that is
in encounter with Jesus that division between faithful and unfaithful or between those
who can see and those who are blind takes place, Judgment is not cosmic or a dramatic
event but is 2 response of man towards the message of Jesus, and people are ignorant of
this fact that it is his message which divides them in two groups, of true and false
disciples, The difference in John and Paul’s thought regarding judgment or the
eschatological event is that Paul historicized it whereas John gave it an interpretation of
decision for man which is radical and faced by everyone in life.

From above it is clear that for Bultmann ‘sending’ and ‘coming’ of Jesus in ]o}m’s
thought has specific meaning, it narrates the encounter of man with God as a moment
of decision to be faithful or not to be. [t is not 2 futuristif: eschatological event but is
related with man’s present moment. Although John in his elaboration has borrowed
the Gnostic mythology and the Jewish eschatology but it is through the double
meaning he has conveyed his interpretation of decision. Further, it is the unity of
‘coming’ and ‘going’ that Bultmann elaborated the theological issues of divinity,

incarnation, revelation and so forth in Johannine understanding.

* John 3:16.
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Coming 10 the divinity of Jesus in John which is the central theme of the gospel, it
starts with, ‘the word became flesh’.*” This notion is dominant throughout the gospel
and leads to the concept of incarnation of God in human Jesus; it remains to see in
what way Bultmann interprets it.

Jesus was simply a human being, a historic character as stated by Bultmann, he was ‘a
definite human being in history: Jesus of Nazareth’.*® He was a man who lived in a
specific time and place, though he was a son of God who became man but still he was a
genuiné man and not a divine being, ‘which again does not mean that in his
personality the divine became visible so as 1o fill men with enthusiasm and touch their
feelings or to fascinate and overwhelm them’.*! In fact for John the divine and human
stand in opposition to each other. If that is so, than in what sense son of God is related
to human Jesus? Particularly where unity of son with Father is explicitly stated as, ‘I
am in the Father and the Father in me’,** or, ‘no one comes to the Father, but by
me’,* or ‘T am the Father are one’.**

In the statements of the ‘word became flesh’, or those which convey the union of son
with Father are undoubtedly taken from the Gnostic rﬁythology, a dominant theme of
John, but at the same time John is not confined to its mythological meaning neither is
he limited to metaphysical or mystical understanding. Rather John is o be understood,
according to Bultmann, in a paradox of glorification of son in the historical figure of
Jesus as simple human being. It is through the units of various terms communicating
his “‘coming’ and ‘departure’ that the paradox becomes clear.

For Bultmann in Gnosticism the ‘divine man’ or the incarnation of son with Father is
a concept different from John. In Gnosticism it is the usion of two opposites for

example light and darkness, or divine and man, which takes place as a cosmic event of

“ John 1:14,
#0Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Tstament, vol. 2, p. 41.
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eschatological nature. In Gnostic thought man’s true nature is imprisened in the
material body and in the soul, which is released through unification with the pre-
existence being. John does not follow Gnosticism regarding imprisonment of human
nature or the unification of divine with human being. Neither for John in the
relationship of son with Father or in ‘word became flesh’ there is imparting of ‘gnosis’,
it is not a process of communicating mystical or secret teachings which can lead
someone to salvation. Even though Jesus while leaving the world said, ‘I have
manifested thy name to the man whom thou gavest me out of the world’,* but
according to Bultmann, Jesus never gave any information about God, ‘he does not
communicate anything, but calls men o himself’.*® Jesus talks about himself in the
sense that he himself is the bread of life,*” or light,** or life.*® This knowledge is about
Jesus himself, which develops relation berween him and man, and is not giving any
information about God or knowledge of mystical nature or secret teachings of any
kind. Here Bultmann stressed on negating the mystical knowledge being given by John.
Rather it has been imposed on him to explain the unity between son and the Father,”
or their mutual knowledge,” otherwise John’s interpretation is not of mystical nature.
Negation of mysticism in John is evident from the verse where Philip demnanded from
Jesus to see God, as a reply to it Jesus answer was, ‘I in the Father and the Father in
me’: ‘the words that I say to you I do not speak on my own authority; but the Father
who dwells in me is doing his works’.”? Here Jesus denies the perception of God
through eye sight but it is through work of Jesus that He can be known, as stated by

Bultmann, ‘He is perceptible only to that man who has the openness to let himself be
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reached by the work of Jesus yes, God in Jesus encounters even him who shuts himself
up agamnst his word—encounters him to judge him’,”* further he elaborates it, ‘God
Himself encounters men in Jesus, a Jesus moreover who is 2 man in whom nothing
unusual is perceptible except his bold assertion that in him God encounters men’ **
According to Bultimann, John denied the perception of God through eyes but affirmed
it in an encounter through Jesus only, whether a man opens or shuts up himself, that
man knows God. The encounter with Jesus in Bultmann’s thought is through the
paradoxical nature of revelation, which he interpreted existentially, other than that it is
not conveying mystical knowledge about God.

It is not only the mystical or the secret teachings of gnosis negated by Bultmann in the
divine human relation of Jesus with God in the concept of incarnation but also the
metaphysical relation or union between pre-existence being and God is denied. The
Christological or the metaphysical assertions about the two-nature theory are late
formulations and John does not explain incarnation in metaphysical terms.”” In John
the stress is more on Jesus himself and his works, not in the sense of metaphysical
explanations. Rather it is the encounter of man with Jesus, or in the words of
Bultmann it is the paradoxical nature of revelation, as interpreted by John, where the
true understanding of the “word became flesh’ is clearly perceived.

From above it may be concluded that incarnation, which is a dominant theme in John,
has not been understood by him in Gnostic, or mystical or metaphysical terms. The
relation of divine and human in it is the revelation of Jesus which is expressed in radical
way by John as against synoptic gospels or by Paul. For John Jesus was not a mythical
figure or a divine being, but a concrete historical man, who did not impart mythical,
mystical or metaphysical truth but called man towards himself. It is in this decision

that man encounters God; it is a dectsion where man has o choose between God and

3 Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, p. 50.
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the world. For Bultmann to interpret incarnation of Jesus in John in mythical or

metaphysical terms would be an enforcement of certain ideas which John never
expounded. The misunderstanding about John that its divine human relation is taken
literally by him is the result of few misconceptions about Jesus as it appears in it.
Therelore before going in details of the concept of revelation and its relation with
divinity of Jesus it would be appropriate to have some words regarding it.

In John divinity of Jesus is supported by miraculous knowledge and works of Jesus,
which according to Bultmann were not interpreted by John in their apparent meaning

therefore they are misunderstood. As far the miraculous 'knowledge of Jesus is

concerned it is mentioned in various forms in John but he took in a different way. In
the story of the Samaritian woman,”® the knowledge of her past for John is the
symbolic pictute of the tradition, and it stands for the feeling of a believer being
searched and known by God, an encounter of his existence with the revealer.” In the
statement where it comes that Jesus could see through men, it is not super ratural
ability but is the knowledge about man and their relation with God, same is the case in
his saying, ‘but I know that you have not the love of God within you’,”* it is the
knowledge of resistance of man which causes them not to accept the truth,”” When he
says to his disciples, ‘now we know that you know all things’,* is a confession of |
disciples to understand Jesus as he has spoken plainly and not in riddles, it is the
situation of the disciples which comes due to the genuine understanding about Jesus,

otherwise he has not spoken something new to them.*" In the story of Lazarus™ or

the betrayal of Judas** here for Bultmann it depicts the insight perception of Jesus for
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human nature. Resistance, which appeared among his disciples so faith has no
guarantee, he himself or the church might face the resistance. This knowledge of Jesus
was the result of an insight in the nature of revelation and human response to it and not
a super human ability to see the future.*® As for escaping of Jesus from the hands of
enemy is not because of his prior knowledge but his fate is determined by God and not
by man.* It seems to be a contradiction in Bultmann’s thought, as the knowledge of
Jesus was from simple human perspective and the notion of God is expressed through
existentialism whereas here God is given another worldly status and Jesus has a relation
with Him.

It can be seen that in rejecting fore-knowledge of Jesus, Bultmann is on the one side
apologetic and on the other has taken the psychological and sociclogical perspective to
interpret Jesus’ perception. In his denial of divinity of Jesus or his super human ability,
he has also negated the traditional understanding of Jesus.

Coming 10 the miraculous works of Jesus, this according to Bultmann, led to confusion
in understanding John. Miracles are not considered by John as super human quality of
Jesus, they are termed as ‘signs’ in the meaning that they signify glory of Jesus, or in
the sease that they are pointing to something else and not as an extra ordinary
occurrence in themselves, they are symbols or pictures. For example the wine miracle®
symbolizes the glory of Jesus not as a miracle worker but in whom grace and truth is
revealed, cure of the official’s son,*™ or of lame man," symbolizes Jesus as life,

similarly his bread miracle,” cure of the blind man,” and the raising of Lazarus from

dead,*! are all symbolic and represent food, light and life respectively. The important
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thing for Bultmann is that miracles are for John ‘symbols” or ‘signs’ only, they do not i
point to some extra ability or quality of Jesus as divine being. They only represent his
glory or revelation, and if they are not taken as signs than according to Bultmann it is

an offense.**

Thus, Jesus was not a divine being but a human being who lived in a particular

historical situation. Picture of Jesus which leads to his divinity is the clothing borrowed
from the Gnostic redeemer myth. Otherwise the interpretation of Jesus by John is not
from the mythological, mystical or metaphysical stock, it is only the mythological
language used by him otherwise his interpretation is a call for decision. His miraculons
knowledge or deeds are not the signs of divinity rather they show Jesus* knowledge of
human nature.

Apart from the divinity of Jesus the concept of revelation and salvation has been
llustrated in detail by Bultmann, and they are the major issues in his theological
interpretation as the concept of God is directly linked with them. As stated by him,
‘the idea of God is therefore determined from the outset by the idea of revelation. To
speak of God means: to speak of his revelation; and to speak of his revelation, means: to
speak of God. And revelation is not here intended in any general sense; it is rather the
saving will of God that can be experienced in the incarnate Revealer’. ™

In his thought the concept of revelation can be understood through incarnation, ‘the
word became flesh’ a major theme of John. But it was not clearly perceived by his
disciples or by Jews because revelation must not be elaborated in worldly terminology,
it is a hidden thing or a secret in a sense that it is not o be explained through
demonstrative proofs but through daily events only.* There is a practical aspect in it
and that is the encourter with God through Jesus. It is obscure for unbelievers like

Jews, or is not comprehensible as it is not elaborated in worldly terms therefore even

# See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, pp. 44-45. :
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the disciples erred. From the examples mentioned by Bultmann for misconception by
Jews or disciples are like apprehension of Jews about the destruction and the rebuilding
of the temple by Jesus,” or the incomprehension of the disciples about the food of
Jesus as his secret nourishment,” or their inability to understand why Jesus do not
wish to manifest himself to the world.*” Whatever the reasons of obscurity of |
revelation, but it must remain so unless man surrenders to its demands and takes the
decision 10 follow it otherwise it is an offense, as stated by Bultmann,

“In all these misunderstandings the offense of the assertion, ‘the word becam:e flesh’
finds expression. This offense lies in the fact that the Revealer appears as a man whose
claim to be the son of God is one which he cannot, indeed must not, prove to the .
world. For the Revelation is judgment upon the world and is necessanly felt as an |
attack upon it and an offense to it, so long as the world refuses to give up its norms”.
Here the expression of revelation in John is mythological burt at the same it is not the !
real content of revelation and therefore it remains vague unless it is understood as a
“judgment upon the world’, where man has to take the decision. This interpretation of
revelation is further elaborated by Bultmann through crucifixion of Jesus on the cross

which is culmination of his work or is his glorification. The revelation of Jesus or his

call o man towards himself, or as termed by Bultmann his ‘hard word’ were taken in
its outer meaning by Jews or even by his disciples. Somé of such statements were
blasphemous like where he made himself equal 1o God,® or claimed that he was older
than Abraham.*” The inner or the double meaning of the ‘hard word’ of Jesus,

according to Bultmann, were perceived by John who presented it in the framework of
ascending of Jesus or of his crucifixion. It is through the units of coming and departure

of Jesus that the revelation is fully depicted. In synoptic gospels the outward aspect of

5 Yohn 2:20.
% John 4:33.
7 Tohn 14:22.
“t Tohn 5:17.
*? Tohn 8:57.
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ascending is taken whereas only John brings 1o lighr its inner aspect, which is the
glorification of Jesus on the cross. The sayings of Jesus, ‘what shall I say? Father, save
me from this hour?’, and Jesus himself rejects it, ‘No, for this purpose [ have come to
this hour’,*® or ‘Father, the hour has come; glorify they son’.*! For Bultmann the
scene of the cross has existential meaning, the cross is the fulfillment of the mission of
Jesus where he is glorified or exalted. For John Jesus is not some divine being but an
exalted human being, and his revelation is not as event of the past but is a present
reality.*®

The paradoxical nature of revelation or its double meaning, which was only grasped by
John and not Paul, is reflected in contradictory statements of Jesus. And for Bultmann
it is the contradictory nature of revelation where God encounters man. On the one side
Jesus has equal dignity and rights with God, therefore it comes that God gave “all
things’ into his hands,* gave him ‘power over all flesh’,™ and was given the authority
to raise the dead,™ and on the other hand he acts or speaks not on his own will but on
the will of God, ‘I have come down from heaven, not to do my own will, but the will
of him who sent me’,*®he acts according to Father’s instructions,”” and teaches or
speaks not on his own authority but what Father has given him.**® This later aspect,
which is according to Bultmann is the negative formulations are not to show humility
of Jesus but to present his glorification, It is in the fulfillment of the task of God or
Jesus’ obedience to the authority of God that Jesus is exalted. Therefore the

contradiction is apparent only and through it God encounters man.

0 Tohn 12:27.

%l ohn 17:1.

592 See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, pp. 4749,
2 John 3:35; 13:3.

¥ John 17:2.

%5 John 5:21.

%% John 6:38.

%7 John 5:19, 30; 8:28.

%8 John7:17; 12:49; 14:10, 24; 17:8, 14,
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As far the content of revelation is concerned, and here the crux of the idea appears in
Bultmann’s thought, firstly the work and words of Jesus are taken together, they are
identical in Johannine understanding, the works of Jesus that is judging and making
alive are accomplished through the words of Jesus,” ‘the words I say to you I do not
speak on my own authority; but the Father who dwells in me is doing his works”.*° It
seems that the identity of work and word of Jesus as claimed by Bultmann is that it is
through works of Jesus a man believes on him, thus making them identical in their
effect. Therefore even life or rather eternal life, knowledge and freedom are gained
through his works, ‘whoever believes the word of Jesus and Him whom sent him, has
eternal life, has stepped over from death into life’.*"" In this way the words of Jesus and
their impact on the believer are made identical, but it remains to probe in the words of
Jesus, or in other words to know the content of revelation. It is according to John is
‘what Jesus saw or heard from the Father as it comes, ‘No one has ever seen God; the
only Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, he has made him known’,*”? or he speaks

what the Father taught him to speak,®” or commanded him to speak,” or he speaks

516

the words Father gave him,”* or does what the Father has shown him to do, or he

reveals the name of the Father.*” But what exactly Jesus heard or saw from the Father
or the content of revelation, here Bultmann takes a turn from the traditional Christian
understanding of revelation to existential interpretation. For him Jesus never gave any
specific teachings regarding the content of revelation which was later given to it.
Revelation traditionally is taken as the theme of the metaphysical world where

explanations about God is discussed but in the teachings of Jesus this is absent, he

% See Rudolf Bulrmann, Theology of the New Fstament, vol, 2, p. 60.
19 John 14:10.

! Tohn 5:24.

2 Tohn 1:18; 6:46.

1 Tohn 8:28; 7:17.

¥ John 12:49,

* John 17:8.

18 John 5:19,

117 Tohn 17:6, 26,
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never talks about them, and what he talks about is his own self, which Bultiman
translated as ‘I’ statements, ‘the bread of life—it is I, the light of the world—it is I, the
resurrection and the life are I, in the nutshell Jesus is presented as life, bread of life,
eternal life, light or as the witness of truth and that he has ‘come’ and will ‘g0’ from
the world and man must believe on him. In this expansion John takes the mythological
language to convey the idea but he has not taken it literally, he has only borrowed the
terminology of the pre-existence divine being but leaves aside the mythological
character of it.*” The significance of mythological language is that it carries in it
another worldly feature, which is important in Bultmann’s understanding of John. As
stated above world and God are two opposites for Bultmann, and Jesus called for a
decision 1o choose between the world and God. It is a decision of life and death where
John presented Jesus as life and truth through figurative expressions of ‘the door, the
way, the shepherd, the vine and the bread’ and they ‘all mean that which man must
have and longs to have in order to be able truly to exist’.*® Thus, John borrowed the
mythological language but 1ts mythological character s nothing more than he came and
is gone and man has to have faith on him, it is moment of decision. |

Another important aspect of revelation, in Bultmann’s thoughy, is its relation with the
salvation, particularly in its traditional understanding with doctrines of incarnation,
death, atonement of sins, resurrection, Pentecost and the paraousia. In John
incarnation, death, sins and so forth does not play an important role, he ook them
from the church tradition but he differs in their meaning as compared to Paul or to
synoptic gospels. For Paul or for the church death and the atonement of sins as
compared to incarnation are central whereas for John incarnation and not the death is
vital, but the two form a unit i.e. incarnation, his corning, and death, his going are

taken together and with this unit the work of Jesus is completed. As with death Jesus’

"8 See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vel. 2, p. 65.

59 Thid,, p. 62.
0 7hid,, p. 65,
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work is accomplished so it is not suffering for John, as it 1s for Paul, rather it is Jesus’
elevation and glorification is important.

Concluding the above discussion it may be stated that al-Ghazali and Bulimann being
theologians so their basic task is the interpretation of the word of God. For al-Ghazali
John is narrating the words of Jesus 6 it is raised to the level of revelation. As generally
accepted Muslim notion is that the revealed books are the various forms of revelation
therefore he looked for commeon theological principles in John. For this reason he
inferred from John attributes of God, of prophethood, or other commonalities present
in the two religions. Further, his theological orientation of al-Asha‘ri thought
particularly the distinction between the eternal word of God and the written one on
the pages where the latter one is the word of God as well but the former precedes in
eternity over it has led to duality in which the written word of God is the outer
covering chiefly its language aspect and the real meaning is beneath it. Thus, the
duality present in the text is not only from the side of language but is also from
theological side. Here too the interpretation is to cross from the outer aspect to the
inner meanings but that must be in accord with general theological frame. To highlight
this frame al-Ghazali outlined the commonalities of faith where God is transcendent,
one, eternal and so on and the prophets are elected people. Remaining within these
parameters humanity of Jesus was elaborated. On the other hand in Bultmann’s
interpretation theological frame is absent, what we find there is giving a new and
different meaning to concepts. It is replacing of one meaning i.e. primitive or mythical
worldview with another i.e. modern philosophy of existentialism without having any
theological references. It is what al-Ghazali called that late Christians borrowed Greek
ideas to understand their text so now it is modern philosophy which has replaced the
old one. Thus, the text was taken literally before and existentially now and in both
cases the text has been relegated. To what extent philosophical principles replace
theological ones require in-depth study but suffice here to say that philosophy relies on

human reason particularly modern philosophy where unaided human reason is the sole
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criteria to judge, 50 to take its principles and to read religioﬁs text accordingly would
produce undesirable results. As in the case of existential interpretation where not only
the text has been downgraded even traditional Christianity has been negated. Here the
meaning of life, status of Jesus, revelation, salvation, sin and so forth has been given a
new meaning of decision for the present life. Thus the text is what it stands for the
modern man for his present life, its relation with God or the other world is no more

there and this of course does not match with the spirit of Christian theology.

MYSTICAL INTERPRETATION BY AL-GHAZALI

The crux of al-Ghazali’ thoughr we find in his Sufistic interpretation. The features of
language, reason and theology are important in interpretation but the religious text
requires deep reflection. The duality of religious text as said above was explored by al-
Ghazili through language and theology that is he linked the outer aspect with the
inner either through language rules or theological principles, both helped in arriving at
appropriate meaning. Still religious text by its very nature has relation with higher or
the other world therefore its interpreration must take this in its account. Al-Ghazili
through Sufi dimension provided a link between two worlds, divine and human in
interpretation. Although the divine interacted with man in human terms but due to
the difference in nature of the two worlds, as would be discussed in the following
chapter, some problems are inherent in it which is evident in the nature of religious
language. This ambiguity if resolved relying only on the rationally oriented linguistics
or theological perceptions, would result in superficial interpretation and would lack the
spiritual dimension which is the essence of the divine massage. Integrating the spiritual
dimension in his interpretation al-Ghazili discussed the nature of religious language in
Christianity which was misunderstood by them.

Further, for Sufis the distinction in the two worlds is not theoretical or imaginary but
it is the reality or the truth therefore they derive their epistemology in the light of the

two world theory, in other words they understood the cognitive aspect of religious
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language through it. As already said, for them the other world is real and they
understand this world in the light of the other,”' establishing on these premises al-
Ghazali developed his mystical interpretation of John.
Apart from the nature of religious language another important aspect related to
mystical aspect in interpretation is its methodology. In Qur’anic exegesis Sufistic
interpretation falls under al-tafsir al-ishari,*” and for this kind of tafsir there are certain
conditions for interpretation which must be followed. Most important among them is
that there must be conformity with the overall text in interpretation and it should not
contradict reason.”” Coming to John and considering to what extent al-Ghazali fulfilled
these requirements would be discussed in what follows.
Jesus often used non-literal expressi.ons and John too narrated these sayings of Jesus in
figurative terms which caused confusion among the later age Christians due to their
ignorance of the nature of such language. In fact such vocabulary is problematic unless
understood and interpreted properly. From the problematic expressions in John are
‘son’, ‘father’, ‘god’, ‘al-Rabb’, ‘al-kalimah’, ‘al-ittihid’ and so forth. In order to remain
within Christian understanding for these expressions al-Ghazali looked for their
meanings in Christian Biblical and historical scenario, as stated above, these expressions
in their figurative rendering were in usage not only among early Christians bur among
Jews as well.
Secondly al-Ghazili looked at these words from the theological perspective, as Jesus was
prophet and was gtven certain commandants or al-shar'fah to him like other prophets
who had their own laws. So presence of these terms meant that Jesus in his al-shar‘iah
was allowed to use figurative expressions. Moreover, important point to be noted here is

that Jesus was not ambiguous in his statements. Metaphorical statements can be

5 See Chaprer Two,

21y is a Sufi interpretation of the Holy Qur'an where some symbols or signs present in the text are
interpreted in an effort to reconcile the apparent and the Sufis mterpretation. See for detail Khilid “Abd
al-Rahmin, Usid al-Tafsir wa Qawd idub (Beirur: Dir al-Naf'is 1986), 2* ed., p. 205.

23 Ibid., pp. 208; Muhammad ‘Abd al-'Azim al-Zarqini, Manahil al-Trfan fi 'Ulim al-Qur'an ed. Fawwiz
Ahmad Zamarli (Beirut: Dar al-Kitab al-‘Arabi 1995), vol. 2, p. 68.
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confusing if they are not clarified, Jesus was careful in it. He clarified himself the
metaphors or majiz present in them so that his followers are not misguided. Jesus was a
prophet and his task was to guide people therefore he ook care to clarify his
statements. He pointed out majaz wherever present through indicators that the literal
sense is not intended and it must be diverted from the outer towards inner meaning.””
By fulfilling these components for Sufistic interpretation al-Ghazali had sound grounds
for linking al-ta*wil with mysticism. Theological, historical and linguistic aspects
provided a setup of John for him, thus while remaining within this setup any mystical
interpretation would remain within the overall picture of John and of Christianity.
Therefore it can be said that his mystical interpretation is not an imposition of ideas
from outside but emerged from the spirit and principles of their religion.

Apart from it there is another important characteristic of al-Ghazal’s interpretation,
which must be mentioned and that is the comparison he made between the figurative
language of Christianity and Islam. It is one of the commonalities present in these two
religions that their sacred literature contains literal as well as figurative expressions.
Figurative expressions are in particular heavily used in elaboration for attributes of
God; these expressions need interpretation and cannot be taken as they are. In Islam
the example mentioned by al-Ghazali is the prophetic saying narrated by Abii Hurirah,
‘and My slave keeps on coming closer to Me through performing Nawafi! (praying or
doing extra deeds besides what is obligatory) till I love him, so I become his sense of
hearing with which he hears, and his sense of sight with which he sees, and his hand
with which he grips, and his leg with which he walks’** According to al-Ghazali
literally the hadith would mean that God is within human organs like eyes, hands, ears

and so on which is 2 sheer impossibility therefore it is metaphorical language and must

¥2¢ See al-Ghazili, al-Radd al-famil, p. 265.
325 3} Bukhari, alfarmi al-Sahib, Bab qawl Allahu ta‘ala wa yuhadhdhirukum Allahu nafsahu, hadith no.

6858,
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be interpreted accordingly.” Another example is related to creation of Jesus, al-Ghazali
compared it to the creation of Adam as it comes in the Holy Qur’an, “Said He, Iblis,
what prevented thee w0 bow thyself before that I created with My own hands?” (38:75)
Here again literal sense is not intended as God has no body organs so it must be
interpreted metaphotically and al-Ghazali interpreted hands as power,””

Literal sense is impossible as it contradicts reason and also to keep it in conformity
with the scripture on the whole and w reach the correct essence of the divine message
figurative interpretation is needed.

Further al-Ghazili compared it with mystical utterances of Sufis as the two share the
common element of being ‘problematic’. These utterances are technically known as al-
shatahat (utterance of mystics in the state of intoxication)™ and they cannot be taken
on their face value, it is only through their esoteric sense that the true meaning is
unveiled. Example of it is when a mystic praises himself as god, subhini ma a‘zam
sha’ni or ‘nothing is there in my garment except God’ such statements are problematic
as their apparent meaning contradicts reason so their literal meaning must be crossed to
the inner sense.’”

Problematic or non-literal expressions in their various forms are used generally in John,
from such expressions al-Ghazali choose few and interpreted them mystically. One of
the examples of it is al-ittihad or “union’ which Christians thought o be the real union
between God and Jesus because of their literal reading of the text. According tw al-
Ghazali Christian terminology of al-ittihad is similar to Sufi phrases of ittihad and al-
hull as both has symbolic nature. The words in both cases are pointing to some other

reality and so their apparent meanings must be put aside for the inner ones, as it is the

*% See al-Ghazali, al-Radd al-Jamil, p. 245.

¥ See al-Ghazali, al-Radd al-Jamil, p: 311.

5% Al-Shath literally is movement and in Sufism is defined as the utterances which a Sufi makes while in
the state of mystical intoxication. See Abii Nasr al-Tusi, al-Luma’ed. ‘Abdul Halim Mahmiid and “Abd
al-Baqi Sariir (Cairo: Matba‘ah al-Saadah 1960), p. 453; ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Badawi, Shatabat al-Sifiyyals
Kuwar: Wakilah al-Matba‘ae . d.), pp. %10,

2 See al-Ghazali, al-Radd al-Jamil, p. 282,
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nature of symbolic language. The inner aspect is in fact ‘the real’ which is perceived
only after crossing the outer side, explaining the symbolic nature of Suli terminology
al-Ghazali in al-Mishkat states,

‘it is from this starting-point that Allah’s Gnostics rise frorﬁ metaphors to realities, as
one climbs from the lowlands o the mountains; and at the end of their Ascent see, as
with the direct sight of eye-witnesses, that there is nothing in existence save Allah
alone, and that ‘everything perisheth except His countenance, His Aspect; not that it
perisheth at some particular moment, but rather it is sempiternally a perishing thing,
since it cannot be conceived except as perishing. For each several thing other than
Allah is, when considered in and by itself, pure not-being; and if considered from the
‘aspect’ (wash) to which existence flows from the Prime Reality, it is viewed as exisung,
but not in itself, solely from the ‘aspect’ which accompanies Him Who gives it
existence. Therefore the God-aspect is the sole thing in existence. For everything has
two aspects, an aspect to itself and an aspect w its Lord: in respect to the first, it is Not-
being; but in respect of the God-aspect, it is Being. These Gnostics, on their return
from their Ascent into the heaven of Reality, confess with one voice that they saw
nought existent there save the One Real. Some of them, however, arrived at this
scientifically, and others experimentally and subjectively. From these last the plurality
of things fell away in its entirety. They were drowned in the absolute Unitude, and
their intelligences were lost in Its abyss. They became drunken with a drunkenness
wherein the sway of their own intelligence disappeared; so that one exclaimed, T am
The One Reall’ and another, ‘Glory be to Me! How great is My glory!’ and another,
“Within this robe is nonght but Allah?” Then when that drunkenness abated they knew
that that had not been actual Identity, but only something resembling Identity; as in
those words of the Lover at the height of his passion:- ‘I am He whom I love and He
whom I love is I; We are two spirits immanent in one body’. Now when this state
prevails, it is called in relation to bim who experiences it, Extinction, nay, Extinction of

Extinction, for the soul has become extinct to itself, extinct to its own extinction; for it
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becomes unconscious of itself and unconscious of its own unconsciousness, since, were
it conscious of its own unconsciousness, it would be consecious of itself. In relation to
the man immersed in this state, the state is called, in the language of metaphor,
‘Tdentity’; in the language of reality, ‘Unification’.**

Thus, what has been uttered by the mystic as ‘identity’ or in Christian terminology
‘union’ between man and God are metaphors or symbolic language. Reason for
comparing mystical utterances and John’s terminology, for al-Ghazali perhaps is that
both are using the language of love based on experience. The lover who is immersed in
love looses the ability to convey his feelings besides even the simple and plain wordings
are of no use for him. He uses certain words to convey some higher realities, so there is
duality in language or there is al-zahir and al-batin where the inner aspect is grasped
through the experience of the divine or ‘union’ in Sufi thought. Approaching text or
its meaning through experience is 2 unique method, here epistemology relies on
experience but the experience is not 2 common one rather it is of the other world. A
connection is developed between this world and the other in which the things of this
world are understood in the light of knowledge gained from the other. Consequently,
the other world is ‘the real’ and this one is its reflection. As the source of the religious
text 15 God so perhaps its interpretation through this experience is most suitable, Sull
verification of such an interpretation might be difficult due to its subjective nature.
Undoubtedly, mystical experience is subjective but al-Ghazali connected it with reason
and overall spirit of the scripture, thus the interpretation must be in agreement with all
these components. For this reason al-Ghaz3li rejected Christian interpretation of John
which elevates Jesus to divine status as it is not in harmony with John in general and
contradicts reason. On the other side his own interpretation although it is mystical and

thus is experiential and subjective still does not contradict reason nor does it go against

the spirit of John generally.

0 Al.Ghagzali, Mishkat al-Anway, w, &introduction by W.H. T. Gairdner, (Lahore: Ashraf Press 1952},
pp. 103-108,
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Coming back to nature of experience which man has in ittihid and its process we find
Diana Lobel elaborated 1t as, ‘the seeker divests himself more and more of his own
human attributes, gradually taking on the qualities of the divine beloved until he or she
becomes that beloved, perceiving an identity or uniﬁcation. (ittihad) of the two
natures’.” So one of the features of al-ittihad is loosing of human qualities and
replacing them with the divine attributes®” till the lover and the beloved become one in
a senise that the likes and dislikes of the lover and the beloved becomes one. The two
come so close to each other that their “will’ and ‘likes’ merge in one another. Further
looking in the process of ittihad from the psychological perspective that how it takes
place and affects human psychology. According to Badawi in Sufis ascension it is al-
shawiiq (longing), and love which compels al-salik (traveler) to move towards God till
he experiences al-kashf or the spiritual unveiling. The feeling of melting away on the
part of traveler is so strong that his ‘T’ is dissolved and here he experiences itrihad or
unification, as if the two become one. It is the strength of experience that the traveler
loses his conscious and as 2 result of it what Sufi utters falls under shatahat with the
characteristic that this speech is mostly in first form as God is Himself speaking.* It
shows that here the experience of ‘union’ is so strong that man loses his individuality
and speaks as if God is speaking himself.

Coming back to al-Ghazali and his interpretation of John where Jesus and God are
united and have become one. He rejected the literal meaning of it and union for him 15
not the union or identification of beings but is the identification of love and ‘will’. In it
there is no difference between man and God in their wall, to the extent that man loves
what God loves, and hates what He hates, dislikes what He dislikes, it is a complete
harmony in man’s acts and speech tw what God wants from him.** In fact it is the

highest stage of ‘ubfidiyyah, {servanthood) where man becomes so near to God that

3 gee Diana Lobel, Between Mysticism and Philosophy (New York: State University Press 2000), p. 23.
2 See Muhammad Mugtafa, Usa{ al-Tarig (Cairo: n.p.,1988), pp. 4-28.

53 See “Abd alRahmin al-Badawi, Shatabat al-Safiyyab, pp. 18-19.

M See al-Ghazali, al-Radd al-Jamil, pp. 246, 248, 250.
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God becomes his hands, eyes and ears which he works, sees or hears, here it is the
harmony between God and man in their will and action and it is not in their physical
being.** Comparing the interpretation of John for love between man and God with
prophetic saying here al-Ghazali again is putting side by side common concepts in two
religions. Attainment of complete harmony between man and God in their will and
action is what religion strives for but in realiry it is not an easy task. Making it their
goal Sufiis put all their effort to attain unification of will.

Unification here is not the unification of beings but it is loosing of one’s self conscious
in another which results in the feeling of oneness. Al-Ghazali compared Sufi experience
of ittihad with Christian ittih3d in the person of Jesus, for him there are similarities
present in the two. As it is commonly said that in Christianity Jesus was concerned
more with spiritual aspect of religion therefore his teachings were focused on the
relationship between man and God. And it seems that o highlight the spirttual
relationship between man and God Jesus relied more on the metaphors and figurative
expressions as they are best suited for it, and as al-Ghazili mentioned that he was sahib

al-shar’iah with its own commandments therefore it can be.said that he was allowed to

use such expressions.

PHILOSOPHICAL INTERPRETATION BY BULTMANN
Demythologizing is the major task of Bultmann where mythological worldview of the

New Testament is critically interpreted. It is not the elimination of mythology as done
by libera] theologians or to take it literally as in traditional thought rather it is the
critical interpretation, as stated by Bultmann,

“whereas the older liberals used criticism to eliminate the mythology of the New
Testament, our task to-day is 10 use criticism to interpret it. Of course it may still be

necessary to eliminate mythology here and there. But the criterion adopted must be

5 Ibid., p. 245.
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taken not from modern thought, but from the undersranding of human existence
which the New Testament itself enshrines”. ™

For Bultmann existential interpretation is the only adequate solution in the face of
mythology present in the New Testament, it provides a means and method to deal with
mythological language without its elimination or taking it literally therefore he termed
it as the ‘correct’ way of interpretation.””

With this we come to John and its interpretation in the light of existential philosophy,
here first the existential interpretation for the message of Jesus would be discussed and
then the divinity or the pre-existence of Christ in Jesus and the Word and Theology of the
New Testament by Bultmann,

The impending coming of the reign of God is the main concept of the New Testament,
in which the present working of the world would be destroyed, Satan and evil forces
would finish and new functioning of the world would come in existence which will
bring salvation to people. This change would be miraculous that God will bring in
without the help of man. The idea has the background of Jewish eschatological hopes
but it is not in the Jewish understanding which permeates the message of Jesus. Nature
of Jesus’ message was not of nationalism or to establish power of Israel rather it
proclaimed the soon emergence of the reign of God. And in the face of it, man must be
ready, now is the time of decision and the message of Jesus is the call for decision. This
call for decision is the call for repentance, people are attached to the world and indulged
in daily life, joy or wealth or other precccupations. Whereas call of Jesus demanded
repentance in the manner of wtal rejection of the world, as no one serves two masters,
1.e. God and the world. But at the same time it is not to be taken as asceticism, rather it
is simple readiness for God’s demand, fulfillment of God’s will.** It means total

dedication or commitment to God therefore it can be said that Jesus demanded radical

%% Rudolf Bultmann, Kerygma and Myth, ed. Hans Werner Bartsch (New York: Harper & Row 1961),

vol. 1, p. 12; Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. 18.
3 Rudolf Bultmann, Kerygrma and Myth, vol. 2, p. 187.
M See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Bstament, vol. 1, p. 11.
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or tota] obedience or reorientation of man. In presenting the message of Jesus, John
stands apart from synoptic gospels. They focused on the historical Jesus whereas John
presented the radical message of Jesus, which demanded from man a decision between
God and his reign or the world, the decision which is either—or, is to be drastically
made.

As for the kingdom of God, is it a futuristic event or not, in Bultmann’s view, it js
miraculous event brought by God alone which will put an end to all worldly affairs and
whoever desires it must radically separate himself from the world, must take a decision
of either-or. Jesus takes the Jewish hopes of the future but the kingdom of God for him
is not the event of the future in the form of cosmic dramatic event, but it is 2 moment
of decision in ‘now’ and in that the future is linked with the present.*” In addition to
the eschatological aspect in the message of Jesus another component is the ethical
demand that is the love of neighbor. It is the love of God and love of neighbor that
forms the unity of his message. They are related to each other in the sense that both
demands for the decision from man to choose between God or the world. Moreover,
the call is individualistic and not for the nation, it brings salvation or judgment for the
individual. The relationship of individual and God, Bultmann interprets it, in the
paradox of ‘de-historizing’ and ‘de-secularization’ of God and individual. In Judaism,
according to Bultmann, God was de-hiswrized by being made far from man, He was
high above in heaven and the world was governed by angels, on the other hand man
was de-historized by being kept within the orbit of ritualism and legallism of the
religion. Whereas the call of Jesus for decision de-secularized man, it breaks all hurdles
or tears all veils between man and God and brings him in a direct relationship of
individual decision. Message of Jesus also de-secularized God by making His dealings
with man eschatological that is He takes out man from his worldly or historical ties

and have an encounter with him individually. Hence it is 2 paradox of de-historization

5 Soe Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus and the Word, tr. Louise Pettibone Smith & Erimine Fluntress Lantero
{(New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons 1934), pp. 38-39.
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or de-secularization of both man and God, where God encounters man individually
and is above the normal concept of history of nation, and man too encounters God
individually away from the historical settings which bol;nds or provides him security.>”
The main theme as stated above in the message of Jesus is about. the kingdom of God,
and the relationship of man with God and neighbor. These ideas Jesus proclaimed in
the language and the conceptual framework of his times. He was a Jew and so were his
addresses therefore his thoughts remained within Judaism. Still Jesus stood radically
opposed to Jewish religion or his contemporary Jewish thought as he appears in the
New Testament. The message of Jesus, later on was proclaimed by the early church
with the added component of méssiah ship, where Jesus became the messiah and with
that church not only proclaimed the message but proclaimed Jesus himself. Messiah or
the son of man reflected the Jewish eschatoloéical expectations but, according ro
Bultmann, this mythical concept was historized by fitting in it the figure of Jesus who
was crucified on the cross and was resurrected and will appear on the clouds of heaven
to hold judgment and bring salvation. The dying and rising Christ was taken by Paul
and John, in the meaning of savior of the world which comes more from the
Hellenistic church®! Johns usage of messiah and Christ reflects both the Jewish and
the early church meaning of son of man and more so the Hellenistic understanding
from the Gnostic myth of pre-existent being who became man and must be exalted
again,**

Coming to the divinity of Jesus in John, which is explicitly stated here more than in
any other place, in Bultmann’s existential reading Jesus for John is not a divine or the
pre-existence being he was simple human being.

John takes the Gnostic mythology in presenting the picture of Jesus and whether it is
the prologue or the gospel and the epistles on the whole, the portrayal of Jesus is as the

59 See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 1, pp. 4-25.
* Ibid., pp. 33-36, 79.
2 Ibid., vol. 2, pp. 36-37.
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‘only begotten son™* of God, he was the ‘word’ in the beginning who became flesh,*
he was the light through him everything was created,* he came to bear witness to the
truth,*¢ through him came the grace and truth,’”” whoever has seen him has seen the
Father,*** in him the Father is and works,*” he is “the life’,’® he was the savior of the
world,™ and so forth. In these and various other expressions of John Jesus appears to
be divine or pre-existent being but for Bultmann as John took over the Gaostic
mythology therefore it is the apparent picture of Jesus only, beneath it John presents a
different picture of Jesus who calls for a decision for the present ‘moment’.

In Johannine thought apart from divinity of Jesus various other concepts like man,
world, God and creation are presented through Gnostic mythology or dualism. To
understand John it is important to probe in its Gnostic dualism where he presents His
idea through a disparity of units. Taking the example of God and world which are two
opposites for John, here world is everything other than God. It is in the opposition of
these two entities that John further explains other concepts related to them. Explaining
the nature of the world, it comes in John, ‘it {the light) was in the world, and the world
came into being through it, yet the world did not recognize it (the Logos)’,* also it
comes, ‘the light is shining in the darkness, and the darkness has not grasped it’,* here
‘light’ and “darkness’ are opposites in which darkness symbolizes world and light God
or other than world. Similarly where Jesus is termed as ‘truth’, or came to bear witness
1o truth or he himself was grace and truth, all these statements stand in opposttion to

‘falsehood’, which is the characteristic of the world. Darkness and falsehood being the

3 John 3:16; 1 John 4:9, 14.
*4 John 1:1, 14.
2 John 1:10.
* John 18:37.
> Tohn 1:17.
8 Tohn 14:9.
2 John 14:10.
3 John 14:6.
#11 John 4:14,
2 John 1:10,
3 John 1:5,
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state of the world or its fallenness, this constitute the bondage which is the essence of
the world or in other words it is the concept of sin. Man in bondage is in the state of
evil, of darkness, of sin, or is dead and therefore cannot perceive truth, or light. In fact
world is dead and only who believes in Jesus has overcome death and attained life. It is
in dualism of Gnosticism that Jesus is pictured as “water of life’ or ‘the bread of life’,”
‘light of life’,” the resurrection, and life itself.” Another interpretation of the pair
light and darkness in John is that light due to its quality of illumination lights up or
opens the way for man for guidance and for self understanding. Darkness just the
opposite of it would mean not to have this opportunity, instead of understanding
himself, he would be kept away from God or in his arrogance would consider himself
to be at par with God. Thus as light is illumination of one’s existence, darkness is
turning away from one’s existence and understanding, and it is the revolt against God,
against truth. Truth, as understood by John, is the reality of God and this knowledge is
not gained through rational understanding but by faith. It is through Jesus, as he is the
revelation, that the reality is known therefore the unity in the verses, “whosoever has
seen him has seen the Father’,*” or ‘in him the Father is and works’,” is the unity
through which reality is known. And for this reason Jesus is called the life, the truth,
grace, or the word of God which manifests the reality of God. To know God or the
reality or not to be away from Him, w be in darkness is expressed in a variety of ways,
for example ‘to be from above’ or ‘1o be from below’, ‘to be from’, ‘to be born from
God’, “to be botn from the Spirit’, and ‘to be from the world’, ‘to be born from the
flesh’, in all of them either the man knows God and is with Him or is away from Him,
and is in darkness, in the world, in bondage, or in sin. John through these Gnostic

dualism wants to convey the fact that man, every man knows the reality or is in the

** Tohn 4:10, 6:27,

5 John 8:12.
%6 John 11:25, 14:6; see Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, vol. 2, pp. 15-16.

7 John 14:9.
8 Tohn 14:10.
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state of darkness, it is through reality that he can attain knowledge of self
understanding or self existence and can attain freedom otherwise will remain in
bondage. Everyone is confronted with the decision to be with God or with the world
or to be with Jesus the revelation of God or not to be, accordingly for Bultmann, the
dualism of Gnosticism has turned in the dualism of decision in John.*®

The divinity of Jesus which apparently seems to be the dominant theme of John is in
fact not the inner content of his message, in Bultmann’s view Jesus was a simple
human and not a divine being in Johannine thought. Presentation of Jesus as a divine
being is not more than Gnostic mythological picture and John’s true understanding can
be discerned only in the light of existential interpretation of ir.

Jesus in John is presenved as the *word’ who in the beginning was with God and
became flesh,* or who was from the beginning,** or was before the creation of the
world,*? and so forth. To understand the pre-existent character of Jesus here and in
other expressions of John it is essential to consider the nucleus of Jesus” mission as
offered b]..r John in his Grostic dualism. Firstly the mission of Jesus is presented
through the opposing unit of ‘coming’ and ‘going’ of Jesus, where they are taken as two
distinct acts but as completing the act on the whole. It means his mission is completed
by his coming and going, which makes him an outsider who came to fulfill certain
plan. John uses different dualistic terms for coming and going of Jesus, for example the
sending means to believe him,* to acknowledge him as eternal life, ‘to know thee the
only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast sent’,** its counterpart coming is
expressed alone or coming and sending taken together as, “for I went forth from God

and have come, For I am not here of my own accord, but he sent me’,** or ‘came from

%% See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Bstament, wol. 1, pp. 1§-21.
¥ John 1:1, 14.

1 1 john 2:13.

% John 17:5, 24.

* John 6:29; 11:42; 17:8.

%4 John 17:3.

%5 John 8:42; 7:28; 17:8.
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the Father’,” or ‘came down from the heaven’,*” or came ‘in the flesh’*® or will be
elevated again to skies where he was,*® or will be glorified as a pre-existence with the

Father,” sending of Jesus also comes as sign of God’s love, “in this the love of God was
made manifest among us, that God sent his only Son into the world, so that we might
live through him’,*" or “for God so loved the world that he gave his only Son’,”” John
also uses the terms of messiah or Christ in the sense of pre-existence one who became

| and will be exalted again.*”
The message conveyed by John through all these expressions and titles is that Jesus is
the eschatological salvation bringer, and the judge of the world, “and this is the
judgment, that the light has come into the world, and men loved darkness rather than
light’”* It is the idea of judgment®™ which is the main theme of John; here Jesus being
the judge of the world is presented as the divine or pre-existence being. In addition, the
concept of judgment itself is not the dramatic cosmic event where Jesus will appear on
the clouds of heaven to hold judgment and salvation. Historizing of this idea was done
by Paul whereas John understood it radically in Bultmann’s opinion. Judgment for
John means division or distinction between faithful and unfaithful, between sighted
and blind through the hard word of Jesus which Bultmann termed as ‘sundering’, it is
separation of disciples between the true or the false ones.* Judgment and the
eschatological event has been interpreted by Bultmann existentially here, the whole
idea is that through different Gnostic dualistic expressions Jesus is presented as a

messenger of God, who brought light, eternal life and truth and demanded faith from

5 John 8:42; 13:3; 16:27, 30; 178,
57 Tohn 3:13; 6:33, 38, 41.

2 1 John4:2; 2 John 7.

* Tohn 3:14; 12;32, 34; 8:28.

5 Johin 17:5, 24.

11 John 4:9.

 John 3:16.

7 Joha 1:51; 3:13; 12723, 34; 13:31.

™ Iohn3:19.

55 John3:1-21, 31-36; 4:43-46; 7:15-24; 3:13-20.

78 See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Tstament, vol. 2, pp. 33-39.
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people, but he himself is not from this world rather came from outside and will go
again, Faith in him will differentiate between believer and non believer. But the crux of
the matter is that the eschatological event is not the dramatic cosmic event, rather it is
the encounter of each individual with God. In this encounter everyone has to take the
decision whether to accept the message of God or the world. Therefore divinity of
Jesus in John is not the main theme although it appears to be so, rather Jesus is a simple
human being and the core of the gospel is the acceptance of God’s message.

Connected to the divinity of Jesus are the miraculous acts of Jesus,”” these occurrences
are termed as “signs’ by Bultmann and as miracles only in secondary sense. As signs
they are pointing towards something else, they are pointers only or are pictures and
symbols for example revealing glory of Jesus,” healing of the blind man is symbolizing
Jesus as light™” and raising the dead is presenting Jesus as life.*® But for Bultmann they
are not only ambiguous but are also misunderstood. The misunderstanding arises when
they are looked in worldly categories. Their content can only be understood if taken in
relation to the concept of revelation. Jesus who appeared in John as the son of God
incarnate is in reality revealer of God’s message. And these signs are signifying his
glory and status as revealer. The content of revelation for Bultmann is not the
metaphysical theories, doctrines or dogmas, there is nothing about the other world, it
is about Jesus that he is life and light. It is the unity of coming and going which forms
the content of revelation, his departure or exaltation and glorification are revelation.
This inner theme of John as interpreted by Bultmann in existential terms means that it
is an encounter of man with God, to accept Him or the world, and here it is the

moment of decision which takes place in the present and not in future. ’®

577 John 2:23; 3:2; 4:45; 2:1-12; 4:46-54; 5:1-9,
¥8 John 2:11;'9:3; 11:4.
7 John %:1-7.

0 Tohn 1:1-44.
%1 See Rudolf Bultmann, Thealogy of the New Testament, vol. 2, pp. 44-49.
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In conclusion it may be noted that Bultmann in his existential interpretation has given
a very different and new version to Christianity, to the extent that it has almost turned
basic concepts of Christianity into mere idea which are in themselves have no worth or
reality. Whether a Christian dogma were fact or not is another question but from the
traditional Christian point of view, can Christianity survive without these concepts in
reality Bultmann needs to consider them again. Moreover, to what extent existential
interpretation is a solution for the modern man, has in fact been given a sericI)us
thought by modern theologians and as a result of it a debate was raised on his
interpretation.

Moreover in existential interpretation, the emphasis is on each individual and his
decision in his present moment to choose between faith or unfaith, in this encounter
place and importance of Jesus is that it is through him that reality or truth can be
known. As far as it is an encounter with God where man has to take decision between
the world or God, this gives it an experiential color. As said above man is in darkness
and has to choose life, light or the eternal life, here Bultmann is referring to knowledge
of this world, of self-understanding and the truth. At the same time getting this
knowledge is through experience. It is corparable to al-Ghazali’s mystical dimension in
interpretation which is also experiential. Still the two differs in the nature of their
experience. In mystical experience man encounters with the divine realm and gains the
knowledge from there whereas in existential experience man remain within the
boundaries of this world, his experiences is of his own self. Man understands his self
through the knowledge of his own sell. It seems to be a circle in which man moves
around his own self. Another problem in this type of self understanding is that man
himself is the critetion for himself. To know truth or the guidance is from he himself,
this reflects well that existentialism is the outcome of the modern age where man has
full authonty.

Coming back to the question of place of traditional concepts in Bultmann’s

interpretation it is clear that not only the historical figure of Jesus recedes in the
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background and becomes unimportant to the believer but also Jesus is turned into a
myth itself, mere idea therefore loses his traditional significance. And same is the case

with God and all other concepts that their concrete reality becomes doubtful.

CONCLUSION
From the above discussion it is evident that how diverging approaches in reading the

text can divert it’s meaning to very different directions. Same text can mean two
different things when read from different perspectives so the validity of interpretation
lies in the correctness of the methodology applied. Regarding the interpretation of al-
Ghazili and Bultmana of John as seen above they gave two entirely different meanings
to John, one made him a mystic who is elaborating the divine realities and opening the
path which leads to God. Explaining the secrets of the other world and the way
towards it, revealing about the true relationship between God and man and how that is
attained. The highest level of this relation is attained with full submission of man to
God, when his ‘will’ and desires are merged in the ‘will’ and desires of God which is
expressed as ‘union’ in Christian terminology. On the other hand same text when read
in the light of existentialism meant that the text is not elaborating about the realities of
other world rather is related to this world and more precisely to man himself. It is
telling man about his own existence and what it means to have an authentic life. John
conveyed the meaning of life in radical terms for the present moment and this meaning
is not connected with his past or future but it is his presnt life. As a resulr of it the
Gospel of John is not a message from divine being to man but a philosophy of man for
his self understanding, Both these readings make John and his gospel somethi‘ng very
different, which one is valid or more near to the spirit of John is in reality depends on
the appropriateness of the methodology applied in interpretation as would be discussed
in the coming chapter.

Apart from Sufism and philosophy there are some other ways as well used by al-

Ghazili and Bultmann in their interpretation from them are reason, language and
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theology. Here too the results of their interpretation vary a lot despite the similarity of
the tools. Reason for al-Ghazili complements revelation and does not negate it and
helps in resolving any apparent inconsistency present in them whereas for Bultmann it
is the evaluator to know the truths of revelation and whatever does not fall within the
domain of reason is simply denied. As for language al-Ghazalf was confined within the
text and through language rules he tried to discern the meaning of the text whereas
Bultmann had no such plans, for him it is language of the past conveying thoughts of
the primitive people therefore it must be put aside and in its place the message of John
or the existential philosophy must be converted in modern man’s language. Same is the
case with theology that for al-Ghazali it provided a link between man and God whereas
for Bultmann it is teiling about human existence. All these differences in fact go back
to variation of thought, background and methodology of al-Ghazali and Bultmann
which they are representing. Leaving aside the cultural and intellectual differences we

would concentrate in what follows, on the methodological ones only as the truth and

validity of interpretation depends on that.
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CHAPTER FOUR

SACRED TEXT AND INTERPRETATION




Interpretation gives meaning to the sacred text and makes it understandable. At the
same time it has wide range of dimensions within which an interpreter can easily move
and interpret the text in a variety of ways. Important feature in this regard is the stance
of the interpreter towards the text whether it is divinely inspired and in that case the
author must speak and his meaning must be uncovered or it is written by man and the
reader imposes his own perception on the text. Besides it there are varicus tools or
methods like historical or literary method, theological, mystical or philosophical
aspects all these factors influence interpretation and results in a greatly divergent
meanings of the text. Apart from it, inclinations of the interpreter, religious or non-
religious, is also reflected in interpretation. Thus, interpretation which clarifies the text
in turn relies on number of factors so it does not emerge in vacuum; in particular the
methodology followed plays a vital role, Soundness of interpretation directly depends
on tools and methodologies employed. In this chapter we will try to probe in and assess
the tools and methodologies of al-Ghazili and Bultmann in their interpretation of
John.

Before going in the details of methodology, few words may be szid about the sacred
text. From the foregoing discussion it can be said that al-Ghazili and Bultmann in their
understandings of the ‘sacred text’ and its interpretation stand in a different sphere of
thought, or stand at the oppaosite side of the text and look at it from a different angle.
In other words the text is a veil between them, and they are representing the two
divergent worldviews, a traditional Islamic one on the one side and the modern western
on the other. Being on the opposing sides of the text, both have a diverse vision of the
whole structure of text and its interpretation. Still with the differences present in them
there are also striking similarities in some of the results they arrived at in their
interpretation. In presence of these similarities a superficial reading of their
interpretation might lead o the conclusion that both, al-Ghazali and Bultmana, stand

in the same paradigm therefore have arrived at comparable results. Whereas the fact is

pretty unlike, al-ta’wil and demythologizing stand pole apart and cannot be equated. It
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cannot be denied that similar results do have their worth, as it may help to bridge the
gap between the western and the eastern thought but the thought patterns behind
them are so divergent that bringing the two near might be an unrewarding effort.

Very briefly, from the previous discussion related to text, it may be recalled that the
meaning of sacred text varies in the thought of al-Ghazali and Bultmann. For al-
Ghazali it is ‘sacred’, in the sense that it is given to man, so man is at the receiving end
and needs to interpret it, while remaining within the boundaries of author’s intention.
Consequently text has sanctity and authority and this status of text plays a vital role in
its understanding and interpretation. On the other hand for Bultmann Biblical text is
an historical document, which developed and took its final shape after a long period of
time. Therefore it must be studied like any other historical document and must be
treated in the same manner. As a result of it the text will not be authoritative or have
sanctity as the ‘word of God’. Further, its interpretation is not tied up with the text or
author’s intention rather it is reader’s response which determine the meaning of the
text. Requirements and the perception of the modern man are the standard for the
interpretation of the text. These differences in the thought of al-Ghazili and Bultmann
are clearly reflected in their interpretation of the text.

Although meaning and the status of the text is directly related to interpretation but as
it is out of our scope therefore without going in more detail of the text we will

concentrate here on its interpretation only.
Correct interpretation is highly ranked by al-Ghazili and Bultmann as it makes the

text meaningful. For that al-ta’wil and demythologizing are the options taken by them
respectively.
According to al-Ghazali Christians of latter age adhered to the outer aspect of the text

and refused al-ta’wil consequently giving rise to confused readings otherwise its
legitimacy and importance can be recognized from the fact that the text itself demands

it and refuses the literal meaning. Moreover, sahib al-shari‘ah (owner of the shariah) i.e.

Jesus himself interpreted the text to show that the literal meaning is not intended.
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Similarly for Bultmann apparently the biblical language is mythical and to reach the
inner message of the gospel the mythical terminology must be demythologized.
Another similarity in al-ta’wil and demythologizing is that there are two levels in
interpretation and for each level a different methodology is being used by al-Ghazali
and Bultmann. On the primary level interpretation is carried on through linguistic,
contextual and historical methods and here the results of al-Ghazalf and Bultmann
converge to some extent. But it may be noted that being an nitial level it is not the
crux of their interpretation. It is on the higher level which is the real spirit of
interpretation in form of al-ta’wil and demythologization where the results diverge
significantly. Taking first the primary level of interpretation let us see what role
historical and literary studies played in their interpretation.

It cannot be denied that historical, contextual and literary studies are indispenstble in
the interpretation of any ancient text as the ideas and their presentation are bound and
structured within their original context. Due to the inherent importance these tools
were used by both, despite the fact that their interpretation is basically not historic or
literary oriented. The difference in the two is that al-Ghazali relied more on literary

interpretation as compared to hiswric whereas Bultmann gave little more space to

historic aspect as compared to the literary one.

HISTORICAL METHOD
The historical method in interpretation, as mentioned, cannot be ignored as it places

the ancient document in its proper context. One of the vital components in historical
method is the information related to author and the book as the authenticity of the
book relies on it, and it also paves the way for further studies therefore it cannot be
ignored. Undoubtedly the modern age excelled in historical criticism and has provided
far advanced information on the Gospel of John or other books of the New Testament

as compared to the age of al-Ghazli where we find preliminary research only regarding
the authorship or the historical reliability of the gospels.
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Coming to al-Ghazili and Bultmann let us see to what extent historical study played its
part in their interpretation of John. About the authorship of John, and who he was,
when, how and where did he write the book are the basic and essential issues, But these
questions have been discussed briefly by al-Ghazali and Bultmann. As for al-Ghazali it
seems that he relied on Christian information instead of investigating the historical
aspect of the book. He affirms the traditional Christian stance that John the beloved
disciple of Jesus was the anthor of the Gospel, apart from it when and where was it
written, these questions were not raised by him, and only the issue of translations is
being mentioned. Undoubtedly these questions have significance from the historical
perspective but for al-Ghazali John or other apostles were narrating the sayings of Jesus
and the church sanctified them so the historical issues were meaningless, for this reason
he concentrated on the meaning of the text.

Position of Bultmann is much similar to al-Ghazali he wo, gave less space to historical
critical inquiry, still Bultmann was a twentieth century theologian who witnessed the
climax of modern historical critical method therefore it was impossible for him to
ignore it totally and its influence is evident in his interpretation. Regarding the basic
historic information about John and his books, it is not much detailed. It seems that
Bultmann too relied on the results of the modern historical criticism of his age. For
him the author was unknown, and it was written somewhere in the first cencury in
Greek. So for questions of historical criticism and for the relationship of John with
other gospels he relied on the results of the modern critical studies.

It can be said instead of exploring historical questions al-Ghazali and Bultmann both
investigated the historical background. They concentrated on the study of historical
context of John in which it appeared and how other apostles responded 1o this gospel,
though it is an historical study but from a different dimension. Besides, Bultmann
examined the historical development of the gospel through the study of its forms or

units. For him bible is an historical document and must be interpreted accordingly.

Some other salient features of their historical study are as follows.
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As already noted that although there is lack of interest in historical method but at the
same time contextual aspect of historical study has been emphasized significantly. In it
mstead of fundamental questions related to history, general historical scenario is focused
more and due to its thematic nature it is more relevant to al-ta’wil or demythologizing.
Contextual study in the thought of al-Ghazali and Bultmann has two aspects; one is
narrower context of the Old and New Testaments writings and to evaluate John in that
perspective. The other is the broader context of social and intellectual setup and in it to
trace the changes which appeared in the message of Jesus. Both these aspects are present
in their thought with the difference that al-Ghazili emphasized more on the narrower
perspective of context as compared to Bultmann who was inclined more towards the
broader context.

Al-Ghazali gave more importance to the biblical context for the simple reason that the
other writings are the best prism to arrive at the correct meaning of John in particular
the sayings of other apostles like St. Pﬁul or St. Matthew and so forth. Same is the case
with the problematic terms like ‘Son of God’ or *Father’ but here al-Ghazili widened
the context to include the broader aspect as well to clarify these terms as the scenario of
the age provides their true meaning,

Whereas the major thesis of al-Ghazili that is the change in the message of Jesus over
the period of time is not expanded on in detail historically. He only mentioned that the
change appeared due to incorrect handling of the text by late generations but how and
when it came about is not elaborated well. In his study he takes the distorted
interpretation of the later generations and compares it with the other books without
going in detail of how the change took place historically.

On the other hand Bultmann had a different approach to study the historical context,
for him the writings of the Old and the New Testaments were less important although
he compares John with Paul’s thought frequently but the development of historical
setup and the change in Jesus’ message had more value for him. In his Theology of the
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New Testament he divided the history of Chuistian theology in different phases,’
starting from the times of Jesus when the message first appeared he traced the
development of the message in the early church, Then he differentiated between the
historical development of the Hellenistic church, of St. Paul and of St. John with that
of the later church. In all these periods he traced the changes in the message of Jesus,
their interpretation by St. Paul and St. John, and in what way various external or
internal factors worked in the growth of Christian thought. It means that the gospels
developed with time and the final form was not produced by Jesus or his apostles bur
this all passed a long process of change. This automatically reduces the historical worth
of gospels. As said for Bultmann primitive Christianity in its various phases was
different from the message of Jesus, and John borrowed many ideas from his
contemporary Hellenistic surroundings and incorporated them in his gospel. Thus,
development of thought and the changes were more important as compared to
comparison of John with other books. And wherever he compared John with Paul he
highlighted the variation in their thought.

In the nutshell it can be said that al-Ghaz3li was confined within the text of the sacred
books to understand and interpret John therefore the historical information was not
much usefu] but the context was important. Whereas for Bultmann not the historical
context of sacred books rather historical development of Christian thought which gave
birth to Christian theology and to the books of the New Testament was important.
Thus, although historical context was important for both the theologians but it was
approached from a different dimension. |

Here ic must be mentioned that Bible for Bultmann is an historical document and not a
sacred book so it must be treated in the same manner. Therefore he concentrated on
the study of forms or the units of biblical narrations which indicate the stages of

biblical development and the way it enlarged in the hands of Christian generations.

! A similar historical study by Bulumann is also found in Primitive Christianity in its Contemporary
Settings.
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Looking into the reasons that why historical method has been given meager space by
al-Ghazali and Bultmann despite its importance. It might be that the historic
information helps more in literal interpretation of the text; it scrutinizes the historical
events and brings to light the facts as they are. Whereas al-ta’wil or demythologization
were not concerned with literal interpretation therefore historical investigation had
secondary importance. Another reason which might have diverted their attention from
it is the issue of authenticity or soundness of historical information in case of gospels.
Even in modern studies where historical critical method with scientific methodology at
its disposal has made great advancement and has assembled vast information about
bible still its results are based on assumptions and suppositions which cannot be
verified due to scarcity and unreliability of historical data. And if the historical critical
method is questionable, how could its information be relied on. Furthermore, al-
Ghazili avoided the historical questions because he considered the text to be authentic
and in that case historical questions were not much important. As for Bultmann he
criticized modern historical critical method because of its unsound results, as it leads
nowhere or to a dead end. Therefore he showed no interest in the results of historical
Jesus or the gospels, even if the picture of historical Jesus was burnt by critics, he was
least concerned because for him it is the kerygma, essence of Christianity or the Christ
of faith which was more important.

From above it becomes clear that historical questions does not play a very significant
role in al-ta’wil and demythologizing due to limited scope of this method which is
confined to basic information related to the historical background and is more or less
helpful in the clarification of the apparent meaning of the text. On the other hand
muain concern of al-Ghazali and Bultmann was not the apparent meaning of the text
but the deeper or inner meanings which lay behind the literal wordings therefore the
historical method had less importance in their interpretation, With this it may be
noted that both view the historical worth of the gospel from an opposite end. For al-

Ghazali its worth as a sacred book was not denied, whereas for Bulumann the gospel
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developed from small units or forms to an elaborate message and this minimizes its
sacredness. The Gospel of John like other gospels was a creation of late community so
it is not conveying apparently the message or the sayings of Jesus rather it is covered
beneath the stories developed by the later generations. Despite the differences present
in a}-Ghazali and Bulimana’s thought they both agreed that late generation was
responsible for change and corruption in the message of Jesus. With this we now turn

to linguistic interpretation by al-Ghazali and Bultmann.

LINGUISTIC INTERPRETATION
It is through the medium of language that we think, converse and communicate to

others, in other words we understand everything through language without it we would
be locked up within ourselves. Its position and importance in human life can be
imagined from the fact that Allah chose this medium t interact with man and to reveal
Himself. It is through language that Adam was taught the knowledge of names, God
revealed His books, and spoke through it to man. Thus communication and perception
whether it is between God and man or between human beings takes place through
language. For this reason proper understanding of what is conveyed through it is very
important and must be recognized well. Further, language is made up of various
components of grammatical and linguistic tools and they all play crucial role in making
the communication meaningful. Still these components are not like a ol box 10 be
used in isolation; rather they are structured or fixed within social, cultural and
historical background in which a particular language emerges. Therefore in
interpretation or translation all these tools and devices must play their due role, their
value is enhanced in case of a long gap present between its first emergence and the late
hearers. In case of religious language, which is our concern here, the situation is more
problematic, on the one side is the long time difference as for Gospel of John, and on
the other side is the problematic nature of religious language itself. Interpretation of

religious language has always been a cumbersome exercise since ages due to the various
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factors involved in it. Religious ideas and concepts are multifaceted and complex
therefore requires a well trained endeavor to reach its correct interpretation. Apart from
it religious language is obscure at times therefore in what way is it to be interpreted
whether literally, analogically, symbolically or metaphorically as these are some of the
directions chosen by theologians, jurists, philosophers and mystics in their
interpretation. Both these problems are present in the Gospe! of John. Coming to al-
Ghazili and Bultmann let us lock into the theory of linguistic interpretation as
followed by them.

Indeed one of the distinguishing features of the Gospel of John is its language; its
poetic prologue with other likewise statements gave it a unique status. This might have
caught the eye of al-Ghazili and Bultmann thus giving it a deeper thought in
interpretation with al-ta’wil and demythologizing respectively. Again they agree in
their interpretation on certain issues but disagree on many others. Both agreed that the
language of John needs interpretation, but word 10 word meaning or only language
rules were not their prime concern rather overall meaning of the text was significant.
With a difference that in al-ta’wil language rules played a central role in arriving at
meaning of the text which is not so in demythologizing. Further, for Bultmann gospels
were literary documents and he studied them in the light of form criticism, a method
which is an outcome of modern thought and therefore not shared by al-Ghazali.
Coming back to the common issue shared by al-Ghazili and Bultmann that the text of
John must be interpreted, according to them language of John compels the reader to
put aside the apparent meaning. For al-Ghazali the linguistic indicators perform this
function whereas for Bultmann mythical character of its language indicates that the
text has some other meaning. Therefore it can be said that for both there are levels in
text, or the language is dual with an outward and inward aspect. These levels or grades
are not conveying one level of meaning. For al-Ghazili these levels are again pointed by
the linguistic indicators present within the text therefore each level must be interpreted

accordingly. The mistake committed by later age Christians in his view is their lack of
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comprehension about the nature of the text. As a result of it they treated the whole
text in the same manner, considering it to be conveying one level or the apparent
measning only and ignoring the various linguistic indicators present within it. Whereas
the text conveys the simple or literal meaning in absence of linguistic indicators
otherwise they hinder the literal meaning and point to another level of meaning to be
deduced from the text. This inner meaning is arrived at due o linguistic indicators and
such expressions are termed as majaz or metaphorical expressions. These levels of
meanings do not oppose but complete each other and give a proper meaning to the
text. They also help in resolving the apparent contradictions present in the text, which
was neglected by later age Christians and resulted in wrong interpretations. Third level
is most important in al-Ghazali’s thought as it helps in understanding the true spirit of
the text by resolving the duality of the text in the light of Sufism. Again this level does
not contradict the other two; in fact there is a hierarchy of thought in understanding of
the text. In this hierarchy the foundational ground is provided by the literal meaning of
the text, only in case of metaphorical indicators the second or the third levels is to be
sought with a condition that its meaning does not contradict the apparent sense of the
text.

On the other side for Bultmann biblical language is the key theme in interpretation,
whole enterprise is aimed at understanding and translating the meaning of biblical
language in the modern categories but in spite of this significance for biblical language
we do not find an adequate theory of language in interpretation. He only points that
the biblical language is mythical, like the three storied cosmos with heaven above and
hell below, Jesus as son of God or the word of God, made flesh and died on the cross
and was resurrected on the third day and so forth cannot be taken literally true by the
modern man therefore this language must be interpmfed and this is demythologizing.
The process of interpretation is carried on in the light of existential philosophy.
Bultmann shares with al-Ghazali that the language of John is dualistic, it has two faces.

For Bultmann John borrowed the dualistic terminology from Gnosticism for example
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light and darkness, truth and falsehood, freedom and bondage, life and death are
coming from Gnosticism but John gave them radical meaning, It is in terms of
existence or decision that these words have double meaning. Thus, al-Ghazali and
Bultmann agree that the language of John has double meanings but they disagree on
the source and the concept of duality. For Bultmann the source is the Hellenistic
philosophy whereas for al-Ghazili it is divine revelation as it is narrating the sayings of
Jesus. For Bultmann it is poiating towards relation of man with this world and with
one’s own self and for al-Ghazali it is pointing towards the relation of man with God.
Still they do agree on duality in John's language and this leads to another commonly
shared issue between them and that is problematic nature of religious language.? The
double meanings at times has apparent contradictions or the language itself is
ambiguous thus there are certain problems in it. In resolving the apparent contradiction

or the ambiguity in language al-Ghazali and Bultmann both take a different course.

EVALUATION OF HISTORICAL AND LITERARY INTERPRETATION
From above it is clear that the historical and literary approaches were given limited

space in interpretation by al-Ghazali and Bultmann with a difference that former relied
more on the literary aspect whereas the latter on the historic side. The reason is that
historical questions are undoubtedly essential but they only help in grasping the literal
interpretation. And as al-Ghaz3li and Bulmann were least concerned with the literal
interpretation therefore historical interpretation was not dealt in with detail. Coming
to literary approach, in case ﬁf simple language tools the sttuation 1s similar like
historical studies it deals with the text apparently. Simple language rules helps’ in
elaborating the meaning of the text, which though needed but does not cross the literal
sense. And al-Ghazali and Bultmann were not much concerned with explanation of the

simple meanings thus they were not much elaborated. As noted above that both share

2 The ‘Problem of religious language’ here is not used as connoted by modern philosophy of religion,
rather, I have used it in its simple understanding that religious language at times is obscure and points to
a deeper meaning behind the apparent wordings.
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that language of John is not simple and there is some type of duality and ambiguity
present in it. Although they disagreed on the source and the method of resolving it but
obviously share that historical critical investigation is not the solution. In reality it is
useful in providing primary information regarding the historical worth of a document
which in turn is helpful in gaining the ourward sense but it does not clarify the
ambiguities present in the text. Neither it is able to penetrate deep in the text; it can
lead to the shell but in no way is able to uncover the pearl. On the other hand literary
method, in particular the one used by al-Ghazali, moves a step further than historical
method. It examines the words, style and nature of expressions of the text therefore it is
not limited in its scope like the historical method. It differentiates between the various
levels of meanings present in the text and helps in approaching the inner dimensions.
Thus, it is an advanced method as compared to the historical study but does it alone
can explore the core or the heart of the esoteric teachings or not needs to be answered.
The distinction in various levels of the text is made with the help of linguistic
ndicators; these indicators at times hinder the literal meaning and at times prohibit the
diversion of the text to metaphorical expressions so the guide is within the text.
Function of these indicators is to differentiate in the levels of text but they are not
giving meaning to the text. It can be said that it can explore and inform about the
presence of a pear] within shell but stops after that. One of the reasons might be that in
literary method the pivotal point is the rules of language whereas the ambiguities
present in the religious text are not only of literary nature therefore this method is
unable to answer all its problems. Moreover, as this method is confined within the text
so whatever meaning is given to the text is of worldly category or according to human
perception, Whereas status of religious text is higher, it is linked with the other world
therefore literary method cannot do full justice to it, it is helpful in understanding the
text but cannot give appropriate meaning to it. On the other side form criticism, which
has relationship with literary method also has limitations. In the study of forms

different layers can be discerned through literary techniques. So again it is language
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rules which help in differentiating these layers. Further; it does not provide meaning to
the problematic phrases or 10 its ambiguities of the text. Unlike literary method of al-
Ghazali, it is not able to distinguish between the levels of meanings present in the text
nor does it indicate the presence of a pear] covered within the shell. Besides, form
criticism reflects modern age rationality and is based on unreliable assumptions.
Therefore its irrelevance is clear, this might have led Bultmann not to rely on it much.
From the above discussion it may be noted that historical and literary methods do have
some worth and validity therefore al-Ghazali and Bultmann relied on them to some
extent but as their scope is limited so after taking preliminary help their attention was
diverted to another direction. The limitation as already stated lies in their inability to
clarify the ambiguities present in the text due 1o their confinement within worldly
categories. Language of religious text is not simple therefore only historical and literary
methods cannot fulfill the requirements of its interpretation. With this we move to

theological perspective and see how far it is appropriate in understanding and

interpreting religious language.

THEOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION AND ITS EVALUATION

Al-Ghazali and Bultmann were renowned theclogians and interpretation of the
religious text was their main project. But it may be noted at the outset that theological
frame is very different among the two, theological setup with al-Ghazali varies greadly
from that of Bultmann, Former represents Muslim paradigm where revelation and
correct human reason complement and do not contradict each other. Therefore
religious text i.e. revelation would not oppose reason nor it would go against the overzll
spirit of the text. For this reason we find him mentioning these theological principles
before entering in interpretation of John. According to these principles there is
apparent contradiction in John as there are verses telling about divinity of Jesus and on
the other side verses showing his humanity. These contradictions are pointing o

inconsistencies in John, besides verses narrating divinity of Jesus are opposing reason.
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So, theological interpretation demands that these contradictions must be resolved and
to arrive at interpretation which is in accord with reason and with text in general. To
resolve these contradictions al-Ghazali wok the help of literary rules in differentiating
between literal and non-literal expressions. After this come the role of theology where
revelation does not contradict reason as a result of it simple or the literal statements
became the criterion to judge and interpret the non-literal verses. According to the
literal expressions Jesus was a mere man with all the limitations of man i.e. hunger and
sufferings. Taking these verses as standard and to interpret others accordingly meant
that metaphors in them must be interpreted in a way that they agree with the former.
Thus, theology provides parameters to interpret religious text and its problematic
language. It outlines what is possible to attribute 1o God and what is not; similarly for
man what are his qualities and what are not. Remaining within this paradigm it is easy
to interpret John that the verses which narrate humanity of Jesus are the standard and
problematic expressions in others are to be intérpreted accordingly. Thus, Jesus was a
man and a prophet whereas ‘son’ or ‘god’ terminology was to state his elevated status
only. From above it is clear that theological interpretation moved a step forward than
literary interpretation. It is able 1o provide some meaning to problematic expressions
consequently it can be said that it is able enter the shell. Still it remains to be known
that whether with all the tools available 1o it, is it able to interpret the true sense of the
problematic expressions. In other words is theology able to go deep and grasp and
interpret the religious language or not, is it able to arrive at and know well the pearl.
As mentioned already that theology provides principles 1 approach text and these
principles no doubt are helpful in understanding the text. Still dominantly these
principles are rational, thus they read the text in a rational way only. There is no harm
in using rational principles but religious language is richer and there is variety of
features in it which cannot be grasped by simple reason oriented ways. Theology can
understand oaly what is acceptable to reason, anything above that would be rejected by

it. Besides, as theology uses the glasses of reason to see through it as expressed in, giyds
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al-shahid ‘ald al-ghi'ib so theology tries to understand the realities of the other world in
terms of this world, In other words it brings down God to earth, in itself this method
has been taken from the Holy Qur’an that God narrates about His self in a language
and terminology of this world and this way is easy for man to understand. Still there
are some problems in this method, It may be noted that due to over emphasis of
theology on reason, it is more literalist in understanding religious language. Theology
follows certain rules and principles in understanding text and if the text demands any
deviation from rationality to some other principles, theology simply rejects such a
demand our rightly. For this reason Sufistic interpretation which is supra rational is not
acceptable to theology. Moreover, to bring down God or other realities of that world
into this are helpful to some extent particularly for common understanding but do
those realities can be made to fit in worldly terms. In fact it is a way of expression and
not mote than that. In a nutshell it can be said that theological interpretation when it
approaches the religious text with reason and this worldly parameters it has 2 limited
scope to grasp religious language. With this limited vision it is bound o skip what does
not fit in this parameter. Religious language do has some problematic phrases which do
not always accept rational interpretation and here theology stops due to its inadequate
tools. Besides, understanding the other world in terms of this world has another
problem that it keeps the man confined within world and does not help in elevating
himself to the higher realms for this reason theological interpretation for other realities
would have this color in it. In few words it can be said that theology can enter the shell
but is unable to comprehend fully the pearl.

Coming to Bultmann, being 2 modern age theologian he foliowed the modern
suppositions where unaided human reason stands in opposition w revelation and is the
sole ctiterion of verifying the truth of any concept. Therefore the conceptual world of
John is mythical in his view as it contradicts reason so he simply puts the mythical

ideas on one side and translates the message in philosophical terms. For this reason it is
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not theological but is philosophical reading of the text so we will not enter in its details
here but would discuss it in the following section.

Concluding the above discussion it may be noted that in interpretation theology, in
particular of al-Ghazali, is a step forward to literary approach and is able o give
principle on which interpretation is possible. Still as there are some problems in
religious language and theology lack proper tools to interpret them. Realizing the
insufficiency of theology al-Ghazali aided it with component.

So now we mave to mystical and philosophical interpretation of al-Ghazali and
Bultmann respectively to see whether these are the proper tools for interpreting the
ambiguities present in religious language or not. In order to understand the rationale of
Sufistic and philosophic interpretation in al-ta’wil and demythologizing it would be
appropriate to say few words on the the distinctive nature of the religious language.
Religious language is not like a common language, its distinguishing feature is not only
in its vocabulary and expressions but also in the richness of its ideas. Besides, it conveys
the truths of other world in the terminology of this world therefore some ambiguities
are present in it. For this reason its translation or interpretation is not easy and it
requires adequate tools for interpretation. These ambiguities if resolved relying only on
the rationally oriented historic, linguistic or theological perceptions, will result in
superficial interpretation and will lack the spiritual dimension which is the essence of

the divine massage.

RELIGIOUS LANGUAGE

The nature of religious language, and precisely of John, is problematic in the sense that
it is full of imagery and poetical expressions. Its figurative or metaphorical statements
comprising of simile, story, parable, poem, myth and so forth, does not fall in the
category of common language. General feature of all these expressions is that they stand

opposite to literal mode of expressions. Moreover, figurative expressions also share the

characteristic of symbolism. The word ‘symbol’ is defined as something that ‘stands
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for, represents or denotes something else (the resemblance in the two words or things is
not exact but vague or conventional); especially when the material object represents an
immaterial or abstract, as a being, idea, quality or condition’.* Accordingly it is an
expression where something is represented by something else and the two are linked
with some type of connection in them. The idea of connecting the two things becomes
clear when we see the etymology of ‘symbol’, it is derived from the Greek word
symbolon which is the combination of the syn meaning ‘together with’ and ballien “to
throw’ taking together it conveys the meaning of “to throw or bring, or join together’.*
So through symbols or symbolic language two things or ideas are linked together in a
sense that one represents the other. Consequently, symbolism in religious language by
its nature plays very distinctive and a dual role, it conveys the ideas and concepts
related to the metaphysical world in the language and the conceptual categories of this
world and works as a bridge between the two different conceptual worlds. While
conveying the ideas of one realm in the categories of another, it leads to certain
problems, which are unavoidable at times. The reason behind it 1s that it borrows the
wordings of this world to convey the ideas of another world, and at the same time is
connected with the two worlds therefore the expressions occasionally are vague. This
dual role of symbolic reference can only be played by the metaphorical language; literal
language with its limited scope cannot perform such a function. Undoubtedly literal
statements are one of the basic components of religious language particularly when the
issues elaborated are related to this world literal language is the best option. For this
reason religious commandments related to this world i.e. dealings and other social
injunctions are mostly stated in clear and explicit wordings. Still literal expressions
cannot fulfill all the requirements of the religious discourse therefore symbolic

expressions are indispensible. It is only through them that the gap between the known

) See Dictionary.com ‘symbol’ hitp://dictionary.reference.com/browse/Symbol {accessed on 20/5/10);
Yusra Qureshi, Religious Symbolism A Comparative Stedy’ (M Phil Thesis), Islamabad: International
Istamic University, 2006/2007, pp. 10-12.

* See Dictionary.cor; ‘symbol’.

319




and the unknewn can be bridged. In it symbols convey the abstract or imaginative
ideas through familiar and concrete categoties. It can be said that it takes the reader
from one state to another, from one world to another, thus there is 2 movement in it or
itis a process of imagination which helps in visualizing unknown ideas in known
terms, With this process the language at times turns to be ambiguous and for this
reason it needs interpretation. |

For al-Ghazili and Bultmann the language of John is full of imagery and symbolism
therefore it must be interpreted. The term specifically used by al-Ghazali is al-majiz
and by Bultmann myth w convey the symbolism present in John. In both these terms
the central idea is that the literal meaning of the text is not intended rather the
apparent language is pointing to something else.

The word al-majaz is from the root jz wa za which means to cross or to move from one
form to another; other terms used by al-Ghazili are al-mathal or al-shabih. The former
means likeness, metaphor, simile, parable and the latter to0 gives the same meaning
like, similar to, resembling, parallel to, comparable with or identical with.® All these
terms are equivalent to symbolic and metaphoric expressions as discussed above, On
the other hand myth has been used in a wide range of méanings in the modern
understanding as for Bultmann he takes them as symbolic narrations which narrate the
other worldly in terms of this worldly, ‘myths give to the transcendent this-worldly
objectivity. Myths give worldly objectivity to that which is unworldly’.® Mythology for
him is taking the concepts of this world o convey something about the other. From
what has been said above it becomes clear that al-Ghazili and Bultmann both share
that the religious language genenlly and that of John particularly is dominantly non-
literal. And its language is vague and not clear therefore it needs interpretation. With
these similarities al-Ghazali and Bultmann differ in their perceptions of religious

language in some other aspects and also in their methodology of its interpretation.

5See Rohi Baalbaki, al-Maw»id (Beirut: Dar al-‘Ilm lil-malatyyn 1990}, pp. 661, 973.
¢ Rudolf Bultmann, Jesws Christ and Mythology (INew York: Charles Scribner’s Sons 1958), p. 19.
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From the differences we find in al-Ghazali and Bultmann’s thought are like the status
of religious language, whether it has any significance or not, is it cognitive or non-
cognitive and is it conveying truth and reality or mere ideas. These differences in them
are in fact representing two very different intellectual scenarios. In al-Ghazali’s age the
significance and the cognitive aspect of religious language were the accepted facts.
There were no doubts raised as to its trath and validity. Thus, religious literature and its
language enjoyed a high or revelatory status and they were the source of knowledge.
Particularly for Sufis who gave more value to the other world and derived their
epistemology in the light of the two world theory, for them the other world is real and
they understand this world in the light of the other. As religious literature and its
language is a bridge between the two worlds so they paid more attention to it. And as
already stated that symbols work as pointers for something else so symbolic language is
in fact conveying about the other world for this reason it was given a special
consideration. By penetrating in it and decoding its inner aspect they could arrive at
knowledge of the other world. Thus, problematic side of religious language was not in
reality vague expressions but helped in bridging the two worlds. In order to achieve it
they developed a methodology suitable to its nature. In which rationally oriented
methods are given their due place but after attaining knowledge through them they
moved forward and explored the path of al-kashf. With this background al-Ghazilz’s
Sufistic method of understanding symbolic language of John becomes clear as it was 2
means to uncover the truth so symbolis language had central place for him.

Coming to Bultmann nature and discussion of religious language in the modern period
has significantly changed from the age of al-Ghazali. In modern period secular and
modern rationality were forceful factors in bringing a change in religious studies. With
the passage of time they pushed back traditional religious way of thinking and the gap
was filled by secular and anti-religious ways. Traditionally existence of God, revelation
and the other world were realities but in changed situation they all became just man

made ideas. Religion, with its components of sacred literature and rituals and so forth
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became a creation of man or a social phenomenon.” These ideas were further enhanced

due to lack of authentic information regarding Christianity. There were no valid
historical proofs for the existence of Jesus or for the authorship of Bible, This led to the
idea that Jesus or the Bible were created by people, in this way Bible lost its revelatory
status and was taken to be a book of history. Its compilation took a long process and
different authors played their part in it. Later with the emergence of modern
philosophy of religion, new investigation of religious Iariguage started where its
cognitive aspect was negated.’ This language, in particular its symbolic terminology
was labeled meaningless for the sole reason that its verification rationally is impossible.”
Bultmann being a representative of modern age considered Bible, and book of John
within it, a2 book of history authored by anonymous writer and is a collection of
myths. Its symbolic language was mythology which was the language of the ancient
culture and the author borrowed it to shape his ideas. Thus, symbolism of John had no
connection with other world or its realities but was the ideas of this world of old times.

For this reason putting aside its old meaning and giving thém new meaning which is

most apt for the modern man is the correct way to interpret them.
Coming to the mystical and philosophical interpretations to know how symbolism in
|

religious text can be so diverse interpreted.

AL-TA’WIL AND THE MYSTICAL INTERPRETATION BY AL-GHAZALI
Al-Ghazali was one of the eminent Sufi masters of the Muslim world whose influence

was greatly felt in the intellectual life of later generations, particularly his contribution

7 See the details of the shift which has taken place and the difference between modern western and the
Muslim understanding on religious language, Muhammad al-Ghazali, The Problem of Religious
Language: From a Muslim point of view, Hawliyyat al-Jimi‘sh al-llameéyyah al-‘Alamiyyab , 13 & 14 ed.
(2005-6/1426-7), pp. 35-52.
* See John Hick, Philosophy of Religion (New Delhi: Prentice Hall of India 1988), 5® printing of 3% ed., ;
pp- 83-93. :
% See Raphael Demos, The Meaningfulness of Religious Language, Philosophy and Phenomenological

Research 18, No. 1(Sep. 1957), pp. 96-106; Franklin Gamwell, “Speaking of God after Aquinas” in Journal

of Religion 81, issue 2 (April 2001), pp. 1-18; R, H. Holland, “Religious Discourse and Theological

Discourse™ in The Australian Journal of Philosophy 34, No. 3 (December, 1956}, pp. 147-163.
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in bringing Sufism to the forefront in scholarship of his age. Only Sufi path for him can
lead to al-‘ilm al-yaqin, knowledge which is above doubt and is placed higher than the
knowledge gained through senses or reason. For this reason interpretation or al-ra’wil
for him is connected with Sufism. In religious text, as already mentioned, a variety of
non-literal or symbolic language is present, which needs interpretation. And historic
questioning is limited to initial issues of text or author similarly kinguistic or
theological interpretation has its own restrictions. Although the scope of these
interpretations is limited but their usefulness and validity is never denied by al-Ghazali

rather he establishes the foundation of al-ta’wﬂ on them. Still they lack the quality of

reaching the essence or core of the text therefore they cannot fulfill the purpose. It is
the Sufi option only which can unveil the reality of symbolism in the religious text and
1t is the only appropriate way to grasp the true meaning of the text. As figurative or
symbolic expressions are pointing to something else so the need is to cross from the
apparent side to the inner aspect. And mystical dimension gives a method to approach
the inner aspect or to reach and know the pearl, its details is what follows.

Symbalic expressions have duality; its one side can be termed as known and other
unknown, or familiar and unfamiliar, or manifest and not manifest these various words
are denoted by al-Ghazali as al-z3hir and al-batin. In it al-z3hir or the outward is the
manifestation of the inward or al-batin so the inward is the reality or essence of the
outward, Consequently, the movement from al-zhir to al-batin is the movement
towards the reality or its origin which al-Ghazali aims to arrive at in his interpretation.
As literally al-ta’wil means w© go to the origin, thus mainly the Sufi interpretation is
the movement towards the inner side and the true sense of the esoteric cannot be
gained except through its exoteric meaning.

Al-Ghazili’s distinction between the inward and the outward meaning must be
understood from two sides; from the aspect of revelation and secondly from the
cosmological perspective. Taking first revelation, as elaborated in Jawahir al-Qur'an and

al-Qistis al-mustagim, it is spiritual entity in itself and the material side of it is
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conveyed in the form of words and sounds and is written down on the pages. Thus,
revelation has two sides, inner and outer. Taking the example of the Holy Qur’an al-
Ghazili counted Arabic language with grammatical rules, ilm alqirz’at, ‘uliim al-
Qur'an and al-tafsir as the knowledge of outward aspect, they are helping tools in
proper understanding of the revelation. On the other side the inward aspect of
revelation he graded them in categories, basic level in 1t is knowledge of the practical
side of life and the highest is the knowledge of God, His being, attributes deeds and the
way towards Him. Within inner aspect the gradation points a movement towards al-
batin or the highest knowledge.”

Coming to John almost same structure can be discerned in al-Ghazali’s thought. The
teachings of Jesus related to God, His attributes are the inward or the central part of
John whereas what helped in grasping and understanding the inward aspect like
language or grammatical rules are the outward sciences. In order to reach the real or
central concept of God as depicted in John al-Ghazili took the help of linguistic
interpretation and from this al-z3hir aspect he penetrated in al-bitin of John’s
teachings. The outward meaning is important but they are the door to enter the tnward
side, in fact the inner is never grasped except through the outer aspect.

As for the second distinction of al-zahir and al-batin which is related to cosmology,
here according to al-Ghazali revelation of God, whether it is the Holy Qur’an or other
revelatory books, must be viewed in the light of the division of the world in the
categories of ‘alam al-mulk wa ‘alam al-shahadah or the world of senses and the one
above it. The source of revelation being God himself so it is coming from the higher
world. In that upper world everything is being imprinted on the divine tablet and the -
real existence of everything is there. Whatever is present here in this lower world is a

reflection of real existence. Further, these two realms are not isolated rather they are

1 See al-Ghazili, Jewahir al-Qur'dn ed. Revival of Arabic culture committee (Beirut: Dar al-Afiq al-
Jadidah 1401/1981), pp. 18-23; al-Qistds al Mustaqim, in Majmia'ab Rasi'sl al-Imam al-Ghazili (Beirue

Dir al-kutab al-‘ilmiyysh n.d.), p. 9.
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connected with each other. It is a mercy of God that through relation the higher world
1s connected with the lower one and man through elevation can be linked with the
higher world. In both these movements the connecting point for the two realms is the
purified heart of man. When the heart is cleansed from the impurities the veils from it
are removed and the heart can capture the flash of light or knowledge from the higher
world." In this communication between the two worlds symbolism of language plays
irs part, as the facts of this world can easily be stated in simple and literal vocabulary
whereas what is unfamiliar or about the other world needs non-literal expressions. This
shows the importance and necessity of non-literal expressions in religious discourse. As
the figurative expressions are linked with ‘alam al-malakt their interpretation must be
ingrained within it. Moreover, “Glam al-malakiit is the real world and this world is the
reflection of the other, and the relationship between the two is like the relationship of
the outer shell with its inner essence, or that of shade of a man with his own being, or
that of the cause with its effect.” In this case again al-ta’wil must be rooted in the
understanding of the other world.

As mentioned above heart is the locus where the two worlds meet, it is open towards
the world of senses and after purification opens towards the other world as well. With
this opening the heart gains knowledge from both the worlds. In explaining the
knowledge gained from the other world al-Ghazili exemplified it with the reflection in
mirror or of sun in the water or dreams. In all these examples the viewer considers
them to be the reality whereas the fact is that what appears is not the real, reality is
hidden behind the appearance therefore it needs to be extracted. It is the process of al-
ta’wil that is moving from exoteric o esoteric the true meaning is understood. Taking
the example of dream, which according to al-Ghazali is similar to al-ta*wil,

interpretation of closing the mouths of women and the secrets of men with a ring

" See al-Ghazili, Ihya” ‘Ulam al-Din (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr 1411/1921), vol. 3, pp. 22-24; “Mishkac al-
Anwar” in Majmi ‘ah Rasa’il, p. 8.
2 See al-Ghazili, Jewabir al-Qur'an, p. 28; “Mishkar al-Anwar” in Majmiv'ah Rasa'il, p. 9.
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means an early call for the Morning Prayer in the month of Ramadan. Here, according
to al-Ghazali, the quality of the ring that is to seal is taken into consideration and not
the shape or form of it, and the explanation ‘closing of mouths or the secrers” help in
understanding the meaning. Thus in interpretation it is the quality of the thing or its
inner aspect which must be given importance and not the shape or its outer side. In
similar fashion fingers, hands, face or the pen of God is to be interpreted. About the
fingers of God it comes that the heart of a man is within the two fingers of God. The
fingers here are to be interpreted in the same manner as that of ring in the dream that
the spirit or the quality of the fingers and not its outer form is to be taken into
consideration. The fingers are used for wurning things, and the heart of a believer is
between gmdance from God and decerving from Satan. These two forces are
represented by two fingers of God with its spirit to turn the things quickly.” Therefore
inner meaning or al-b3tin is important and it gives proper sense otherwise the apparent
words can lead to anthropomorphism.
With this distinction of al-zihir and al-batin let us come w the Gospel of John which is
full of symbolic and non-literal expressions, al-Ghazili in similar fashion as above
interpreted them, where the outer shell is crossed towards the inner essence in order to
know the hidden, inner meaning or the spirit of the thing. Quter wordings are not 1o
be taken literally as their literal meaning might be misleading. In fact al-Ghazali
charged later age Christians of holding fast to the literal meanings for the non-literal
statements which caused distortion in their religion." In his interpretation of John, al-
Ghazali concentrated on few verses and certain tmportant terms related to Ged and to
Jesus, and showed that the inner or deeper meaning of these verses or terms are far

different from the apparent meanings.

1¥ See al-Ghazili, fewabir al-Qur'an, p. 29; *Mishkit al-Anwie” in Majmi‘ab Rasa'il, p. 20.
W See al-Ghazili, 2-Radd al-Jaml lilimam al-Ghazali ed. ‘Abd al-'Aziz ‘Abd al-Haqq Hilmi (Cario: al-
Magabi* al- Amiriyyah 1393/1973), p. 235.
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From the verses, which according to Christians, portray divinity of Jesus are like, “who
has seen me has seen the father’, ‘the father is in me and Iin the father’, with the terms
like *father’ and ‘son’ or the “word of God’. These and many other such verses present
in John are considered to be the proofs of divinity of Jesus whereas for al-Ghazali the
case is quite the opposite, they do not prove divinity of Jesus rather when interpreted
properly prove that he was a human being.

The above and other such verses of John with the terms of ‘father’ and “son’, when
taken literally, imply union of Jesus with God, and the mistake of Christians is holding
fast to the apparent meaning. These expressions are non-literal therefore they must be
interpreted.

In interpretation, as mentioned above, it is the inner or hidden meaning or the spirit of
the outer words which is important and is w be extracted by moving from the outer
covering 1o its origin or the interior. Leaving aside the outer form of the relation of
father and son, which is biological and such a relation between God and man is
impossible. On the other hand the inner aspect of this relationship refers to feelings
and emotions between the father and son, and is of psychological nature which 1s
intended here. Similarly in case of verses where the literal meaning points towards
union between God and Jesus, the unton here is not the physical union as understood
by Christians. Related to this union of God and Jesus and their relationship Christians
had a long history of theological disputes which is well depicted in their councils and
resulted in schism of the Christian world and excommunication of those who refused
to adhere to the main stream opinion. Literally union means physical merging or
absorption of one entity into another. Such assimilation of man and God is impossible
rationally as the two entities are of different natures. Therefore the literal interpretation
is not the correct one and the union here is the metaphorical. It is not the physical
union of God and Jesus as stated in these verses but it points to emotional and

psychological relation between man and God.
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Psychologically in the relation between father and son, the father is most caring for his
son; he does not want anything bad to happen to his son, he tries to protect him from
harm, he guides him towards the right path and wants his safety and well being. From
the side of son is that he is respectful towards the father, obeys him and feels shy to
refuse his orders. In few words emotionally it is the love and nearness between the two
on which father son relationship is established. According to al-Ghazili God is much
more caring and loving than any earthly father and the prophets are more submissive
and obedient to the commandments of God than any earthly son is to his father. In
fact Jesus meant love and nearness present in the terms of father and son and not the
physical union. This is further enhanced by Christian practice as according wal-
Ghazali they commonly call their priests father out of respect and love. Similarly,
‘union’ between two beings denotes nearness and love. It is in love that two beings
come so close w each other that all separation and individuality disappears; they are
two bodies with one soul. To the extent that their likes, dislikes, will or action all
becomes one, as if they are not two beings but one. Prophets in their love with God are
much near to God than anyone else. In this love they are so close to God that their
own separate identity dissolves and only God remains, but again this union is not the
union of bodies rather it is union of will and action. Thi; is highest level of servant
hood where man loves what God loves, hates what He hates, wants what God wants,
wills what God wills; in short his likes and dislikes exactly become one with God. This
union is what Jesus referred 1o when he said, ‘I and father are one’, or *who saw me saw
the father’. Whatever he says or does is the will of God, nothing comes from his own
self but all his actions and speech are from God.

Al-Ghazali being a mystic considered divine love as the heart of religion, which he
llustrated in various writings, as it is the ultimate goal of religion, it is graded highest
of all magamar (stations). Rest of the starions are either preliminary or preparatory

levels like repentance, alsabar, al-zubd or they are the outcome of love like alsbawq, al-
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uns, al-vidi. Thus religious teachings revolve around love for God in one way or the |
other. ;
For him love for God is not only possible but is an obligation as against those who
deny its possibility. Its obligatory status stems from the fact that love is obedience and
obedience is itself a result 2nd outcome of love, as a man is always submissive 10 whom
he loves so love is an essential ingredient in the submission to God. In addition love is
linked with knowledge, it is impossible to love someone unknown therefore knowledge
of God and love are interlinked. And the prophets came with this responsibility o
reveal to people the knowledge of God and the path which leads to it. Elaborating the
way to gain knowledge of God, al-Ghazali mentions that its place is hearr, and it is
with purification of heart from evil qualities and replacing them with the divine
qualities of knowledge, al-bir; al-thsan, al-lutf, mercy and guidance of creation or in a
nutshell it is said #/-takballug bi akblag Allzh that is try to adopt or follow the qualities
of God and this in turn leads to nearness to God, similarity in qualities and not in
being, Thus more purified a heart is by removing evil qualities and replacing them with
the divine attributes more open it will be to receive knowledge from above like a
polished mirror which gets the reflection from the divine tablet. Consequently,
knowledge leads man near to God and with that he experiences divine love, As the
knowledge is an ocean with no shore, man will limitlessly move towards God. In this
feeling of nearness 1o God man loses his sense of identity or in other words the
distinction between ‘I and thou’ dissolves and he feels as if he is one with God. In
mysticism this experience is nucleus or the spirit of religion, in it man experiences the
loss of his self conscious or his ‘T’ and feels bewildered in the divine presence.

This oneness is not the oneness of beings as pronounced by Christians but it is union
of like and dislike or will and action of man and God. Comparing this union al-Ghazali
mentions the hadith which says,

None comes close to me from among those who draw close in a way better than

through that which I have made obligatory on him. Then the servant keeps drawing
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nearer to Me through the supererogatory practices until I love him. When I love him,
I become his hearing with which he hears, and his sight with which he sees, and his
tongue with which he speaks and his hand with which he grips.”

This hadith has a central place in the concept of nearness or union. Here God is not
incarnated in human organs like ears, eyes or hand but points to the union of will and
action of God and man.

Thus, symbolism in the religious text has two faces, while talking about God and
metaphysics it is connecting two worlds. And its interpretation too requires that a link
must be developed between these two worlds. To achieve it the prerequisite is the
purification of the heart. The purified heart receives knowledge or divine mercy or
reflection from above which guides him towards truth and reveals the hidden realities.
A corollary of the above discussion is that it is possible to talk about God in terms of
human language. In al-Ghazali’s view it is legitimate to use human terminology for
God as compared to literalists who consider it incorrect and took the text literally and
denied its interpretation, and to rationalists as for them God is so transcendent that
there is no comparison berween the two therefore God cannot be compared with
human beings in any way, although they allowed interpretation but stressed on the
difference berween them.

In conclusion it may be stated that in mystical approach in al-ta’wil he dives in the
words of the text to extract or dig out the pearl hidden in the shell. To reach the inner
levels of meaning al-Ghazili moves step by step in a hierarchy starting from literal
interpretation to linguistic or majaz than taking in theological perspective and then
moving through it to mystical interpretation which is the crux of al-ta’wil. Now we

come to Bultmann and his philosophical interpretation of myth.

 Bukhiri, $abib al-Bukbiari, Bib al-tawidu’, hadith no. 6021.
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DEMYTHOLOGIZING AND THE PHILOSOPHICAL INTERPRETATION BY BULTMANN

Rudolf Bultmann was one of the renowned theologians of the modern west who
witnessed the age of changing trends in Biblical theology. There were pressing voices in
the protestant circles that the message of the Bible needs to be rediscovered, the charge
was leveled against the literal interpretation of the Bible by fundamentalists or against
the distorted and fragmented unity of the Bible at the hands of Biblical critics. As a
result of it there was a fresh interest in Biblical theology, which concentrated on the
Biblical message or its proclamation as 2 uniry of the ‘gospel’ without ignoring the
rightful results of the historical criticism.'® Bultmann was one among those who felt
the demand of the changing times and proposed demythologizing as a solution for it.
For him the task in front of a theologian is to make the message or the proclamation of
the Bible comprehensible for the contemporary man, to make it clear in terms of
conceptual understanding and language which would be logical for the modern times.
Furthermore, in his view the theologian has to make plain, in the present age terms,
the implicit understanding of human existence which is present in the New Testament.
This means that Christian message is mainly about the human existence or about
man’s understanding of his own being as a person, as he says, ‘revelation...addresses the
individual as an existing self, That he thereby learns to understand himself means that
he learns to understand his now, the moment, as a now, that is qualified by the
proclamation. For existence in the moment is his authentic being’.” Thus, for
Bultmann the message of the Christian faith is about the human existence or in other
words it is the existential understanding of God, the man and the world. The most
appropriate framework to understand human existence is existential philosophy as,
according to Bultmann it is the ‘right” philosophy in a sense that it most adequarely

perceives ‘human existence’ and it is here that the human existence ‘Is directly the

% See for details on theological crisis of Bible, Brevard S, Childs, Biblical Theology in Crisis (Philadelphia:

The Westminster Press n.d.).
v Sge Rudolf Bultmann, Existence and Faith: Shorter writings of Rudolf Bultmann selected, u. &

introduced by Schubert M, Ogden (London: Collins 1960), pp. 101, 120.
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object of attention’." In this philosophy the meaning of existence is shown or, ‘what
existence means. It tells us that human Being, as distinct from all other Being, means i
existing, a form of Being which assumes complete responsibility for itself. It tells us |
that our authentic existence is realizable only in existence, which means existing always

in the concrete here and now”.”

Another aspect of Christian faith as illustrated in the New Testament or elaborated by

the traditional theology is thar it is expressed in mythological language, which is

unintelligible and irrelevant for the present age. According to Bultmann myth is a kind

of language which is ungraspable for the modern man. It is a language of imagery and

symbolism, as it expresses, ‘the other worldly in terms of this world and the divine in

terms of human life, the other side in terms of this side’.” This means that it is not the

literal language and needs interpretation. The nature of non-literalness or the

symbolism of the New Testament is such thac it is unintelligible for the modern man

therefore requires interpretation, as Bultmann says, ‘why could we not substitute an

intelligible language for an unintelligible imagery?'*

Unintelligible imagery of the New Testament is the mode of expression it uses to

present its ideas, a mode of expression which was intelligible and graspable for the |
community in which it was produced but is not so in the modern age. Thus it is faulty |
mode of expression for the world of today, although it carries in itself a meaning but

the meaning cannot be discerned rather it is hidden. Therefore there is a need o

translate or interpret the meaning in a language which is intelligible today. Its example

is when someone tries to read a book in a foreign and unknown language, he will not

understand the meaning unless it is translated or interpreted in a known and familiar

language while keeping the meaning as it is. This is what Bultmann means by calling

¥ Rudolf Bultmann, fesus Christ and Mytkology (New York: Charles Scribner’s sons 1958}, p. 55.

¥ Rudolf Bultmann, Kerygma and Myth A Theological Debate ed. Hans Werner Bartsch (New York:
Harper & Row 1961}, vol. 1, p. 193; Jesws Christ and Mythology, pp. 57-58.

® Rudolf Bultmann, Kerygma and Myth, vol. 1, p. 10, 0. 2.

* bid., p. 122.
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the language of the New Testament as unintelligible imagery which needs to be
translated in an intelligible language.

The intelligible language for Bultmann is the existential philosophy which is an
adequate mode of expression for the modem age. In the process of translation in this
intelligible language the ‘outer clothing’ or the descriprions are not important therefore
it must be discarded whereas the meaning which is expressed within these descriptions
or clothing is to be restated or interpreted in the terms and Janguage of existential
philosophy. Taking the example of unessential covering, Bultmann points that the New
Testament presents the cross of Jesus Christ in the sense of bearing the sin of the world
on behalf of all so that they be freed from death. This presentation has ‘mythical
character’ which ‘have ceased to be tenable for us to-day’. Moreover, ‘in any case they
fail to do justice to what the New Testament is trying to say’.” But for Bultmann,
fortunately, the mythical aspect is only the language, an imagery, unintelligible and
symbolic in nature therefore it can be put aside, ‘we are compelled to ask whether all
this mythological language is not simply an attempt to express the meaning of the
historical figure of Jesus and the events of his life; in other words, significance of these
as a figure and event of salvation. If that be so, we can dispense with the objective form
in which they are cast’.?

Although it is only the mythical language but the real content or the true meaning of
the New Testament is hidden under it, and unless the mythical language is
demythologized in the language of existential philosophy its true intentton cannot be
brought to light. As stated by Bultmann, ‘T am bound to say that to speak of faith in
the living God and in the presence of Christ...is pure myth unless these things are
given an existential interpretation... True, freedom, in the New Testament sense of the
word means, freedom from condemnation, freedom from the bondage of the law, etc.

Bur all this requires interpretation; these things must be shown to be real experiences in

21hid., pp. 35-36.
B Ibid., p. 35,
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human life. Otherwise all this is simply unintelligible mythology. I am seeking to
elucidate this freedom by interpreting 1t as the freedom of man from himself and from
his past for himself and his future... Apart from such an interpretation the New
Testament message of freedom remains utterly unintelligible’.

As already said that what Bultmann means by mythical, unintelligible language or
inadequate mode of expression is that it is way to say something, and that “way”’ is not
the real meaning therefore 1o make it intelligible the ‘way is 1o be changed from
inadequate to adequate. To clarify it let us consider the Biblical statement ‘Jesus died
for our sins’. Such a statement is only a ‘way’ to say something and this ‘way’ is not the
real meaning, it is not telling anything about Jesus, rather it is inadequate mode of
expressing that the man has been freed from every worldly attachment. In these two
expressions as the meaning is same but the former that is ‘Jesus died for our sins’ is
mythical so inadequate whereas ‘that the man is freed from every worldly attachment’
is intelligible expression. Therefore to demythologize is to shift from inadequate modes
of expressions to intelligible and adequate expressions while keeping the real content.
This shift from mythical to intelligible mode of expression is possible only, as in case of
above example, when it is done in the light of existential philosophy. Elaborating the
above example further in order to understand Bultmann’s demythologizing the
mythical language of the New Testament, the statement that Jesus died for the sins of
all or other such assertions about him like he was a savior, a son of God, who died on
the cross and was resurrected and so forth, demand faith from man. But the truth of
the matter is that the Biblical statements are mythical and unintelligible therefore there
is a gap between faith and understanding, in other words mythical mode of expression
are hindrance or veil between man and understanding and so the demand of faith

cannot be fulfilled. Man is called to have faith but he canaot understand for what he is

called for, this might be termed as the hermeneutical problem. This problem can be

* Ibid., pp. 105-106.
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solved by bringing the faith and understanding on the paralle] level and by removing
the veil from them so that man can understand and have faith. To remove the veil is
possible only when the mythical language of such assertions is interpreted in a way
that their real meaning is stated in an intelligible or existential language. Jesus died for
the sins or the event of the Christ on the whole in existential interpretation means that
‘it make the man free from himself and free to be himseﬁf, free 1w live a life of self
commitment in faith and love’,” such a language is not mythical and is intelligible for
the modern man. It gives the real meaning or the content in a language which brings
the faith on the understandable level. With this understanding man is confronted with
a decision for or against faith to follow.
Another important aspect of existential interpretation is that for Bultmann dependence
on any worldly reference in terms of past or future is not essenttal, his focus is on the
present that is the decision for faith is the decision or act of now. The New Testament
presents its message in reference to past, therefore binds history with faith whereas
Bultmann differentiates between the two, for him the past is the referential and
symbolic language in which the faith is expressed otherwise it is not essential and can
be separated. It is with this separation that the faith can be understood as a demand for
decision for the present. In an article “The meaning of the Christian faith in creation’
Bultmann explains it in reference to the doctrine of creation as, ‘Faith in creation. ..is
not the theory about the past. It does not have its meaning by relating what ok place
at some earlier time and no longer concerns man in the present, but rather speaks
precisely about man’s present situation. It tells him how he is to understand himself
now; and the reference to the past is only for the purpose of teaching him w
understand his situation in the present...”” Here, in the article, or the cteation
mythology generally in the Bible where it comes, ‘in the beginning’ Bultmann

differentiates between mythological or primitive story about creation expressed in the

®Ibid., p. 32.
# Rudolf Bulemann, Existence and Faith, p. 246.
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referential language of the past which is metaphorical and an inadequate mode of
expression, and its existential meaning for the man of today which is enshrined within

the covering of mythological language. For him, the existential meaning is the real

content, and is directly related to the modern man. Mythical formulation of the
creation story in different world religions, including Christianity, is ‘that the source of
the world and man lies beyond them in a higher power or creator deity...in the

frequently childish swries’, where the creator deities are referred w as ‘gods of

origination’.” These mythologies are expressions of primitive man, though an
inadequate way, of his anxiety in this world. For man the world is a riddle, ‘uncanny’
and he feels not at home rather feels anxiety and to overcome it, he located his source
in 2 higher power or gods. Existential meaning which is hidden and implicit in
Christian message is the self-understanding of man about his existence. Christian
message affirms that man is in a state of illusion about his life and his security in this
world. The feelings of uncanniness, riddle, and anxiety are not the foolish imaginations
rather belong to man essentially. Man is always threatened, faced with death, has to
take decisions and is responsible towards others. It is this self understanding which is
present in the Christian faith in creation and the recognition of it amounts to have
faith in God the creator.”® Hence for Bultmann creation stories narrated in the terms of
past are metaphors whereas the real meaning is the self-understanding of man for his
present.

The zenith of Bultmann's interpretation of symbolism in terms of existential
philosophy is best seen in his elucidation of the Gospel of John. Here, in Bultmann’s
view, the Christian message is presented under a thick cloak of metaphorical language
which John borrowed from the dualistic language of Gnosticism but he does not take
the mythical language literally true rather interprets the metaphors in a radical way in

terms of human existence. Neither the reference to past events is emphasized for faith,

7 Tbid., p. 244,
7 Ibid., p. 255.
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like the death nor cross of Jesus are not central ideas of John rather it is the concept of
salvation brought by Jesus which is important in his thought.

In John there are various pairs borrowed from Gnostic dualism, which are used
metaphorically to expose the human existence. These pairs convey the opposing
meanings, and John uses them in specific meanings; in relation to the idea of creation
and to relate them to the human attitude in their choice thus showing the nature of
human existence. From these pairs are the phrases ‘of the God’ and ‘of the world’
which are most significant to understand John’s concept of God and man in existential
terms. On the one side it means that God is the creator and the world is the real
material world, but on the other side in Gnostic understanding ‘of the world” also
means 1o be away from God, to be in state of human sufferings due to disorientation. It
is a condition where human status as ‘creatures’ is denied, it is an orientation away
from God and truth towards their own selfish desires and whims. Whereas of the God
means to have a genuine self-undersranding of himself as God’s creatures.” Similarly
there is another dualistic metaphor used by John ‘in the light’ or “in the darkness’. This
does not only indicate to be free from the bodily or worldly imprisonment, rather it
also denotes the orientation of human being either towards God, light and truth or
towards devil, darkness or lies.™® Thus the phrases ‘of the God’, “of the truth’ and on
the other hand ‘of the world’, ‘of the devil’ refers to human attitude or his destination,
it is the condition of human existence. From above it also becomes clear that for John
the world is characterized by darkness, and so those who are oriented towards it are in
a state of ‘blindness’.’" This again is a symbolic expression used as an opposite for the
metaphor of ‘light’, and it denotes the human condition of being away from truth or
God. Darkness is the symbol of not knowing or accepting the reality whereas light
signifies the good, the truth and it guides or shows man his true state of being a

¥ See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Tstament, tr. Kendrick Grobel (USA: Charles Scribner’s

Sons 1955), vol. 2, p. 18.
¥ Ibid.
M Ibid., p. 15.
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creature. Thus light is synonymous for truth, God or Christ. From what has been said
above it becomes clear that when John claims the world is characterized by darkness
and falsehood and man due to ignorance has turned away from his true self as creatures,
he in fact tries to secure his existence by turning towards the world. Due to these
powers of darkness and falsehood that the world has fallen into bondage, thus it is
another characteristic of the world that its existence is in bondage.* This condition of
man, for John, is 1o live in darkness and lie or 10 turn away from truth and light. Not
to understand his fallen state or not to know the truth is reiaresented by another
metaphor by John that is ‘blindness’. Further the fallen state is also symbolized by
“sin’.” To be in state of sin means to be away from any “real’ future, as real future is
attained through free choice and there is no free choice in ‘bondage’ or in “sin’ so there
is no real future. Consequently, 10 have no real future means death. So for John the
terms ‘life’ and ‘death’ are not only natural biological processes but are also metaphors
explaining the human condition. Death as a metaphor means a human situation where
real life is impossible. It is a situation where man is oriented towards the world, and the
world for John in a metaphorical sense is a state of death. So whoever is directed
towards the world is in a state of death, is unable to realize the truth, the life, or the
message of Jesus, the bringer of truth and grace.* In this situation man hates to be
reminded of his real, true or existential condition, and when reminded he revolts and
even crucifies the messenger.

In summary the division in life and death or in truth and deceit, God represent the life
and truth and devil represent the death and deceit. The only reality is the reality of
God, then life is the openness to God or one who reveals about God: ‘and this is
eternal life, that they know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou has

21bid,, p. 16.
¥ Ibid.
* Ibid.
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sent’,” for John ‘life* and ‘eternal life’ are equivalents. To turn away from ‘truth’ is o
turn away from ‘life’ which is death or nothing.” In John the phrases “w be from’, and
‘to be born from’ are not the cosmological assertions rather they are representing man’s
essence and condition in his speaking and actions. So the phrases ‘to be of (from} God’,
‘to be born of {from) God’ “from above’, or “from spirit’ and on the other side ‘o be of
(from) the world’, ‘to be born of (from) the world’, ‘from below’, or ‘from flesh’,
represents man’s conduct and choice in each moment that is the choice between the
alternatives: either to exit from God (reality) or from the world (unreality), in other
words berween ‘life and freedom’ or “death and bondage’.”” So all these phrases and the
ones mentioned above like life, truth, freedom and falsehood, death, bondage are
explaining the human situation that man has the double possibility to exist ¢ither from
God or from man himself. And to have knowledge of himself as creature can man
achieve true self-understanding, which is ‘light and illumines his way’, and through it
he can attain freedom and life. Each man, in Bultmann’s opinion, ‘is confronted with
deciding for or against God’ thus the cosmological dualism of Gnosticism has turned to
be dualism of decision in John.*

After having a brief discussion on interpretation of symbolic language of the Gospel of
John in the light of mysticism and existential philosophy it remains to say a few words

on the validity of these paradigms in the interpretation of the religious text.

EVALUATION OF MYSTICAL AND PHILOSOPHICAL PARADIGMS IN INTERPRETATION
Imagery and symbolic language in the Gospel of John has undoubtedly been a riddle in
the Christian world since centuries, various approaches has been taken to tackle the

problem which resulted in a wide range of interpretations. Therefore it can be said that

the meaning of the text varies according to the approach in interpretation. And it goes

% John 17:3.
% See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Téstament, vol. 2, p. 19.

7 Ibid., p. 20.
% Ibid., p. 21.
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without saying that the appropriateness of the approach taken is a vital step to arrive at
the correct understanding of the text. The way to tackle the text not only influences
the meaning but can divert the direction of the text to a very different angle. The above
two examples, Sufi approach of al-Ghazali and the existential dimension of Bultmann
are the examples of how a same text can be read and interpreted in a very different way.
These two approaches are divergent to the extent that they stand pole apart although
both claim to interpret the metaphorical language of John so it remains to see the
validity and worth of these approaches in order to evaluate the appropriateness of their
interpretation of symbolism in Joha.

In other words it can be said that one of the important feature for any approach is its
aptness with the sphere of investigation. The aptness means here like taking a correct
and direct route in reaching a particular destination otherwise an incorrect route will
end up in futile and wasted efforts. But exactly what is aptness or relevance of
approach? It is vague at times and unless defined properly. If the aptness means to
remain near and true, as far as possible, to the meaning and content of the text in
interpretation in that case interpretation would mean to understand the words of the
text, but it raises another problem. The words in any text do not stand in isolation;
rather they always stand in relation with something or someone as they telling about.
This relation is either with author and in that case the meaning of the text will be
directed towards the author, or the relation is determined in isolation from the author.
Genenlly it is posstble to take any one of these dimensions as both do fulfill the
requirement of having relation with the text but in case of réligious text the situation is
different. In fact it is the nature of the text which plays a decisive role in determining
whether author’s intention can be ignored or not. These are some of the issues which
will be discussed in what follows to evaluate the interpretation of al-Ghazali and
Bultmann. |

The sphere of investigation over here is the religious text in form of Gospel of John,

whether we consider it from the Islamic point of view or from the traditional Christian
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point of view therefore the approach to interpret it must have, at least, some relevance
to religious paradigm. And from that perspective religious text or revelation has
sanctity; and one of its implications is that the relation between the meaning of the text
and intention of the author must remain intact. Needless to point it here that the
gospels are not exactly ‘revelation’ from the Islamic point of view but it does fall under
the category of the sacred literature.”” As from the modern perspective although the
gospels are not considered to be sacred document but are historical and literary
documents, as discussed above, and for Bultmann too 1t is historical and not a sacred
book. Despite its non-sacredness for Bultmana, it may be noted that it contains the
message of Jesus. And any text which falls under the category of message has a different
characteristic from any common text, which must be taken care of while interpreting
the message. Its example is when during 2 war time a nation passes on a signal or a
coded message to the other nation; this message needs interpretation or decoding in a
known language. While the interpreter decodes the message he tries to reach or read
the intention of the author by remaining as near as possible to the text, Thus message,
sacred or non-sacred, has to be interpreted in accordance with author’s intention and
gospel is the message of Christ in Christian thought even for Bulunann. From what has
been said it becomes clear that the interpretation of the sacred text or the message both
require an approach which helps in making clear author’s intention. Now it rematns to
see to what extent al-Ghazali’s mysticism or Bultmann’s existentialism are likely w0
expose the author’s intention in interpretation.
Taking fitness or competency of Sufism first in reading the author’s intention we need
to recall al-Ghazilf’s perception of revelation as elaborated in his various wrirings.” In
Sufism the concept of revelation is one of the major themes and in its general meaning

it is not restricted to the prophets only but includes the categories of al-kashf and al-

¥ Gospels are the record of life and sayings of Jesus therefore from the Islamic perspective they are not
the book which was revealed to Jesus but they do contain the sayings of Jesus.

 See al.Ghazili, “Mishtzk al-Anwar” in Majme'sh Rasa’il, pp. 17-19; Jawabir al-Qur'an, p. 13; lbya’, vol.
3, pp-22-23.
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itham for the friends of Allah, connected with it is the division of the world in ‘alam al-
ghaib wa ‘alam al-shahadah with various designations but all mean the division of the
world in spiritual and the physical.

In revelation knowledge is gained from the spiritval world or @am al.ghayb through
purification of heart. It is the heart which is the seat of knowledge, and heart for al-
Ghazili and in Sufism generally, is not the physical organ but is the spiricual element in
man.” With the purification of the heart it becomes clean like a mirror and it can
perceive knowledge from the spiritual world, more refine the heart is more ability it
has to gain knowledge. Thus, heart is the meeting place of the two worlds, although in
Sufism the movement is termed as elevation but it is not physical movement rather a
spiritual one. This journey is not only possible but s a highest level which a Sufi tries
to attain.

Coming to our point as to how far is the Sufi able to reach the intention of the author,
it may be recalled that the text or the revelation is to convey the meaning from the
above realm in the language of this realm therefore it can be said that the text descends
and the Sufi in his effort to understand it ascends and meets the meaning of the text in
his journey thus bridging the two worlds. The Sufi or his heart is the connecung point
between the two worlds and with this he is able to understand the meaning of the text
as intended by the author.

On the hand existential philosophy never claims or tries to read the intention of the
author in the given text. Its concern is the meaning of the text for the modern man;
therefore the focus is on the reader and not on the author. This approach cuts the
relationship between the author and the text. Gospels traditionally are religious
documents, therefore the relation of the author and the text cannot be ignored and any
interpretation which denies this relationship is bound to produce false results. Even

when the gospels are taken as historical documents in that case 100, the message of

! See al-Ghazali, Ihya', vol.3, p. 13.
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Christ is not given importance and in its place understanding and priorities of modern
man are taken into consideration. In this situation the text remains closed in one sphere
and the interpreters stands in another sphere. The two cannot come close to- each other
neither they can know each other; they speak a different language and do not share the
same intellectual background. This simply means that text is something and the
interpretation is something else, In other words the gospels reflect a religious context
whereas the modern age context is a secular context, both presents a totally different
world views. In the absence of any connection or link between the two worlds it is
impossible to translate or interpret one in the context of another. Therefore
Bultmann’s interpretation remains confined within the modern world and does not try
to read the author’s intention.

Apart from reading the author’s intention another important factor to be considered is
the relevance of the approach in interpretation with the sphere of investigation. As the
key theme of the gospel is God and Jesus as son of God so the gospel is narrating about
the metaphysical world therefore the way to study must be in accord with it. In other
words metaphysics is a particular context and each context has its conceptual and
linguistic terminology. Interpretation or meaning of any context must take into
consideration its contextual and conceptual paradigm; any interpretation out of context
would be meaningless.” For example study of science has its own context as compared
to ethics or linguistics, in determining the meaning in each of these areas the context of
each area must play a decisive role otherwise it would lead to misinterpretation, The
term context over here is near to ‘category’ in the traditional sense as mentioned by
Anders Nygren or as ‘Janguage-game’ as mentioned by Wittgenstein.* What is meant

by language-game is that every game has its own rules and the rules of one game cannot

* For a detail study on meaning and context see Anders Nygren, Meaning and Method Prolegomena to a
Scientific Philosophy of Religion and a Scientific Theology, tr. Philips S, Watson (London: Epworth Press
1972),

 Ibid., pp. 253-254; Witgenstein, Philosophical Investigations
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/wittgenstein/ (accessed on 10/9/09).
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be applied to another, and one must abide by the rules of the particular game which he
wants to play. Taking the rules of one game and applying it in another is similar to
what is called as mixing of contexts or categories which leads to confusion and
misunderstanding.* Therefore in interpretation the rules of the game or the context
have an important role which cannot be ignored.

Coming to our issue that is 10 see the context or category of Sufism and the existential
philosophy and their relevance with the category of metaphysics of John.

Sufism is not only a religious approach rather it is the height of spirituality, its main
subject is God; w know Him and to be near 1o Him, is a desire which is beautifully
articulated in a dua’ of Ibn ‘Arabi (1165/1240), one of the most influential Sufi masters
of the Muslim Spain: ‘Enter me, O Lord, into the deep of the ocean of Thine Infinite
Oneness’.* Or as commented on the definition by Martin Lings on Sufism as al-zawg
(taste) that “...its aims and its end could be summed up as direct knowledge of
transcendent wruths, such knowledge being, insofar as its directness is concerned, more
comparable to the experiences of the senses than to mental knowledge’.* Thus, Sufism
is the path towards God in which to gain the knowledge of God and 1o be near to Him
1s the highest 2im of a Sufi. Al-Ghazili placed it on the highest level in his gradation of
types of al-ma'rifah in the Holy Qur’an, he called it ‘red brimstone’ that, ‘this
knowledge comprises knowledge of the essence of the True One, knowledge of His
attributes, and knowledge of His works and these three are to be called corundum,
since these are the most special of the benefits derived from the red brimstone’.”
Further, he graded corundum as red, bluish-grey and yellow according to their levels of
knowledge of God, the red the most precious one, is about the knowledge of His

essence next to it is the knowledge of His attributes is bluwish-grey corundum and lower

“ See Anders Nygren, Meaning and Metbod, pp. 254, 269.
* Quoted from Martin Lings What is Sufism ¢ (Lahore: Suhail Academy 1999), p. 11.

* Ibid., p. 7.
7 Muhammad Abul Quasem, The Jewels of the Qur'an al-Ghazali's Theory (Kuala Lumpur: University of

Malaya Press 1977), p_ 23.
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to it is the knowledge of His works and that is yellow corundum.* It is evident from
what has been said that Sufism coincides with the cateéory or context of the Gospel of
John as the domain of both is same. Both share the same foundation and principles
therefore interpretation of one in the categories of another is not only possible but is
justifiable.

On the other hand Existential philosophy is concerned with human existence and not
about metaphysics or God. It is man’s existence which is area of study, more precisely
it is man’s anxiety due to the feeling of insecurity and as a resulr of it his estrangement
and alienation which causes restlessness is the subject matter of existentialism,
Moreover, it is particular type of understanding of man and his being with which
existentialism is concerned; it is not the generally accepted trend in philosophy and
other problems of human life apart from man’s anxiety are discussed in it. Therefore it
can be said that it is restricted to one type of existence that is human existence which is
the only real existence and with that it is concerned only with one aspect of his life.
For that reason existential philosophy has no relation with metaphysics, it does not
talk about God rather talks about man. The context and the conceptual frame of the
two are wtally different from each other. In this situation when metaphysics is
interpreted in the context or category of existentialism it is bound w0 lead 10
misinterpretation or confused results. Existentialism will talk about man whereas the
Gospel of John is telling about God, the two stand at opposing ends. Due to this
irrelevance of the two there would be category mixing when the Gospel of John is
interpreted in terms of existentialism.

From above it can be concluded that the Sufi approach is relevant as compared w
philosophy of existentialism as the former has the potential and capability of
understanding the author’s intention and belongs to the same context of the text.

Whereas the latter does not have the means to come close to the context of metaphysics

* Ibid.
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neither it is able to read the author’s intention or to penetrate in the real content of the
message.

Another important factor regarding symbolism is its status in the thought of al-Ghazalt
and Bultmann. Is symbolic language in Sufism and in existentialism considered a

reality, a concrete fact or not. Generally, symbols in al-Ghazali’s opinion are linked

with the cosmic division in physical and spiritual world, as everything in the physical 5
world is an example of other world, not representing it in shape but tn its meaning.
They have reality as through them the real can be known.” As for the symbolic nature
of language, as mentioned above, al-Ghazili used the term majaz more often in the

Gospel of John, which means to cross ot to go beyond, from the outer to the inner

shell. This shows that the symbol is the first step in the movement of crossing from
outer to inner hidden meaning, It is the door to enter inside which means that the
symbols bas a meaning and a reality of its own. Although it is not the intended
meaning but even than it is not the useless word. It is through it the inner or intended
meaning is reached, not without it. For this reason the literal sense of the text is not .
negated in Sufism. As al-Ghazali mentions it that the words have two faces; one points |
towards the outer, physical aspect of a thing and the other towards the inner or non- |
physical aspect through symbolic nature of language.” Thus, symbols have dual ?
meaning. This means that symbols are not meaningless but have some meaning or

reality although that meaning is not the intended one. On the other hand Bultmann

denotes symbols by myth. As already stated mythical language is the borrowed

language to convey the concepts of Christianity. Consequently, the concepts have

meaning, or are real but the language in which they are clothed does not have reality.

The literal sense of the symbols in non-factual, to believe in the mythological

terminology, according w Bultman for a modern man, would be both ‘senseless and

impossible’. Phrases like ‘descended into hell’ or ‘ascended into heaven’ are not true

# See al-Ghazali, Jawahir al-Quran, p. 28.
® See al-Ghazili, “Mi‘raj al-Silikin® in Majm#'ah Rasz'il, p. 59.
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statements, If there is any reality in these phrases then it is enshrined within myth but
they in themselves do not carry any truth.* Constdering symbols untrue or unreal
raises a problem in Bultmann’s understanding. The nature of symbols or the mythical
language is that it points to something else. In referring or pointing there must be some
relationship between the thing pointed and the symbol. It is like a triad in which there
is a symbol, the thing pointed and the meaning joining the two, if any of these
components have no reality or no meaning attached to them in that case relationship
berween them cannot be established and the symbol, being an unreal, cannot be used as
a pointer. Thus there is a gap between the mythical language of the New Testament on
the whole and the Gospel of John in particular and the meaning given to this language.
Due to the presence of a gap between them it simply means that the two are
representing two different ideas or concepts and there is no relation between them. The
function of the relation whether it is linguistic or conceptual is to provide a guiding
principles for interpretation. In the situation where relationship is missing then there
would be no principles to be followed in interpretation. Whatever meaning is being
given to the symbols would reflect the choice of the interpreter irrespective of its
relevance with symbols. This is what we find in Bultmann’s existential interpretation
of the Gospel of Joh; there is a gap between the mythical or symbolic language and
his existential interpretation. This inconsistency present in his thought raises the
question of validity and worth of his interpretation. Existential interpretation is a
choice of Bultmann irrespective of the fact that the mythology of the New Testament
can accept it or not.

In summary it can be said that the role of the symbolic language is to point to the thing
symbolized but at the same time it has its own standing and place as well. It is the
reality or meaning present within the symbol which helps in establishing a relation

with the thing symbolized. Consequently, it helps in formulating the principles and

% Sew Rudolf Bultmann, Kerygma and Myth, vol. 1, p. 4.
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the guide lines for interpretation. Interpretation which takes into consideration these
aspects would be text oriented interpretation otherwise it would be away from the text.
As seen above al-Ghazili ook the direction where Sufistic interpretation moves from
literal words to higher or hidden meanings therefore it is more near to the meaning of
the text. On the other hand Bultmann’s existentialism ignores the meaning present in
the symbols and his interpretation represents the world of the modern man and not
what the text wants to say.

Before concluding this section let us consider the methodology of al-Ghazali and
Bultmann in mystical and existenttal interpretation of symbolism respectively.
Methodologically there are two aspects important in al-Ghazali’s mysticism, first is the
perception of symbolism and second is the way 1o interpret it. As stated before,
symbols are symbolizing the realities of the higher world in their meaning and spirit
not in its form and shape but the outer form is important for man as he can understand
the reality of the thing only through its outer shape. Even in case of revelation the
meanings ot its inner invisible reality is coming from God which takes the outer form
of words and sounds. So the truth of the outer words is not negated and it is through
them only that the real meanings and their understanding is achieved. With this
background we come to the Sufi methodology of al-Ghazili in his interpretation. As
there is similarity or correspondence present between the symbol and the symbolized
object so al-Ghazili, following the general Sufi approach here, takes the path of
identification of similarity in the two in their meaning or ma74 and not in its shape or
qalib. Due to the similarity present in fingers and turning of things that the one is
symbolizing the other and same is the case in pen and the its quality of imprinting.
Allah subbanabu wa ta@la himself uses this method to explain and make it possible for
human beings to understand the realities of the other world, as it comes in the Holy

Qurin: “He sents down out of heaven water, and the wadis flow each in its measure,

2 See al-Ghazili, Jawahir al-Qur'an, p. 19.
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and the torrent carries a swelling scam; and out of that over which they kindle fire,
being derious of ornament or ware, out of that rises a scum the like of it. So God
strikes both the true and the false. As for the scum, it vanishes as jetsam, and what
profits men abides in the earth, Even so God strikes His similitudes.” (13:17).

In this verse, according to al-Ghazali, Allah subhanabu wa ta‘ali after comparing
knowledge with water, hearts with spring, and falsehood with foam, in the end it
comes that Allah brings forth al-amtbal, Tt is from al-mathal and means o exemplify, to
compare, to liken to and so forth. It is through examples that the things are likened to
each other and in their comparison of the similarities present in them the meanings,
inner or hidden truths, are uncovered for those who have the ability to perceive it. In
fact comparing two dissimilar things and highlighting the similarity present in them,
gives quick and prompt understanding. Therefore mystics ook this way to understand
the symbolism in the word of God as it is easier to understand and also has the
potential to unfold the deeper meanings. According to Sufis this method is particularly
more useful in knowing God and His attributes; in it an imaginative resemblance is
developed and God comes down to the level of man, He dis;closes or reveals about
Himself in human language. In other words there are expressions pointing to al-tashbih
or similarity where imaginative resemblance is depicted between God and man to make
it easier for him to understand. But the requirement to perceive or o ‘see’ this
similarity is through purified heart, through dhawq or tasting that the correct
understanding is gained otherwise it would lead 10 anthropomorphism. Secondly in ai-
tashbth or similarity nearness between God and man is highlighted, it is when God
discloses about Himself and talks to man in human terminology and language this
develops a feeling of nearness to God but again this is imaginative nearness and not the
actual nearness if taken in actual sense it would result in personification of God. In
contrast 1o it is #/-tanzth dissimilarity or incomparability which helps to keep the
imaginative similarity between God and man within its limits. It means that God is

infinitely beyond man, there is no resemblance whatsoever berween God and His

349

e i——— ———




creation. Dissimilarity between God and man is not understood through “seeing’ or
dhawq or heart but it is known through mind or reasoning therefore theologians and
philosophers mostly prefer this path.

Coming back 10 the interpretation of symbols particularly in the Gospel of John, as
seen above, that the phrases used by Jesus like ‘father’, ‘son’, or which give a picture of
union between God and man. In all these phrases an imaginative relationship of
nearness and love between God and man is present therefore Sufi paradigm of
‘similarity” is more appropriate t interpret such figurative expressions. But in order to
avoid anthropomorphism of God, the dissimilarity between the two must play its role.
Christians, according to al-Ghazili, committed the mistake of unbalancing the
similarity and dissimilarity and as a result of it confusion in the status of God and Jesus
appeared. For this reason al-Ghazali through mystical interpretation elaborated the
verses giving the impression of similarity between God and man and thereafter
supported these verses with rational and theological proofs; thus maintaining balance
between them.

With this we now move on to examine the suitability of existential interpretation of
Bultmann for symbolic language. As stated above, there is a gap between existential
interpretation as presented by Bultmann of mythological language and the symbols or
mythology itself therefore the question arises that to extent his interpretation is an
satisfactory solution and is it in accordance with the spirit of Christian faith or not.
As said above, myth in religious text is a kind of language, an inadequate éxpression
therefore it needs translation or interpretation. And obviously to interpret an
inadequate expression to an adequate one, the meaning or the essence of the message
must be retained and only the wordings are changed from one language to another or
from one conceptual frame to another. In existential philosophy mythological

conceptions or its meaning are not linked with mythological understanding rather they
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are interpreted to show what these myths and symbols express for now’.”* The point of
reference or the center of discussion in his interpretation is the present moment or

‘now’, a moment of decision, moreover it is related to man and his se}f-understanding
in the present moment. It is through this reference that Bultman probes in the

mythology of John and interprets it for the modern man. Self-understanding in his

view is best expressed in terms of existential philosophy for this reason this philosophy
is the right philosophy for him.

Taken from the perspective of existential philosophy traditional language of the religion
where actions or speech of God is expressed in terms of cosmic events or the concepts

of “son of God’, cross, resurrection and so forth, related 1o Jesus as cosmic events are

illegitimate.”* According to Bultmann these concepts cannot be perceived unless they
are related to man here and now, or with his personal existence and are encountered by
man within the limitations of his time and space. In this situation man is the center of
reference for interpretation. Elaborating it Bultmann brings in the concept of analogy,”
the talk about God as acting or speaking to man is 1o be taken as an analogue of
communication taking place between man and man. Therefore, the relation and
emotions in His love and care for man, His demands and His wrath or promise and
grace is analogically expressed in the term of ‘father’ for Him. To talk about God as
father is analogous to the relation of earthly father with his children. So 1 refer w0 God
in these terms is to refer to the personal relation betweern God and man, in his here and
now in existential terms while discarding the mythological language.” Thus, it is the
self-understanding of man conveyed in the mythelogical terms otherwise, in
Bultmann’s opinion, the talk about God’s acting or speaking are not the cosmic events.

By negation of cosmic events from God’s action or speech, Bultmann means, that they

% See Rodulf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. 68. :

% Ibid., p. 69.
% Bulimann followed St. Thomas Aquinas of Christian traditional thought in his concept of “analogy’,

but gave it an existential interpretation. See for ‘analogy’ as presented by Aquinas in his Swnma

Theologica, First Part, Question 13, Art. 5.
% See Rodulf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, pp. 68-69. |
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are not the happenings which took place once for all rather they are happenings which
is encountered by man in his personal experience of here and now. This is well
illustrated in his concept of God as creator, faith in God as creator ‘is not a theory
about the past. It does not have its meaning by relating what took place at some earlier
time and no longer concerns man in the present, but rather speaks precisely about
man’s present situation. It tells him how he is o understand himself now; and the

reference to the past is only for the purpose of teaching him to understand his situation

in the present...".”

Considering God’s action and speech as cosmic events illegitimate and the past
reference only as teaching man about his present has far reaching consequences for the
Christian faith. Christian faith is embedded in certain cosmic and historic events,
negating them would definitely ruin faith. As faith or the creeds are statements which
are expressed in relation to cosmic or historic events without these statements the
creeds would loosen their essential content therefore such an existential translation or
interpretation in fact would be a restatement of Christian faith into something very
different. And when the essential content or message is changed to something different
then it is not interpretation rather it is to give a different m.eaning w a thing. Simply it
can be said that it is not interpretation, as in interpretation the essential content must
be retained and only the formulation of the content is reformulated or expressed in a
different way. And with the change in content, change in meaning appeass and this is
not interpretation. To cite an example where Bultmann’s interpretation changes the
meaning of the content is clearly seen in his comments on Luther’s understanding of
God as a creator. Bultmann first mentioned Luther’s statement which says, ‘this is
without doubt the supreme article of faith of which we speak: I believe in God the
Father almighty, Maker of heaven and earth. And whoever honestly believes this is
already helped and is once again brought back to the place whence Adam fell. But few

¥ Rodulf Bultmann, Existence and Faith, p. 246.
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are they who go so far as 1o believe fully that he is the God who makes and creates all
things. For such a man must be dead to everything, to good and bad, to death and life,
to hell and to heaven, and must confess in his heart that he is able to do nothing by his
own power.” Commenting on it Bultmann says, “this kind of faith in creation is not a
theory about some past occurrence such as might be depicted in mythological tales or
cosmological speculation and natural scientific research; rather it is faith in man’s
present determination by God’.* Faith in God in these two statements is obviously
different from each other. For Luther it is articulated in wording which are connected
with cosmic and historic events as it says ‘maker of heaven and earth’ and about
Adam’s fall, the faith in God must transform the life of man. On the other hand for
Bultmann the sentence, ‘I believe in God the Father almighty, maker of heaven and
earth” has a different import. Its significance is for the individual’s present and as a
result of it, it is not related to past as in that case it would be mythological tale or
cosmological speculation or natural science. To relate it to the individual’s present
means that it is about man’s self-understanding and thus not about the faith in creation
where God is the creator and of heaven and earth and sustains them. Such believe is
related to the past therefore it is unauthentic and worldly. From what has been said it 15
evident that Bultmann’s existential interpretation is very much different from che faith
as expressed by Luther or from the traditional Christian understanding.

According to Bultmann mythology is the inadequate mode of expression therefore it
must be interpreted in adequate mode or language which means that the language must
be changed and in place of old mythological terminology there must be new terms
conveying the meaning of old terms, But what we find in the above example is that he
is not changing the language but the content. He is giving a new and different meaning
to the faith in God while keeping the traditional terms like ‘faith’, ‘God’ and so forth

as it is. Thus It 1s not an interpretation from language to language but a change in

* Ibid., p. 261.
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meaning of the content. And as long as the traditional terms are kept as they are
interpretation of mythological language in an adequate mode expression has not taken
place. Myth has been retained as it was while giving it a different meaning, thus the
myth or symbolism has not been interpreted in existentialism as it was claimed by
Bultmann. It may be noted that there is difference between to interpret something and
10 give meaning to something. In interpretation expressions or language is changed, in
other words the idea is given a new covering, whereas in giving a new meaning to
something it is not important to change the wordings of it. Interpretation as mentioned
by Bultmann is, ‘...the myhtwlogical sayings as 2 whole contain a still deeper meaning
which is concealed under the covering of mythology. I that is so, let us abandon the
mythological conceptions precisely because we want retain their deeper meaning. This
method of interpretation of the New Testament which tries to recover the deeper
meaning behind the mythological conceptions I call it de-mythologizing-an
unsatisfactory word, to be sure’.” From this it becomes clear that the major task for
Bultmann is interpretation and through it he wants to retrieve the deeper meaning
while leaving aside the mythology. But in fact as seen in the above example of faith in
God as creator it is the exact opposite of it is being done. Bultmann has given a
different meaning to the concept while he kept the terminology as it is; consequently it
cannot be called interpretation rather it is new meaning given to the old concept. This
inconsistency or confusion in Bultmann’s thought between ‘interpretation” and ‘new
meaning’ is not restricted to few concepts but it is the general method followed by him.
Whether it is the symbols of faith like cross, resurrection,® or of sacraments or the
picture of Jesus in John as ‘son of God’, ‘light’, ‘life* and so forth are given a new
meaning. In all these cases mythology or the symbols are not interpreted but are given

a new covering, Furthermore, this new covering is the one borrowed from existential

* Rodulf Bultmann, fesus Christ and Mythology, p. 18.

9 See Rudolf Buitmann, Kerypma and Myth, vol. 1, pp. 3543,
i See Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Tistament, vol. 2, pp. 33-43.
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philosophy; just as earlier John borrowed the terminology from Gnosticism. So it is the
replacement of one philosophy with another. |

Coming to the initial question that is the appropriateness of existential philosophy in
interpretation of symbolism, as already said that it is new covering or new meaning
given to the symbols and is not interpreting them therefore the question of
appropriateness does not arise.

Moreover, existentialism is a modern philosophy whereas the book of John is a

traditional religious text with main themes of God and Jesus therefore their nature,
thought and the sphere is different from each other. Although there are some commeon
areas between existential philosophy and religion, for example man is the concern of
both and his well being and understanding are the major areas of discussion. But still
they differ widely in their perception, status and conceras of man. They look at him
from a very different perspective and as a result of it provide a very different kind of
solutions to his problems. Religion links man to God, and the other world whereas
existentialism considers man as the ‘being’ of this world only and is concerned about
his authentic self-understanding. In summary it can be said that there are certain
common areas shared by religion and philosophy but the domain and context of the
two widely differ. In this situation looking for the solutions of one context in the light
of the other would undoubtedly lead to context or category mixing, which as

mentioned above is not correct methodologically.
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FINDINGS AND SUGGESTIONS

Interpretation of the sacred text is important but is not an easy task. It gives meaning
to the text and clarifies the ambiguities present in it, but at the same time if correct
methodology is not followed it can end up in misunderstanding. The most important
thing in this regard is that there should be conformity between the methodology and
the nature of the text. If the method to read the text and the text itself do not
correspond that may add more confusions instead of making the text clear.
Furthermore, sacred text resembles a message as mentioned above, and any message by
its nature requires that the meaning as intended by the giver must be communicated,
without changing the spirit of the message, to the receiver. In a message a link among
the three i.e. ‘giver’, content of the message and the ‘receiver’ is essential. If the link 1s
broken from any aspect the message would not be delievered. Propei' method in
interpretation is the one which can keep the link in the three components intact and
can clarify the ambigutties of the text as well. It reminds the earlier understanding of
Hermeneutics where Hermes is a link between the divine realm and the people and
delievers the message of God in a way that the three are connected in understanding
the message. This connection is also important as it completes the process of
understanding otherwise the message would not be conveyed. The side of the giver and
the side of the receiver are equally important, as the intention of the giver is the basic
thing and the receiver is as important as the giver because he must understand what is
being conveyed. Similarly the methodology is the link between the two and plays the
role of clarification. Confining it to any one side would result in limiting its meaning
either on the side of the giver thus ignoring the receiver or vice versa and in both cases
the process would be hampered. Coming to the interpretation of al-Ghazali and
Bultmann, it can be concluded from the preceding discussion that the methodology

followed by former corresponds to the nature of religious text as compared to the




methodology of the latter. For this reason interpretation of al-Ghazali conveys the
message of the gospel or the divine message in suitable human terms. Major
components of his methodology include the rational aspect, language or the textual
side, theology and above all Sufistic dimension. The first three cover the horizontal
understanding and after having a sound grasp of these aspects the last one elevates man
to a higher world thus evolving a connection in the two realms. Therefore there is 2
link between the two worlds in his interpretation where intentions of the ‘giver’ and
the requirements of the receiver are taken in consideration and as a result of it has
ended up in a correct interpretation. On the other hand Bultmann’s interpretation is
restricted to the worldly level, it ignores the divine element. Even taking it as a human
message, its interpretation requires a connection between the past and the present.
Whereas existential philosophy is 2 modern age philosophy and is concerned with the
understanding of modern man only so it has no link with the man of the past.
Therefore it is not conveying thoughts of John but is conveying thoughts of modern
man which are imposed on John. It means existentialism or any other philosophy can
be put in the mouth of the author. There are no rules to link the interpretation with
the author or with the text; it is only concerned with the receiver and that also of the
modern age. Consequently as the requirements of the receiver changes with the passage
of time so the interpretation will change without giving due importance w the text or
to the giver. So the interpreter has a free hand to turn the meaning of the text any way
he wants. An example of it is that Bultmann reads other gospels through John and for
him John and Paul differ in their thoughts. Historically St. Paul is earlier which means
Paul was near to Jesus. So Bultmann is reversing the order and making John a standard
for others. Unlike al-Ghazali who supports John through Paul so it is a supportive
motif and not the corrective one. In summary it can be said that al-Ghazili provided a
methodology in interpretation comprising of various elements, most importantly are
reason, language and theology and these three are further helped by Sufism. With this

hierarchy 2 connection is developed between the ‘giver’ and the ‘receiver’ and with the
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worldly tools the intention or the message of the other world is grasped. Coming to
Bultmann as discussed in the previous chapters he has not provided an apt
methodelogy for interpretation, in demythologtzing he replaces an old philosophy
with a new one, which is not a methodology of interpretation. His main concern is
interpretation of Christian theology but theological principles are absent in
demythologizing, similarly mythical language is a stumbling block in knowing the true
message but no concrete theory for its interpretation is presented by him, His main
problem was the difference between the two worlds, moedern scientific and the
primitive. In interpretation he was supposed to link these two worlds so that the
message of one world is conveyed in the language of the other. Instead of developing a
link between them and giving a method to read the text Bultmann gave a new meaning
1o the text and in that too without giving due importance to relevance of text with its
new meaning. With this when we come to the Gospel of John a marked difference is
present in al-ta*wil and demythologizing. Former applied a suitable methodology in its
interpretation therefore is able to clarify the ambiguities present in the gospel and with
that gave it a meaning which is in conformity with the overall text. On the other hand
in demythologizing problematic terminology and conceprs of the Gospel of John are
put aside without clarifications due to lack of correct methodology, instead a new
meaning is given to the old terms. The problematic language remains as it was inspite
of the claim by Bultmann that the mythical language is the stumbling block for the
modern reader. Thus in interpretation of Bultmann the Gospel of John talks about the
concerns of modern man in terms of existentialism, which is 2 modern man’s
perspective and is not in accordance with the spirit of John or of other gospels.
Further it may be mentioned that although al-Ghazali remained within Islamic
paradigm and evaluated Christianity accordingly but his discussion revolves around
methodology of interpretation. By highlighting the faults in Chritian interpretation he
provided a substitute for them in form of 2 method. And method is a technique or tool

which has nothing to do with religion whether Islam or Christianity. Regarding
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verification of mystical approach it may be recalled that it is linked with other tools
such as of language, reason and theology to prepare the ground.

Coming back to the interpretation of al-Ghazali and Bultmann for the Christian sacred
text which in fact is a vast area and cannot be encompassed from zll aspects in this
limited work therefore following aspects may be explored in future research.
Reconstructing early phase Christianity from the writings of St. Paul and the gospels
while resolving the problematic terminology in the light of early understanding; this
may help in evaluating al-Ghazali’s view of change in interpretation with time.
Picture of St. Paul in the modern western studies differs widely from al-Ghazali.
Former view burdens him with all the responsibility of diverting Christianity to a new
direction which was unknown to Jesus whereas al-Ghazali considers him a true
representative of Jesus’ message. Thus, a comparison in these diverging views might
bring new insights in early Christianity.

Interpretative methods of middle ages in Christianity can be compared with tha of al-
Ghazali which may be of interest due to similarity of their methods and the
intellectual scenario.

Reader response theory is a dominant shift in the modern times in the field of
interpretation and has great impact on modern interpretation of the sacred text in
Christianity and in Islam as well. This interpretation has turned the meaning of the
text in an opposing direction from the traditional thought and at the same time has
opened new horizons for the human intellectual activity. As a result of it various
theologies like Black or the Feminism and so forth emerged in the west and had an
influence on the modern Musiim thought as well. It might be an area of interest to

study appropriateness of their methodologies and interpretation in the writings of

selected personalities.
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