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PREFACE

The subject of the orientalists' views and assumptions about the Qur’in
especially attracted my attention during the early 1990s when I had been engaged
in writing the S#at al-Nabi and the Orientalists.! It soon became clear that the major
part of their assumptions and remarks about the Prophet are aimed directly or
indirectly against the Qur’an, which fact goes only to confirm the Qur’anic
statement at 6:33 (a/-’An‘Gm):

O ghommy dll SUL el ST g 5 A Y ol
"So in fact they cry lies not to you [i. e., the Prophet]; but the transgressors do at
Allah's ‘dyabs (revelations) hurl rejection.”

Subsequently, early in 1999, my attention was drawn to an article written by
Toby Lester under caption "What is the Koran" and published in the Januaty
1999 issue of the Atlantic Monthly. It was a sort of heavyweight journalistic writing
publicising the views of Gerd-R Puin regarding the Qur'an based on his
examination of some Qur’anic manuscripts lately discovered at San?’, together
with the views of some other orientalists. I wrote a review of that article which
was published as a booklet under caption: The Qur'dn and the Latest Orientalist
Assumptions? In the following year I presented a paper (in Arabic) on the
otientalists' assumptions about the Qur’in at a seminar on Qut’anic studies and
sciences, organised by the King Fahd Qur’in Printing Complex and held at

- Madina between 30 September and 3 October 2000.° A revised English version
of this paper was published in 2002 as another booklet under caption :The Qur'in
and the Orientalists: A Brief Survey of Their Assumptions.* In the preface to this latter
booklet I mentioned that the subject needed a more detailed treatment. The
present work is an attempt in this direction.

As T started organizing the work I realized that some of the chapters in the
Sirat al-Nabi and the Orientalists on the themes of the Prophet's alleged preparation
for giving out the Qur’an, his alleged borrowing from Judaism and Christianity

' M. M. Ali, Siat al-Nabi and the Orientalists, with special reference to the writings of Williams Muir, D.S. Margolionth and W.
Monigomery Want, vols. 1A and 1B, King Fahd Qur’in Printing Complex, Madina, 1997.

* Published by Jam ‘at Ipyaa’ Minkaaj al-Sunnab, Ipswich, June, 1999.

* Published by the King Fahd Qur’in Printing Complex, Madina, under caption : PO -1/ PR TN P

* Published by Jamar Ipyaa’ Minhaaj al-Sunnah, Ipswich, June, 2002,
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for composing the Qur'in and the assumptions about the Qur’inic wahy are very
much related to the subject of the ptesent work and that without these
discussions the treatment of it would remain palpably incomplete. The first seven
chapters of the present work are thus revised versions of the relevant chapters in
the Sirat al-Nabi etc. The rest of the chapters dealing with the otientalists'
assumptions about the history and texts of the Qur’in are newly written,
incorporating some materials from my above mentioned booklets.

As thus designed, the present work gives in a compact and integrated form the
main orientalist assumptions and theories about the Qut’an and examines them
critically. The treatment is not what some of the orientalists are prone to call
"apologetic". I have met them on their own grounds and have taken up their
arguments and statements one by one, pointing out their faults, inconsistencies
and untenability. I do not claim, however, to be exhaustive and comprehensive. If
the present work helps to make the readers aware of the main otientalist
assumptions and theories about the Qur'an and their inherent faults and
unreasonableness, my efforts will not have gone wholly in vain.

I am grateful to my wife, Rosy, and my son Mansoor, whose care and
attention have sustianed me through a prolonged illeness and enabled me to
pursue and complete the present work. My thanks are due also to my
daughter-in-law, Muneera, and my second son, Maaruf, who have gone through
the computer print-out script of the book and drawn my attention to a number of
typographical and other errors. I am responsible, however, for any other errors
that might still have escaped scrutiny. Last but not least, special thanks are due to
my eldest son, Manu (Abu Muntasir) and the Jam‘iyat Ihyaa’ Minhaaj al-Sunnah,
for having arranged for prompt publication of the work.

May Allah enable us to do what He likes and is pleasing to Him; and peace
and blessings of Allah be on His final Prophet and Messenger, Muhammad ibn
‘Abd Allah.

And all the praise is for Allah, Lord of all beings.

M. M. Ali

11 April 2004
12 Hazeleigh Gardens,
Woodford Bridge, Essex I1G8 8DX
U K
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THE QUR’AN AND THE ORIENTALISTS:
AN EXAMINATION OF THEIR MAIN THEORIES AND
ASSUMPTIONS

INTRODUCTION

It has been a constant endeavour of the orientalists to assail the Qut’an. This
has been so since the rise of orientalism itself. Their main aim has been to prove
that the Qur’an is a product of human mind and hand. Basically this attitude on
the part of non-Muslims is as old as the Qur’an itself. The Makkan unbelievers,
the immediate audience of the Qurinic revelations, made exactly the same
allegation, saying that these wete only a man's utterances,' that their trustworthy
but unlettered young man Muhammad (peace and blessings of Allah be on him)
had turned a poet or a sorceret’ or someone else had composed the passages of
the Qut’an which he memorized in the morning and the evening and gave out as
Allah's revelations or that these were mere ancient fables.” The Qur’in
categorically denies these allegations and gives appropriate replies to this
particular objection. In general the Qur’an's response to this allegation takes at
least seven principal forms. (a) Allah declares that the Qur’an is not the
composition of a human being nor did the Prophet turn a poet.* (b) The Qur'in
tepeatedly says that it is Allah Who sent down the Qut’dn and that also in the
Arabic language.’ (c) Allah repeatedly asked the Prophet not to move his tongue
hastily in order to memorize what was being delivered to him and to listen
patiently and carefully till the completion of the communication, assuring him
that He would enable him to remember what was being delivered to him.® This
group of the Qur’anic passages cleatly prove that what was being delivered to the
Prophet was in the form of particular texts. (d) Allah consoles the Prophet and
asks him to bear with patience the objection and rejection of the unbelievers by
reminding him that in the past there had not been a single Prophet who had not
been similatly disbelieved and objected to.” In fact the accounts of the previous
Prophets given in the Qur’dn are geared to this end and to bring home to the

' Qurin, 74:25.

? Qur’an, 10:76, 21:5, 21:36, 37:4, 47:7; 51:52-53,74:24. 52:30.

* Qurdn, 25:5.

* Qur’in, 36:69; 69:40-41.

s Quran, 4:166; 6:96; 12:2; 14:1; 20:113; 22:16; 21:50; 24:1; 25:6; 38:29; 44:3; 97:1, among others.
¢ Qur'in, 20:114; 75:16.

7 Qur'in, 3:183-84; 6:34; 13:23; 21:41; 36:30, among others.
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unbelievers the truth of the message. (e) Allah asks the Prophet to declare that if
he fabricated anything himself and then gave it out in the name of Allah he
would be severely punished.! (f) Allah asks the Prophet to tell the people that He
is the Witness between him and them and that there could be no better a witness
of this matter than Allah.? This is very significant; for Allah's communication with
His Messengers is essentially an intimate affair which no outsider can witness or
vouchsafe for. (g) Allah asks the Prophet to throw out a challenge to listeners of
all times to come up with a text similar to that of even a single s#rabh of the
Quran if they had any doubt about its being the words of God.> The challenge
remains open till today.

Ever since the time of the Prophet unbelievers and critics have merely
rehearsed the Makkan unbelievers' view about the Qur’an. And since the middle
of the nineteenth century modern European scholars, the otientalists, have
repeated the same objections and arguments. Foremost of these nineteenth and
early twentieth century orientalists are A Sprenger, William Muir, Theodor
Noldeke, Ignaz Goldziher, W. Wellhausen, Leone Caetani and David S.
Margoliouth. Their wotk and conclusions have been further developed and
summarised in the middle and later part of the twentieth century principally by
Richard Bell and his pupil W. Montgomery Watt. All these scholars have
attempted to show, by one device or another, that the Qur’dn is Muhammad's
(peace and blessings of Allah be on him) own composition.

During the last quarter of the twentieth century, however, a new trend has
appeated among certain orientalists who have come forward with the suggestion
that not only is the Qur’dn a work by human hand but that it came into being
through a process of evolution and growth over the first two centuries of Islam.
These group of orientalists are generally known as the "revisionists". Foremost
among the proponents of these views are J. Wansborough, Patricia Crone,
Michael Cook and Yahuda De Nevo. Their views are summarised and publicised
by others like Andrew Rippin, Ibn Warraq, Toby Lester, and others.

Those who suggest that the Qur’in is the Prophet's composition have recoutse
to the following lines of arguments:

' Qur'in, 69:44-46.
2 Qur’in, 6:19; 4:76; 4:166; 13:43; 17:96; 29:52, among others.
* Qurin, 2:23; 10:38; 11:13.
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(@) That the Prophet was an ambitious person who made preparations for
giving out the Qur’in and for the role he played.' Especially he cultivated poetical
skill since his early life to be able to compose the Quran.*

(b) That he was not quite an unlettered person and the term 'ummiy applied to
him has a different connotation;’

() That he borrowed ideas and information from Judaism and Christianity
which he incorporated in the Qur'an;*

(d) That contemporary scientific errors are reflected in the Qur’an; so are many
commercial terms and foreign words, both showing his authorship of it.’

(e) That the term wahy by means of which he gave out the Qur’an does not
mean verbal communication of any text but "suggestions" and intellectual
locution".®

As regards the other group of the orientalists who try to prove that the Qut’dn
is not simply the Prophet's composition but that it came into being through a
process of evolution and amendments during the course of a couple of centuries,
their arguments and assumptions revolve mainly round the following themes:’

(2) The alleged unreliability of the sources and the history and collection of the
Qur’an.

(b) The assumptions round the recent discovery of certain Qur’anic
manuscripts at San‘a’.

(c) Textual criticism and the alleged copyists' errors in the Qur’an.

It should have been clear from the above that the orientalists leave no stone
unturned to assail the Qurdn. The following few chapters examine the
~assumptions and theories of both the groups of the orientalists regarding the
Qur’dn. This has been done in three broad sections. In part I, the assumptions

' See for instance W. Muir, Lg of Mahomet, 3rd edition, reprinted 1923, pp. 25-26; D. S. Margoliouth, Mohammed and the
Riie of Islam, 3rd edition, London, 1905, pp. 64-65; Montgomery Watt, Mubammad at Mecca, Oxford, 1960, p. 39 and
Mubammad's Mecca, Edinburgh, 1988, pp. 50-51.

% Muir, gp. oz, p. 15; Margoliouth, ap. oz, pp. 52-53, 60.

* Watt, Mubammad's Mecca, op. cit., pp. 52-53

* See for instance Abraham Geiger, War hat Mobammed aus dem Judenthem aufyenommen? Bonn, 1833. See also his essay in
Judaism and Islam, Madras, 1898; Richard Bell, The Origin of Islum in its Christian Environment, London, 1926; C. C. Torrey,
The Jewish Foundation of Islam, New Work, 1933; A. 1. Katsh, Judaism in Islam, New York, 1954.

* Watt, Mubammad's Mecca, pp- 45-46; C. C. Torrey, The Commercial-Theological Terms of the Koran, Leiden, 1892; Arthur
Jeffery, The Foreign Vocabalary of the Qur’dn, Baroda, 1938.

¢ See for instance Richard Bell, "Mohammed's call", The Mosiems World, January, 1934, pp- 13-19; "Mohammed's visions",
ibid., April, 1934, pp.19-34; Watt, Mubhammad at Mecca, op. cit., pp.52-58 and his The Islamic Revelation in the Modern World,
Edinburgh,1969

T References regarding these themes are given in the course of discussion in the respective chapters.
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and theoties of the orientalists about the Prophet's alleged authorship of the
Qur’dn have been examined. Part II is devoted to an examination of their
assumptions and surmises about the Qur’nic wapy. In the third part their views
and assumptions about the history and text of the Qur’dn, including the views of
the "revisionists",have been dealt with.



Part I
ON THE ALLEGED AUTHORSHIP OF MUHAMMAD (p. b. h.)






CHAPTER I
THE ALLEGATION OF AMBITION AND PREPARATION
FOR GIVING OUT THE QUR’AN

One line of argument of the orientalists in support of their theory that the
Prophet Muhammad, peace and blessings of Allah be on him, had himself
composed the Qur’an is that he was an ambitious person who since an early age
had made preparations for the role he subsequently played. It is said that since his
early youth he had cultivated his linguistic and poetical skill which he
subsequently made use of in "composing" the Qur’in. Further, it has been argued
that the traditional view of his being an unlettered person is not quite correct and
that at least he knew reading and writing to some extent. The present chapter
examines these two lines of argument of the orientalists.

I. ON THE THEME OF AMBITION IN GENERAL

Among the early exponents of the above mentioned views ate W. Muir and
D. S. Margoliouth who wrote respectively in the later part of the nineteenth
century and the early years of the twentieth century. Both of them speak very
distinctly about the Prophet's alleged ambition. Muir writes: "Behind the quiet
retiring exterior of Mahomet lay a high resolve, a singleness and unity of purpose,
a strength and fixedness of will, a sublime determination, destined to achieve the
marvellous work of bowing towards himself the heart of all Arabia as the heart of
one man."' This ambition, adds Muir, was reinforced after Muhammad's (p.b.h.)
arbitration in resetting the Black Stone at the time of rebuilding the Ka‘ba, when
he was about thirty-five years of age. This incident, according to Muir, "prompted
the idea of his being chosen of God to be the Prophet of his people."

Speaking in the same strain Margoliouth asserts: "We know from the Koran
that Mohammed was a young man of promise" and that "of his ambition we have
evidence in the comfort which his notoriety afforded him at a time when few
things were going well with his project: Have we not expanded thy breast and
exalted thy name? is the form which the divine consolation takes, when the
Prophet is in trouble. Expansion of the breast, the organization of life about a
new centre... and celebrity were then things for which he yearned."’ Margoliouth

' W.Mutr, The Life of Mabomet, 3rd edition, 25-26.
* Ihid, 29.
*  MARGOILOUTH, gp.cif., 64-65.
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suggests that it was the Prophet's ambition and love for achieving personal
distinction which prompted him to participate in the Fzir war.'

Of the subsequent orientalists who have taken over this theme of ambition on
the Prophet's part the most notable is Montgomery Watt. He does not specifically
use the term "ambition" in his statements. Instead, he speaks of the Prophet's
"consciousness" of his "great organizing ability" and adds a psychological
dimension to that consciousness, saying that the Prophet was actuated by a "sense
of deprivation" produced, first, by the absence of a father during his childhood
and, secondly, by "his exclusion from the most lucrative trade."? The hint for this
supposed sense of deprivation on the Prophet's part because of his being a
posthumous child seems to have been made by Margoliouth, for he states in
connection with the Prophet's childhood that the "condition of a fatherless lad
was not altogether desirable.”” Be that as it may, Watt definitely follows
Matrgoliouth in citing the Quranic evidence of divine consolation to the Prophet
as a mark of his "preparation for his work as Messenger of God", with the only
difference that while the latter invokes the evidence of sérah 94, Watt does that of
sérah 93. Thus, describing the years that followed the Prophet's marriage with
Khadijah (r.a.) as "years of preparation" for the work that lay ahead, Watt gives a
translation of ‘@yahs 6-8 of sérah 93 and observes that this passage "seems to refer
to Muhammad's eatly expetiences" and that from this "we might perhaps argue
that one stage in his development was the realization that the hand of God had
been supporting him despite his misfortunes."* Citing the same passage, with a
slightly different translation, in his latest work and similarly referring to the
Prophet's eatly life and what is called the "preparation for his work as Messenger
of God" Watt surmises: "The absence of a father must have produced a sense a
deptivation in Muhammad, and the real experience of poverty as a young man
may well have nourished the sense of deprivation."® "It was most probably his
exclusion from the most lucrative trade,” concludes Watt, "coupled with his
consciousness of having great organizing ability, that made Muhammad brood
over the general state of affairs in Mecca."*

Ibid., p. 65.

Wartt, Mubammad's Mecca, 50-51.
MARGOLIOUTH, gp.cat., 46.

Wart, M. at M., 39.

WATT, Muhammad's Mecca, 50-51.
1hid,, 50.

N
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Thus do the orientalists suggest ambition and preparation on the Prophet's
part. It must at once be pointed out that this assumption of personal ambition
and preparation on his part to play the role of a prophet-reformer is totally
groundless and is not at all sustained by the sources, neither by the text of the
Qur’an, nor by the traditions. The arguments, or rather the surmises adduced in
support of the allegation do not stand reason and common sense. Thus,
Margoliouth's innuendo that the Prophet participated in the Fzdr war to gain
personal distinction is totally untenable and contrary to the facts, it being well
known that the Prophet was very young at the time of the Fzjdr wars and that on
only one occasion he was taken to the scene of the fighting by his uncle. He did
not go there on his own accord or initiative.'

Mote flagrantly wrong is Margoliouth's use of the Qur’inic evidence in
supportt of his allegation. He says that "Mohammed was a young man of promise”
and cites in substantiation of this statement the authority of s#rab 11 (H#d), ‘dyab
65. > The ’dyab runs as follows:

IS b dey M3 LT BN (ST 3 1 pazes JUiS La g ind

"But they hamstrung her (the she camel), so he (Prophet $alih) said: Enjoy yourselves in your

houses for three days. That is a promise not to be belied." (11:65)

This statement, indeed the whole section of the text here, refers to Prophet
Silih and his warning to his people for their continued disobedience and the
retribution that ultimately befell them. The "promise" (+<;) alluded to in the ‘dyab
has reference to the warning of retribution which was not belied. By no stretch
of the imagination could it be construed to refer to the eatly promise and
determination of Prophet Muhammad (p.b.h.).

Margoliouth further quotes from sirah 94, giving the translation of its ‘Zyabs 1
and 4 as a continuous sentence, omitting the two intermediate ‘4yabs as: "Have we
not expanded thy breast and exalted thy name?" Admitting that the passage is a
divine consolation to the Prophet at a moment of dejection, it is difficult to see
how it refers to his ambition and resolve during his eatly life to attain celebrity, as
Margoliouth concludes from it. Cleatly his citation of 11:65 in support of the
allegation of "eatly promise” on the Prophet's patt is as misleading as.is his
interpretation of the ‘dyahs 1-4 of sirah 94 wrong and inappropriate.

' Ibn Hishim, I, p. 186.
> MARGOLIOUTH, gp.c#t.,64.
> Ibid, 65.
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The same remote and inappropriate construction has been put in this
connection by Watt on the Qur’anic passage 93:6-8 (s#rat al-Dubd). There is no
doubt that the passage in question refers to the Prophet's situation in life prior to
his marriage with Khadijah (r.a.). It is also evident that it indicates a "realization"
on his part "that the hand of God had been supporting him despite his
misfortunes." But that realization was unmistakably postetior to his call to
prophethood and it cannot be taken to refer to his state of mind priot to that
event. Nor could it imply his mental preparation before the call. Nor does the
passage sustain the assumption of a sense of deprivation on the Prophet's part.
On the contrary, the predominant note in the passage is that of satisfaction and
gratitude for the favourable change in his situation brought about by the hand of
God. Whatever sense of deprivation he might have supposedly suffered from, it
had clearly yielded place to an unmistakable sense of satisfaction and gratitude
after his marriage with Khadijah (r.a.). And that changed situation and happiness
had been continuing for at least 15 years before the coming of the revelation to
him, that is, for the very material period which Watt characterizes as the period of
"preparation”

Equally wrong is Watt's assumption of the Prophet's "exclusion from the most
lucrative trade". Watt of coutse cites in this connection the well-known Qut’anic
statement at 43:31: "Why was not the Qur’in sent down to some important man
(e) of the two towns (u7)."". This passage indicates, as is admitted on all
hands, that the Prophet was not at the time of his call one of the leading men of
the two towns, Makka and TZ?’if. But that does not necessarily mean his
"exclusion" as such from the "most lucrative trade". In fact, the theoty of a trade
tivalry between BanG Hashim and some other Quraysh clans and the probable
exclusion of Muhammad (p.b.h.) from the most profitable commertcial
operations, on which Watt bases a number of his conclusions, is, as shown
elsewhere, groundless and totally untenable.” On the contrary, the expression fz
*aghnd (4G), which is the key-word in 93:8, means, as Watt himself recognizes,
not only possession of substantial wealth but also, in Watt's own words, "a place
of relative independence and influence in the community." This is confirmed by
the well-known fact, also admitted by Watt, that the Prophet, on the eve of his
call, had entered into matrimonial relationships with the wealthy and influential
’Abd Lahab on the one hand, and with another very wealthy member of Ban

' \WaTT, Mubammad's Mecca, 50.
See M. M. Ali, Sirat al-Nabi and the Orientalists, vol. 1A, pp. 189-190.
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Makhzim, on the other. Thus the suggestion that during the fifteen years from
his matriage with Khadjijah (r.a.) to his call to prophethood a sense of deprivation
due to poverty and exclusion from the most lucrative trade etc. "made
Muhammad brood over the general state of affairs in Mecca" and ultimately play
the role of a prophet-reformer is both antithetical to the tenor and purport of
sdrab 93 and contraty to the well-known facts of his life during that material
petiod of his pre-prophetic life.

Whatever might have been the state of Muhammad's (p.b.h.) mind during the
years preceding his call, there is no doubt that he did not suffer from any sense of
deprivation. Nor did he make any plans and preparation for playing the part of a
prophet. This is cleatly evidenced by the Qur’inic passage 28:86 which states:

USRUI RS VOSSR N REN FU R L PR JURC P

"You were not wont to expect that the Book would be sent down on you; but (it has been

given you) as a mercy from your Lord..." (28:86)

This unequivocal statement of the Qur’dn decisively negatives any ambition or
intention on Muhammad's (p.b.h.) part to become a prophet, though he had
occasionally engaged himself in solitary stay and contemplation prior to the
receipt of the revelation. :

Nor did he ever exhibit by his deeds and demeanour any ambition or intention
to become a leader in his community, not to speak of becoming a prophet. It is
common knowledge that a leader does not emerge on the scene all of a sudden
but through a process of gradual development and preparation which seldom
remains concealed from the view and observation of his own people and
immediate society. The conduct and activities of the leader-to-be make his society
aware of his ambition. Yet, there is nothing on record to suggest that such was
the case with Muhammad (p.b.h.). If he had ever entertained any plan and made
any preparation for becoming a leader, that would have been known to his people
in some way or other and that would invariably have formed an important item of
criticism by his subsequent opponents. But nothing of the kind is discernible
from the sources. Till the receipt of the revelation he had not made any mark, by
his deeds or demeanour, as an aspirant to leadership in his society. Truly did his
adversaries point out, as the Qur’anic passage 43:31 noticed above shows, that he
was not that important 2 man in the two towns to be the Prophet. Nothing could
be a stronger testimony to the lack of preparation and ambition on his part than
this statement of the Qur’an.
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That the coming of the revelation was a sudden and unexpected development
to Muhammad (p.b.h) is evident also from the famous tradition recording his
immediate reaction to the event. He hurtied back home from the mount Hird’,
bewildeted and trembling in terror and asked his wife to cover him. Then he
natrated to her what had happened to him in the cave, expressing his fear that
something untoward was perhaps going to happen to him, perhaps he was going
to die. She comforted and assured him, saying that Allah could not mean any
harm to him since he was so good and honest a man, always speaking the truth,
entertaining guests and helping his relatives and the needy, etc. After the initial
shock was over she took him to her knowledgeable cousin Waraqah ibn Nawfal
to ascertain the significance of her husband's experience in the cave of Hir4’.
Waraqah, after having heard about the incident, expressed his studied opinion
that Muhammad (p.b.h.) had received a commission from Allah similar to what
had been previously received by Prophet Misa and that this would involve him
(Muhammad, p.b.h.) in trouble with his own people. This last remark caused
further surprise in him.'

Now, as Maudidi points out,” several aspects of this report need to be noted
carefully. In the first place, the spectacle we get of the Prophet here is that of a
person who is cleatly bewildered and confused at some unexpected and
extraordinary development. Had he ever entertained any ambition, made
preparations for playing the role of a prophet or religious leader and expected or
solicited any divine communication being made to him, his reaction would have
been quite different. He would not have been bewildered and terrified, but would
rather have returned from mount Hird’ happy and confident in the success of his
endeavours and expectations, not needing consolation and assurance from any
one else, and would have at once proceeded to proclaim his commission and
mission.

Secondly, the reaction of Khadijah (r.a.) is equally significant. Had her
husband been ambitious and making any preparation for playing the role of a
social or religious leader, that fact, of all persons on earth, would have been
known at least to her. Hence, when the Prophet returned from mount Hird’ with
his new experience, she would have simply congratulated him on the ultimate
success of his experiences and expectations and, instead of taking him to her

' Bukbhari, No. 3. .
2 *ABUL *A‘LA MAUDUDI, S#at-i-Sarwar-‘Alam, 1, Lahore, 1978, Ch. 11.
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cousin to obtain his opinion, would have taken other appropriate steps to embark
her husband on his new role.

Thitdly, the attitude of Waraqah is similarly noteworthy. He was a close relative
of the Prophet and knew him and his background well since his boyhood.
Waraqah was also conversant with the Christian scripture and the fact of divine
revelation. With that knowledge he instantly came to the conclusion that the
stranger who had appeared to Muhammad (p.b.h.) in the cave of Hird’ could not
have been anyone but the angel who used to bring Allah's message to Midsa. Had
the Prophet been ambitious and desirous of becoming a religious leader and had
he been in the habit of receiving instructions in the teachings of Christianity from
Waraqah, as is often alleged, the latter's reaction and attitude would have been
quite different. He would have either informed Muhammad (p.b.h.) that he had
obtained what he had so long been seeking or, likelier still, would have exposed
his preparations and pretensions to the public. That Waraqah did neither of these
is in itself an evidence that he neither imparted lessons in Christianity to
Muhammad (p.b.h.) nor was aware of any ambition and preparation on his part to
become a socio-religious reformer. On the contrary, Waraqah's reaction clearly
shows that by his study of the previous scriptures he had come to learn that the
advent of a prophet was foretold in them, that his advent was expected shortly
and that Muhammad (p.b.h.) answered the scriptural description of that awaited
prophet. It may further be pointed out that the orientalists, more particulatly
Watt, state that Waraqah's assurance gave Muhammad (p.b.h.) confidence in his
mission.' This acknowledged lack of confidence on the Prophet's part at the very
inception of his mission further belies the assumption of ambition and
preparation on his part. To these may be added the well-known facts of his denial
of any desire for material gains out of his mission and, more particularly, his
turning down of the Quraysh leaders' repeated offers of wealth, leadership and
power to him in lieu of his abandoning his mission.

Before ending this section it may be noted, however, that the Prophet did of
course ultimately become the leader of his people and of the faithful in general.
And because of this fact the orientalists seem to read back ambition and
preparations on his part into his pre-prophetic life. But having strict regard to the
facts and to the sources, and also keeping in view the historical norm that no
leader emerges on the scene all of a sudden, the most that can be said is that the

Y WATT, Muhammad's Mecea, 59.
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coming of the revelation to Muhammad (p.b.h.) and his call to prophethood was
the beginning of that process which ultimately invested him with leadership; it
was not the result of his ambition and preparation since his eatly life. At the time
of his call to prophethood he was neither a potential leader nor was known to
have aspired after leadership.

II. THE ALLEGED CULTIVATION OF POETICAL SKILL

The second prop for the orientalists' allegation of ambition on the Prophet's
part is their suggestion that since his early life he had taken care to develop his
linguistic skill which he utilized in "composing" the Qur’in. Thus W. Muir says
that the spectacle of literary and poetical competitions at the ‘Ukaz fair excited in
Muhammad (p.b.h.) "a desire after personal distinction", as they also provided
him with "rare opportunities of cultivating his genius, and learning from the great
masters and most perfect models of the art of poetry and power of rhetoric."’
And echoing Muir, Margoliouth observes that Muhammad (p.b.h.) might have
had some practice in eloquence "in which he afterwards excelled".> Margoliouth
further states that though the Prophet had some aversion to poetry, the "language
of the Koran was thought by experts to bear a striking likeness" to eatly Arab
poetry. Obviously alluding to the poetical competitions at ‘Ukaz, to which Muir
makes pointed reference in this connection, Margoliouth observes: "Of those lays
which were recited on solemn or festive occasions some verses then stuck in his
memorty and provided the form of future revelations."’

It must at once be pointed out that the Qur’in is not considered a book of
poetry by any knowledgeable person. Nor did the Prophet ever indulge in
versifying. It was indeed an allegation of the unbelieving Quraysh at the initial
stage of their opposition to the revelation that Muhammad (p.b.h.) had turned a
poet; but soon enough they found their allegation beside the mark and changed
their lines of criticism in view of the undeniable fact of the Prophet's being
unlettered and completely unaccustomed to the art of poetry-making, saying that
he had been tutored by others, that he had got the "old-wotld stories" written for
him by others and read out to him in the morning and the evening.* This
allegation also was squarely rebutted by the Qur'an

' Muir, Life of Mahomet, 3rd edition, 15 (1st edition, 11, 7).
*  MARGOLIOUTH, gp.¢it., 52-53.

* Ihid

* Infra,p. 18.
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As regards the allegation of poetry-making or the Qur’in being in any way a

work of poetry, it strongly denies the charge as follows:
e O3 g SV 8 01 L by el sliads Ly

"And We have not taught him (the Prophet) poetry, nor is it meet for him. This

is naught but a reminding, a Qur’an, explicit." (36:69)
Oy LG et o pa by

"And it is not the saying of a poet. Little is that you believe." (69:41).

In fact, quantitatively speaking, not even one fourth of the Qur'an is what
might be called s4/‘ or thymed prose. Margoliouth himself in effect contradicts his
innuendo in two ways. He states at a subsequent stage in his book that
Muhammad (p.b.h.) lacked eloquence and was not a ready debater so that he did
not "try his chances" in what is called the "Council Chambet" of the Quraysh.’
Secondly, while studiously shifting here the burden of opinion on the shoulder of
"experts" in the subject Margoliouth himself holds a diametrically opposite view
which he put forward subsequently in an independent study on the origins of
Arabic poetry in which he advanced the theory that the corpus of what is known
as pre-Islamic Arabic poetry was a post-Islamic development modelled on the sg/°
of the Qur'an.” This theory has naturally elicited a good deal of discussion,’ but
the very fact of his having advanced the theory constitutes a direct contradiction
by himself of his earlier assertion that the pre-Islamic Arabic poetty "provided the
form of future revelations." In fact neither did the Prophet ever in his
pre-Prophetic life practise the art of versifying nor is the Qur'an in any way a
book of poetry.

III. THE QUESTION OF LITERACY :WATT'S THEORY
Though alleging that the Prophet cultivated his linguistic and poetic skill, both
Muir and Margoliouth hold, in conformity with the soutces, that he was an
unlettered person. Margoliouth puts it categorically, saying that Muhammad
(p-b.h.) "was not as a child taught to read and write, though these arts were
known to many Meccans" and "their use in commerce was so great."*

! MARGOLIOUTH, gp.ast., 72.

? JRAS., July 1925, 417-449.

* T4 Ha Husayn wrote his work F7 al-Sha'r al-Jahiliyyah on the basis of Margoliouth's theory. It elicited a good deal of
discussion. See for a concise account Muhammad Mustafd Hudira's essay in Mundhij al-Mustashrigin, Pt.], Arab Bureau of
Education for the Gulf States, pp. 396-438.

*  MARGOLIOUTH, gp.ci., 59.
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Interestingly enough, by pressing the two facts mentioned here by Margoliouth,
namely, the prevalence of literacy among the Makkans and its use in commerce,
Watt builds up a theory that the Prophet was not altogether unlettered but knew
some reading and writing. To prove this point Watt first cites a number of
Qur’anic statements and a few other facts showing that reading and writing were
in vogue at Makka and that these skills were used for both commercial and
religious purposes. He then states that in view of these facts "there is a
presumption that Muhammad knew at least enough to keep commercial
" Watt also cites in this connection parts of the Qur'dnic passages 29:48
and 25:5. They say, respectively, "You were not used to reading any book before
it (the Qur’an), nor to tracing it with your hand" and "Those were old-world
fables he had them written down for him".> Watt interprets these two passages to
say that the first passage means that "Muhammad himself had not read any
scriptures” previously, but that a man like Waraqah ibn Nawfal "or some of
Mubammad's alleged informants" had probably read the Bible in Syriac, no
Arabic translation being available at that time. As to the second passage Watt says
that it "can mean" that Muhammad had the old-wotld stories written down for
him "by secretaries”. Thus arguing Watt concludes: "The probability is that
Muhammad was able to read and write sufficiently for business purposes, but it
seems certain that he had not read any scriptures."’ Watt further discusses in this
connection the meaning of the term ‘wmmiy occurring in the Qur’an. Before
dealing with that point, however, it would be worthwhile to discuss the above

recotds.

noted reasoning of Watt's.

It is well-known that some people at Makka at that time definitely knew
reading and writing. It is also a recognized principle that when a certain situation
or feature prevails generally in a given society or country, it gives rise to such a
presumption in respect of a particular individual of that society or country. But
neither the sources at our disposal nor the instances cited by Watt create the
impression that reading and writing was the order of the day at Makka on the eve
of the Prophet's emergence, nor that such was the case with any sizeable portion
of the then Makkan community, not to speak of a majority of them. Hence there
is no case for a presumption of reading and writing in respect of the Prophet. On
the contrary, the well-known circumstances of his eatly life give rise to a strong

' WATT, Mubammad's Mecca, 52.
See below for text and further discussion.
> WATT, Mubammad's Mecca, 52
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presumption that he had not any opportunity or chance for receiving a formal
education during the formative years of his life.

Secondly, with regard to the two Qut’inic passages, 29:48 and 25:5, Watt has
quoted them both only partly, has taken them out of their contexts and has put
on them wrong and tendentious interpretations not supported by their contexts
nor by the tenor of any of the passages as a whole. To see how he has done so it
is necessary to quote the passages in original and in full. The text of 29:48 is as
follows:

O llaredl LY 13 Shiay aass Y g QUST r A e 5 ST L

"And you wete not used to reading /reciting any book before this, nor to writing it with your

right hand. In that case the prattlers could have entertained doubts." (29:48)

It is clear that the statement has been made in the context of the unbelievers'
allegation that the Prophet had himself composed what he was giving out as
revelation from Allah. The passage tersely exposes the absurdity of that allegation
by simply pointing out the indisputable fact known to every Makkan at that time
that the Prophet did not previously use to read and write anything so that it was
quite unlikely on his part to have come forward all of a sudden with a remarkable
literary work and give it out as Allah's revelation. The implication is all the more
clear from the last clause of the 'dyab which says: "in that case the prattlers could
have entertained doubts." It is also noteworthy that the exptession ma kunta (.
<" ) implies a state of being unused or unable to (read and write). -Also the
indefinite form in which the word £i#db (s ) has been used cleatly means "any
book", not the book (<), which is the form in which the Qut’sn invariably
refers to the Bible. :

In his translation of the passage Watt of course uses the expression "any book".
He also notes in connection with his discussion that there are "many reasons for
thinking" that the Prophet "had never read the Bible or any other book". But
having said so Watt proceeds to restrict the meaning of the passage to the
Prophet's not having read "any scriptures" and adds that though he "himself" did
not read the Bible nor wrote it down, persons like Waraqah ibn Nawfal and some
of the Prophet's "alleged informants" had read the Bible in Syriac. Needless to say
that such an interpretation is not sustained by the passage. Whether Waraqgah or
any other person had read the Bible in Syriac or in any other language is totally
extraneous to the meaning and purport of the passage which speaks only about
the Prophet's antecedent. Watt's interpretation is cleverly geared to sustain
another assumption which will be discussed shortly, namely, that Muhammad
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(p.b.h.) obtained through others Biblical information and ideas which he
embodied in the Qur'an

Mote unreasonable, however, is Watt's interpretation of the passage 25:5. To
realize this it is necessary to quote the passage along with its immediately
preceding and following 'Zyahs. The text runs as follows:
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"(4) And the unbelievers say: This (the revelation) is nothing but a lie which he (the Prophet)
has forged and in which anothet group of people have assisted him. Thus they have come up with
an unjust and false allegation. (5) And they say: (These are) tales of the ancients which he has

caused to be written (for him); then these ate read unto him motning and evening. (6) Say: The
One Who knows the sectet of the heavens and the earth has sent it down..." (25:4-6).

It is obvious that the statement in ‘Zyab 5 is made in rebuttal of the unbelievers'
allegations mentioned in the previous ‘4yah 4 and that the passage deals with two
types of allegations made by them. The first allegation was that the revelation was
a forgery made with the assistance of a group of people. This statement is
characterized as an "unjust and false allegation". The passage then refers to
another allegation of the unbelievers that the revelations given out to them were
"tales of the ancients" which also they further said the Prophet had caused to be
written for him by others and then read unto him in the morning and the evening
so that he could memorise and repeat them to the people. This is also denied by
emphasizing that the "One Who knows the secret of the heavens and the earth
has sent it down." The reference to the "One Who knows the secret of the
heavens and the earth" made in this connection is just to the point; fot, revelation
is essentially an intimate affair between Allah and His messenger and none else
could be an eye-witness to this process. Indeed, in many places in the Qur’in it is
very tightly stated that Allah Alone is the best witness between the Prophet and
his detractors. Most important of all, in connection with both the allegations the
unbelievers specifically alleged that the Prophet got the assistance of others in
having the text written and read unto him. Cleatly, the unbelievers said so
because they knew that the Prophet was unable himself to read and write. The
passage is thus the strongest proof that he did not know reading and writing,

In dealing with this statement in 25:5 Watt of course recognizes that it was an
allegation of the Prophet's pagan opponents that the revelations were "old-world
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stories" he had got written down for him; but Watt does not follow the meaning
and implication of the statement as a whole. He side-tracks the fact of the denial
of the allegation, which is the sole essence and spirit of the passage. Instead, he
treats the allegation as an isolated statement and suggests that it "can mean" that
the Prophet did not "himself" write down the text but that he had it written by
"secretaries". Thus in effect Watt adopts the unbelievers' allegation and suggests
that though the Prophet had the text of what he gave out as revelation written by
others, he, in reply to his opponents' allegation to the same effect, stated that he
himself had not written it! Nothing could be a more stark disregard of the context
and sequence of the text and a more absurd misinterpretation of it.

If Watt had been a little careful before advancing his interpretation he would
have asked himself the vital question, which is the key to the whole situation,
namely, why should the Prophet's opponents have made that type of allegation
saying that he had obtained the help of others in composing the text of the
revelation and had the old-world stories etc. written down for him by others? A
moment's reflection would have led to the unavoidable answer that they said so
because they and every one of their contemporaries knew full well that
Muhammad (p.b.h.) was himself incapable of producing such a literaty piece as he
was giving out to them as revelation. In fact they did not stop by saying only that
the Prophet had the old-wortld stories written for him. They took care to mention
also that he had those stories read or recited unto him in the morning and in the
evening. The obvious implication is that they knew also that he could not do his
work by simply having the stories etc. written for him; he needed them to be
recited or read unto him for the purpose of mastering and memorizing them so

“that he could reproduce them before men. The omission of this very essential
part of the 'dyah regarding the unbelievers' allegation constitutes the second grave
defect in Watt's treatment of it. He avoids mentioning it obviously because it
would dismantle his contention. Thus, by completely disregarding the context and
tenor of the 'dyah, by using only a fragment of it and by omitting the second patt,
which is vitally damaging to his interpretation, Watt attempts to make one of the
strongest Qur’anic statements showing the Prophet's "illiteracy” yield a contrary
impression. Watt also does not seem to be aware of the implications of the
assumption of mentors or secretaries for the Prophet. If the Prophet had
employed others to compose the text of the revelation for him, or, indeed, if he
had taken lessons from any one of his contemporaries, he would invariably have
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been exposed by those supposed mentots or secretaries, the more so because his
claims to prophethood involved his leadership over the whole community
including the alleged mentors or secretaries as well.

Having thus grossly misinterpreted the above mentioned Qut’inic passages
Watt concludes: "The probability is that Muhammad was able to read and write
sufficiently for business purposes, but it seems certain that he had not read any
scripture.” Watt further says that this conclusion "gives Muslim scholats all that is
essential for apologetic purposes."' He then takes up the term ‘wmmiéy occurting in
the Qur'dn and says that though the Muslim scholars take it as implying
"complete inability to read and write" it actually means "a people without a
written scripture”. He refers in this connection to the Qur’snic passages 2:78,
3:20, 3:75, and 62:2, all of which he says convey the same meaning. Therefore, he
concludes, the ‘#mmiy Prophet means non-fewish, gentile or unscriptured Prophet
and that this means "that Muhammad had no direct knowledge of the Bible."?

Now, Watt's declaration that his conclusion gives Muslim scholars all that is
essential for apologetic purposes is supercilious. In saying that Muslim scholars
intetpret the term ‘wmmiy only in the sense of "complete inability to read and
write" Watt only betrays the perfunctory nature of his study of the sources. Both
classical and modern Muslim scholars clearly state that the term also conveys the
sense of being "unscriptured" or "non-Jewish". Thus Ibn Ishiq, the foremost
authority on the sirah, very clearly mentions in explaining the meaning of
‘ummiyyin : "those who have not received any sctipture (w4 w15 ¥ ,d)." Again,
Al-Farrd’ (d. 270 H.) whose Ma‘dni al-Qur'én, 1s an indispensable reference work
on the vocabulary of the Qur’dn, gives one of the meanings of ’wmmiy as "the
Arabs who had no revealed scripture” (O o) (S o3 i) )l oo y.* The same
meaning is quoted by Réghib al-Isfahani (d. 502).° Even a modern scholar like
Maudidi notes the same as one of the meanings of ‘ummiy.°

While accusing the Muslim scholars of having interpreted the term in only one
sense, Watt himself in fact attempts to show that at all the places in the Qut’in
where the term occurs it yields only one and the same meaning of being

Y WATT, Mubammad's Mecca, 52.

* Ibid,53.

* Ibn Hishim, 11, p. 220.

* AL-FARRA’ (ABU ZAKARIYA YAHYA BN ZIAD, (d. 270 H.), Ma'ni al-Qur'dn, Volll, Beirut, n.d., 224 ; also quoted by
RAGHIB AL-ISFAHANT, A/-Mufraddt Fi Gharib al-Qur'dn, 23.

* Ibid

¢ MaupODi, Tafbim al-Qur'in, Eng. tr. Towards Understanding the Qur’dn,(tr. Z.1. ANsari), Vol.L, Leicester, 1988, pp. 87, 242,
265.
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non-Jewish or unscriptured. Thus even with regard to 2:78 where such an
interpretation is cleatly inadmissible, because the whole description is about the
Jews, he imposes that interpretation upon the expression and says that "careful
reading of the verse shows that the reference is to the people without a written
scripture."’ That it is not at all so will be clear if we look at the '#yah and its
context a little carefully. It runs as follows:
Oytkay W pn Oy Gl WIS 0 ks ¥ 0 el g

"And among them are wmmiyyéin who do not know the book except ‘améiniyya; and they do

naught but conjecture.” (2:78)

Watt gives a translation of the 'dyah up to the expression 74i ‘aminiyya as:
"among them are ‘wmmiyysin who do not know the book except from hearsay" and
adds that the rendering of 7/i ‘aminiyya as "except from hearsay", which is
Pickthall's, "is much disputed but hardly affects the atgument." Also, citing
Pickthall Watt says that &7#b should be translated as sctipture.”

Watt is right in saying that Pickthall's rendering of the expression i ‘aminiyya
"is much disputed”. In fact it is simply wrong; for no standard lexicon or
dictionary puts that meaning on it. Its generally accepted meaning is "desires",
"whims" or words to the same effect. In fact if Watt had taken the trouble to
refer to A. Yusuf Ali's translation, the first edition of which appeared in 1934,
only four years after that of Pickthall's, he would have found that the expression
has been translated there as "desires". Even A.J. Arbetry gives its meaning as
"fancies"’. Watt seems to have chosen to use Pickthall's translation because he
thinks it supports his interpretation of ‘wmmiyydn hete as people without a
scripture.

But apart from the disputed meaning of ‘amdiniyya, the ‘dyah does in no way
support the interpretation of ‘wmmiyyiin given here by Watt. The whole context of
the ‘dyab is a description of the conduct of the Jews of the time. Thus ‘dyah 76 of
the sirah speaks of their concealing important aspects of the revelation they
themselves had received; while ‘4yah 77 states , by way of a warning to them: "Do
they not know that Allah knows what they conceal and what they reveal?” Then
comes ‘dyah 78, which is quoted above, starting with the expression: "And among
them...", thus continuing the desctiption; and the succeeding dyah 79 refets to
their practice of giving out their own compositions as revelations from Allah,

' WATT, Mubammad's Mecea, 53.
® Ibid
*  AJ. ArERRY, The Koran Interpreted, O.U.P. (Paperback), 10.
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thus elucidating one of the ways in which they used to indulge in their ‘amdiniyya
(fancies) in respect of Allah's revelation. In fact the description and censute
continue till ‘dyah 82. Obviously the ‘dyab refers to the ‘ummiyyin of the Jews, i.e.,
the uninformed and ignorant ones of them, not to any other group of people. If
the reference here was to the Arabs or unscriptured people in general, the
expression wa minbum (And from among them) would be totally irrelevant and
uncalled for; because the Arabs or other non-Jewish people there were all
unscriptured.

Even keeping aside the context and taking the ‘4yah in isolation, it is impossible
to reconcile Watt's interpretation with it. Thus employing the English equivalents
suggested by Watt himself the translation of the 'dyah would stand as: "And
among them are unscriptured people who do not know the scripture (a/-kitib)
except 'amdniyya.." 1t is simply pointless to allege that an "unscriptured people"
did not know the scripture! Such a statement, besides being nonsense, does not
have the force of censure which is the unmistakable tenor of the ‘4yab in question.
The oddity of the interpretation would be all the clearer if we take into
consideration the last part of the ‘4yah which, characteristically enough, Watt does
not mention. This last clause consists of five words - wa in-bum 'illéd yagunniina -
"and they do naught but conjecture." This clause is just in continuation of the
censure and in the nature of an elaboration of the term ‘amdniyya used previously
in the '4yah. Hence this concluding clause of the ‘dyab also will have no force of
censure and no sense if the expression ‘wmmiyyin here is taken to imply a people
who have not received any scripture; for it is no fault in such a people that they
should only conjecture about the contents of #he book. Thus, whether considered
in its context or in isolation the 'dyab cleatly means that "among them", that is
among the Jews about whom the whole discussion is going on here, there are
‘ummiyydin, that is the illiterates and ignorant ones of them who do not take care to
study their own scripture, who only follow the dictates of their fancies and
indulge in conjectures. Not only that, they also give out their own compositions
as the book from Allah, as the succeeding ‘dyah 79 says. This latter statement also
would be meaningless if the ‘ummiyyin about whom it speaks is taken to mean a
people without a scripture; for there was no question for such a people giving out
something as the scripture to the people.

Thus Watt's conclusion is totally wrong and based on a faulty understanding of
the ‘dyab in question, and on a still more wrong assumption that the word ‘ummiy
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is used in the Qur'an always and invariably in the sense of an unscriptured
people.

Watt thinks that the word ‘wmmiy is derived from the Hebrew phrase wmmot ha
‘olam (the peoples of the world of gentiles). Such might have been the case; but
there is the more authoritative view that it is derived from the Arabic word “wmm
(mother) and therefore ‘wmmiy means a person who has no acquired knowledge
except what he received at his mother's cradle. In any case, it is fairly certain that
the Jews used to refer to non-Jews as ‘wmmiy or unscriptured people. They did so
detisively to imply that since the other people did not possess any revealed book
they were devoid of knowledge and learning or, in other words, they were
ignorant and illiterate. Thus even from the Jews' practice the word bore the
meaning of illiterate or ignorant. It may be recalled in this connection that the
ancient Greeks also used to refer to all non-Greek (non-Hellenic) people as
"barbatians". This word also conveyed not simply the meaning of non-Greek but
essentially that of a person beyond the pale of civilization and culture. And it is
this latter meaning that ultimately prevailed to the exclusion of the original
meaning. Similarly the Arabs used to refer to a non-Arab as ‘zjam, that is one
who is unable to express himself fluently, the original meaning of ‘4rab being one
who could express himself fluently. Subsequently the original meaning of 'zjam
receded into the background and it came to imply simply a non-Arab or
foreigner. Again, the ancient Hindus used to call a non-Aryan a yavana; but
subsequently the word came to denote not simply a non-Atyan, but a
non-Hindu, more particularly a Muslim. It is thus clear that such words had both
original as well as acquired meanings and that for a period of transition those
words bore both meanings. It appears that in so far as the word 'wmmiy is
concerned, both its original and acquired senses were in vogue when the Qur'in
was revealed. Hence we find it used in both the senses in the Qut'dn, the exact
sense at each place to be determined by the context and tenor of the statement.
Also, it is well known that in every language there are many words each of which
bears a number of meanings depending on the context and the situation.

As shown above, the term ‘wmmiy has definitely been used in the sense of
"unlettered” in 2:78. There are five other places where the term occurs in the
Qur’an. In three of these places, namely, 3:20, 3:75 and 62:2, the term occurs in
the plural and accusative form and in each of these places it may be taken either
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in the sense of illiterate and uninformed people or in that of people without a
scripture.

At the other two places, namely, 7:157 and 7:158, it is used in its singular form
and as a personal epithet of the Prophet. At each of these places it signifies an
unlettered person and it can in no way be taken to mean a person without a
scripture or a non-Jewish individual. This would be evident if we simply looked at
the relevant parts of these two ‘dyabs. They run as follows:
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"Those who follow the Messenger, the ummiy (unlettered) Prophet, whom they find mentioned
to them in the Tawrab and the Inj/, ... So those who believe in him, respect him and help him, and
follow the /ight which is sent down with him, they are the ones who will succeed." (7:157)
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"Say O mankind, I am Allah's Messenger to you all... So believe in Allah and His Messenger,
the ‘wmmiy (unlettered) Prophet who believes in Allah and His Words. And follow him so that you

may get guidance.” (7:158)

Two points need to be specially noted about these two ‘dyabs. In the first place,
while the burden of the first ‘Zyah is that the Prophet was sent as Messenget of
Allah to Jews as well as Christians "who find him mentioned to them in the
Tawrah and the Injil', the second "dyab states that he was sent to all the people of
the wotld. This being the main burden of the two 'dyabs it would be quite
inappropriate to emphasize here his non-Jewish origin or Arab ethnic affiliation.
In fact it would be simply self-defeating to say that a non-Jewish or unscriptured
Prophet was sent to the Jews and Christians who had their scriptures. Rather,
keeping in view the fact that it was the unbelievers' frequent allegation that what
Muhammad (p.b.h.) was giving out was his own fabrication, and also the fact that
the appeal was addressed to a wider audience, it is only natural that the case was
put in the way best calculated to rebut the allegation and convince the audience.
Second, both the gyabs also say, implicitly as well as explicitly, that the Prophet
had been endowed with a revealed book which he himself believed (who believes
in Allah and His Wortds <l 5 &0y o5 31 ) and asked his audience to believe in it
(and follow #he /ight which is sent down with him 4 J3f il ;53 14eily ). Thus at
both the places the expression can only mean an unlettered or untutored Prophet,
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not at all a non-Jewish or unscriptured Prophet. For one thing, it would simply be
antithetical to describe him as an "unscriptured" Prophet when he had already
received a scripture (&##4b) and which he had been asking all the people —
Makkans, Arabs, Jews, Christians and "all the people" of the wotld — to believe.
The whole point at issue was whether the scripture he claimed to have received
from Allah was to be believed or not. In that situation it simply could not have
been said that he was an "unscriptured” Prophet.

Whatever meaning one may like to put on this term, it should once again be
stressed that this word is not the sole Qur’inic evidence of the Prophet's being an
unlettered person. As already noted,' thete are 2 number of QurAnic statements,
made mainly in reply to the various allegations of the unbelievers, that
unmistakably show that the Prophet was unacquainted with the art of reading and
writing and that this fact was so well known to his adversaries that they were
forced to modify their lines of attack saying that he had got his texts written
down and read unto him by others.

Before leaving the topic it would be worthwhile to mention that Watt opens his
discussion by observing that the "main body of later Muslim opinion argued that
the Qur’an was all the greater miracle because Muhammad could neither read nor
write..."? It must at once be pointed out that Muslims hold that the Prophet was
unlettered not because the "main body of later Muslim opinion" argued that for
the sake of proving the miracle of the Qur’dn, but because the Qur’dn itself
clearly proves him to be so and throws out a continuing challenge to any one to
come up with a single s#rah comparable to any of its long or short s#rahs. Watt's
premise and the way in which he misconstrues the Qur’nic statements in this
regard only indicate that he is out to prove the reverse, namely, that the Prophet
did know reading and writing and, by implication, the Qut’dn is not much of a
miracle. But after all his laboured misinterpretations and faulty arguments he
concludes that probably "Muhammad was able to read and write sufficiently for
business purposes." Obviously the question his conclusion suggests is: Was it
likely or natural for anyone with such modest knowledge of the three Rs and
without any prior literary effort of any sort till at least the fortieth year of his life
to produce all of a sudden a text which constitutes acknowledgedly "the supreme
classic" of Arabic literature? Unfortunately Watt has not asked himself the
question, let alone answering it.

Supra, pp. 17-20.
WaTT, Mubammad's Mecca, 51.



CHAPTER II
THE ALLEGED BORROWING
FROM JUDAEO-CHRISTIAN SOURCES

I.INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

A good deal has been written on the theme of the Prophet's having allegedly
drawn on Judaism and Christianity in formulating his doctrines and teachings.
The aim of these writings has invariably been to show, on the one hand, his
preparations for the role he played and, on the other, to disprove the divine origin
of the Qur'dn. The first modern scholar to advance this line of the assumption
seems to be Abraham Geiger' who concentrated on the supposed Jewish
influence on the Prophet. He was shortly afterwards followed by William Muir
who was perhaps the first modern scholar to advance the theory as a whole and
did most to popularize it. Since his writings a2 number of works have appeared on
the subject.? In 1926 was published Richard Bell's The Origin of Isiam in its Christian
Environment. Shortly afterwards the Jewish case was stated in C. C. Torrey's The
Jewish Foundation of Islan? and restated in A. I Katsh's Judaism in Islam.* The sheer
volume of these writings calls for an independent treatment of it. The scope of
the present work, however, allows only an epitomization and discussion of the
main assumptions which are in fact reflected in the works of Muir, Margoliouth
and Watt.

I1. SUMMARY OF THE ASSUMPTIONS

Muir says that Muhammad (p.b.h.) obtained his knowledge of Judaism and
Christianity through his contact with the followers of those religions in Makka,
Madina and the ‘Ukaz fair, as well as in the course of his trade journeys to Syria.
Even as a child he is said to have seen the Jews at Madina, "heard of their
synagogue and wotship, and learned to respect them as men that feared God."?
Muir of course rejects as "puerile" the story of a meeting between Nestorius and
the Prophet during his second journey to Syria leading Khadijah's (r.a.) trade

! ABranAM GEIGER, Was hat Mohammed aus dem Judenthem aufg 7, Bonn, 1833.

% Of such works mention may be made of (a) WiLHELM RUDOLPH, Abhangigkeit des Qorans von Judentum und Die Christentunm,
Stuttgart, 1922; (b) Tor ANDRAE, Der Ursprang des Islams und des Chrisientam, Stockholm, 1926 (Fr. tr. Les Origins de ['lslam le
Christianisme, Paris, 1955); (¢} K. AHgens, "Christliches in Qoran", ZDMG, 1930, 15-68, 148-190 (also his Mubammed als
Religionsstiffer, Leipzig, 1935).

* New York, 1933, republished 1967.

* New York, 1954.

> MUIR, gp.o#, third edition, 15 (st edition, II, 8).
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caravan to that place. Yet, says Muir, "we may be certain that Mahomet lost no
opportunity of enquiring into the practices and tenets of the Syrian Christians or
of conversing with the monks and clergy who fell in his way."! As specific
instances of such contacts, however, Muir mentions only three, namely, (a) the
Prophet's having heard as a boy the preaching of Quss ibn Si‘ida at the ‘Ukaz
fair,? (b) the contact with Zayd ibn Harithah whose ancestors, Muir supposes, had
been exposed to the influence of Christianity and who, though sold as a slave
when a little boy, must have communicated whatever impressions he had of
Christianity to Muhammad (p.b.h.);> and (c) the contact with Waragah ibn Nawfal
who, as Muir puts it, "had an acknowledged share in satisfying the mind of
Mahomet that his mission was divine."* Muir further says that Muhammad
(p-b.h.) must have noticed the differences and conflicts among the Christians and
the Jews but nonetheless he obtained from them the idea of One True God, of
divine revelation, of a Book and of a name, that of Abraham (Ibrihim), which
both Jews and Christians repeated with profound veneration and who was "the
builder of the Kaba and author of the rites observed there by every Arab tribe.".
Muir also says that while in Syria the Prophet must have observed what is called
"the national profession of Christianity" there. As a result of all these, concludes
Muit, Muhammad (p.b.h.) thought of acting the part of a Christian bishop, "but
on a still wider and more catholic scale."

Having said this, and being obviously aware of the differences between the
teachings of the Qur’dn and the articles of the Christian faith, Muir attempts to
explain the position by saying that the Prophet derived his information from the
"orthodox party", the "ecclesiastics and monks of Syria", and thus he obtained a
"distorted" and faulty view of Christianity, particularly with regard to Maty and
]esus.6 Had he been given a cotrect view, observes Muir, he would have become a
Christian instead of founding a new religion. Muir therefore laments that "the
misnamed catholicism of the Empire thus grievously misled the master mind of
the age, and through him eventually so great a part of the eastern world."

The views thus advanced by Muir were taken over and repeated by subsequent
writers. Thus Margoliouth, for instance, builds upon Muit's suggestions and says

Ihid., 20 (1st edition, 11, 18).

1bid., 15-16 ( 1st edition, II, 7-8).
Ibid., 34 ( 1st edition, 11, 49-50).
Thid.. (1st edition, II, 52).

15id.,16 (15t edition, II, 8-9).

Ibid., 20-21 (1st edition, I1, 19-20).
Ibid.
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that in the course of his trading activities Muhammad (p. b. h.), picked up
information, most of it from "conversations (e.g.) at wine-shop or from listening
to story-tellers" among whom were "Jewish dealers who traded in clothes."' From
such intercourse with the Arabian Jews and Christians the Prophet is said to have
"derived a sort of biblical phraseology".? Also, he is said to have been so
engrossed in business that "traces of this calling are found all over his Sacred
Book."* Like Muir, Margoliouth also says that Muhammad (p.b.h.) got the idea of
a Prophet, of divine revelation, of a Book, etc. from the Jews and Christians and
that the Prophet's knowledge about these two systems was faulty and
"superficial".* Margoliouth adds, however, that as time went on the Prophet's
knowledge about the biblical stories improved. There "is no question", wtites
Margoliouth, "that as the Koran grew in bulk, its knowledge of biblical stories
became somewhat more accurate: and though this greater degree of accuracy may
have at times been due to the Prophet's memory, it is more likely that he took
such opportunities as offered of acquiring more information."

But while Muir laments that a distorted view of Christianity prevented
Muhammad's (p.b.h.) ultimate conversion to that system, Margoliouth seeks to
explain that outcome in terms of the Prophet's design and personal ambition. The
part which the Prophet played, says Margoliouth, was "present to his mind for
many years, suggested by conversations with Jews and Christian and Parsees", all
of whom had "one thing which the Arabs had not: a legislator, who had acted as
divine commissionet... Yet each nation ought to have a leader. Here then was an
opportunity for a Prophet."

Echoing Muit's view that the Prophet observed and was impressed by the
"national profession of Christianity" in Syria, Margoliouth says that when he (the
Prophet) visited countties where "the whole population was subjected to the law
of God" he was convinced of the backwardness of his own countty and of the
need for reform which he decided to carry out by assuming the role of a prophet
and by means of a revelation which he saw as "an indispensable preliminaty of
progress."” He did not think of either Judaism or Christianity because, according

! MARGOLIOUTH, 6p.4t., 60.

% Ibid., 58-59.

* Ibid,69. Here Margoliouth refers to C.C.Torrey's Commervial-Theological Terms in the Koran, Leiden, 1892, without
specifying the author and title of the work.

* MARGOLIOUTH, gp.cst., 76-T7.

¥ Ibid, 106.

¢ Ibid., 73.

7 Ibid, 4.
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to Margoliouth , Christianity "could not be dissociated from subjection to the
suzerainty of Byzantium and Mohammed was far too great a patriot to
contemplate the introduction of a foreign yoke." Also, even if converted to "an
established religion, he could not have pretended to such knowledge of it as older
members possessed."’ Hence he decided to reproduce the role of Moses or Jesus.
"Being a cool-headed student of human nature", further states Margoliouth,
Muhammad (p.b.h.) could see that "they were men, and what they had done he
could do." His plans are said to have been facilitated by the prevailing
differences between the Jews and the Christians and between the latter's tival
sects, and at Madina he "claimed that it was his mission to put them right where
they disagreed."

These Muir-Margoliouth assumptions have been adopted and developed by
Watt. Thus, he deals rather elaborately with what he calls the "relation of Islamic
teachings to Judaeo-Christian sources” and states that "one of the theses" of his
book, Mubammad at Mecca, is that the greatness of Islam is largely due to a
"fusion" of some Arab elements "with certain Judaeo-Christian conceptions."* He
sets the theme on a wider plane and speaks about the influence of these "sources"
upon the then Arabs in general, or rather on Muhammad's (p.b.h.) environment,
as well as upon him individually.” Like his predecessors Watt holds that the
concept of monotheism was derived mainly from Christianity and Judaism.
Though not excluding the possibility of influence from the monotheistic groups
like the panifs he discounts any "movement" as such towards monotheism® and
asserts that the "premonitions of monotheism among the Arabs must have been
due mainly to Christian and Jewish influences."’ Like Muir and Margoliouth,
again, Watt traces these influences through the Arabs' contact with the Jews and
Christians in Arabia and with the Byzantine Empire, which was Christian and
"whose power and civilization they greatly admired", and also Abyssinia and even
Al-Hirah, which "was an outpost of the East Sytian or Nestorian Church."® Watt
also repeats the Muir-Margoliouth assumption that the idea of prophethood was
derived from Judaism and Chtistianity. The "idea that Hiad and Silih were

Y Ibid, 7.

2 Ibid .78

* Ibid,76-77.

¢ WATT, M. ar M., 23.

* Ibid., 25-29 and Excursus B, pp. 158-161; and Muhammad's Mecca, 36-38.
¢ M. at M., 28; Mubhammad's Mecca, 37-38.

T M oatM, 2.

* Ibid.
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prophets to ‘Ad and Thamud", writes Watt, "was probably a pre-Qur'anic
instance of the application of the Judaeo-Christian conception of prophethood."’

Having thus spoken of the "indirect environmental influence” Watt comes to
the question of "direct" influence and says that there is "good evidence" showing
that the Prophet had 2 "monotheist informant".? This "good evidence" he seeks
in the Qur’anic statement, 16:103, which, it may be mentioned here, is cited also
by Néldeke and Margoliouth to suggest that the Prophet had an informant.’ This
passage gives a lie to the unbelievers' allegation to the same effect by pointing out
that the person they hinted at spoke a foreign tongue, but the Qut’an is in clear
Arabic.* Watt does not, however, cite Margoliouth. Instead, he adopts C.C.
Torrey's peculiar interpretation of the passage’ saying that it shows that the
Prophet did not deny having a human teacher but only insisted that the teaching
came from heaven.’

Proceeding on the basis of that assumption Watt next develops what
Margoliouth says about the supposed growth in accuracy in the Prophet's
knowledge of Biblical stories with the passage of time. Watt cites some seven
Qur’anic passages, which we shall presently notice, to show what he calls the
"growth in accuracy of the acquaintance with Old Testament stories, particulatly
with regard to Abraham and Lot."” He adds that "there are a great many" of such
examples of growth in accuracy, without of course citing them, and says that in
view of these it is difficult for the "western critic" to resist the conclusion that the
Prophet's "knowledge of these stories was growing and that thetefore he was
getting information from a person or persons familiar with them."® In this
connection Watt further refers to the Qur’anic passage 11:51 which says that
neither the Prophet nor his people previously knew the stories of the Prophets
revealed to him. Watt says that the "embarrassment caused by such a verse to
those who want to uphold the sincerity of Muhammad" (p.b.h.) could be resolved
by supposing that he did not make any distinction between the "story" and the
"teaching" implicit in it and by interpreting the term ##h# (We reveal) occurring in

Ibid., 28.

Ibid., 27 and Excursus B, p. 159.

Margoliouth, gp.cit., 106-107.
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C.C.Torrey, The Jewish Foundation of Islam, op.cit., 43£.
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the passage to mean we "cause to understand the teaching implicit in it or the
significance of", etc.!

Reiterating the same views in his latest work and further citing the Qut’anic
statement in 25:4 Watt states that there might have been more than one
informant for Muhammad (p.b.h.) and that the Qur’dn "does not deny that
Muhammad was receiving information in this way" but that it merely insists that
the material thus received "could not have been Qur’dn, since a foreigner could
not express himself in clear Arabic." Watt thus once again states that what the
Prophet received from his informants "would be factual knowledge" but the
"meaning and interpretation of the facts" came to him "by the usual process of
revelation."?

Further, Watt recapitulates and expands the Muir-Margoliouth assumption that
the Prophet had obtained certain distorted and mistaken notions of these two
religions and those notions were reproduced in the Qur’dn. Avoiding Muit's
insinuation against the "orthodox party” and the Syrian Church Watt says that
"the particular Jewish and Christian groups which influenced the Arabs" had
"many strange ideas". Examples of such strange notions, asserts Watt, are the
Qur’anic statement which "suggests that the Trinity consists of Father, Son and
Mary". This statement, emphasizes Watt, "is doubtless a criticism of some
nominally Christian Arabs who held this view". Watt further states that "much of
the detail" from the Jewish side also was incorporated in the Qut’dn, but this
came "not from the sacred scripture but from secondary sources of various
types."

The same thing he repeats in his latest work saying that "some people in Mecca
wrongly supposed certain beliefs to be held by Jews and Christians", namely,
"that Christians took Jesus and Maty to be two gods apart from God, and that
‘Uzayr [Ezra] to be the son of God."* These Qur’nic statements, asserts Watt,
"are palpably false" because "these were beliefs held by the Meccans" and
because, according to him, "it was not essential for God's purposes that false
ideas of this sort should be corrected"”, for He addressed the Arabs "in terms of
their existing beliefs" and the Qur’4dnic message could be communicated "without

correcting these beliefs."® Elaborating the same assumption Watt states that the

b Tbid,

¥ Mubammad's Mecca, 45.
M atM., 27-28.

* Mubammad's Mecca, 2, 45.
b Ibid, 2, 44.
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Qur’an addresses the Arabs in the first instance, speaking "in terms of their wotld
picture", including even points in which that picture was "mistaken". In support
of this statement he refers to the prevailing notion of the earth being a flat space
and quotes some seven Qur’anic passages to show that that mistaken notion was
reproduced in the Qur'in.'

Again, like Muir and Margoliouth, more particulatly the latter, Watt states that
Muhammad (p.b.h.), having observed the unsatisfactory social condition of his
land and people, and having been convinced of the need for bringing about a
reformation, thought that this could be done by means of a revelation or religion.
As Watt puts it, Muhammad (p.b.h.) "may even have decided that this
[unsatisfactory state] could be got rid of by some form of religious belief."
Echoing Margoliouth in a remarkable way, Watt further suggests that Muhammad
(p.b.h.) launched a new monotheistic movement in order to avoid the political
implication of adopting Judaism or Christianity; "for Christianity was linked with
the Byzantine and the Abyssinian empires, and Judaism had support in the
Persian empire. In effect Islam gave the Arabs a monotheism independent of the
empires."” Watt winds up his discussion by adopting in effect Bell's obsetvation
that for "the study of the life of Muhammad it is hardly necessary" to delineate
the relative importance of Jewish and Christian influences; for, he admits, "many
details are disputed". "The main necessity", he emphasizes, "is to realize that such
things were 'in the air' before the Qur’dn came to Muhammad and were part of
the preparation of himself and of his environment for his mission."*

Thus do the orientalists advance identical views and arguments. In general,
these arguments revolve round the following five assumptions:

(1) The circumstantial or environmental influence of Judaism and Christianity;

(2) The alleged specific instances of Muhammad's (p.b.h.) contact with
particular Christian individuals;

(3) The supposed Qur’inic evidence about his informant or informants;

(4) The supposed gradual growth in accuracy in the Qur’an's narration of the
biblical stoties; and

(5) The alleged reproduction of contemporary scientific errors in the Qur’an.

' Ibid, 2, 5-7. The Quranic passages quoted are: 2:22, 13:3; 20:53; 51:47-48; 71:19-20; 78:6-7 and 79:27-33. See below for
discussion on these passages.

* Ibid., 51.

* Ibid., 38.

M atM, 29
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The following is a discussion of the first four categories of arguments. The
fifth, the alleged errors in the Qur’an, is dealt with separately in the next chaptet.

III. ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL INFLUENCE IN GENERAL

It is an acknowledged fact that there were Jews and Christians in Arabia; the
former mainly at Yathrib (Madina) and the latter mainly at Najran. So far as
Makka, the birth-place of the Prophet and the immediate scene of his activities
was concerned, there were only a few Christians of humble social and intellectual
status, being either slaves or petty retailers, and mostly immigrants. One or two
otiginal inhabitants of Makka like ‘Uthman ibn al-Huwayrith and Waraqgah ibn
Nawfal had turned Christians, the former out of personal or political
considerations, and the latter as a result of his search for a better faith. Also the
Makkans conducted trading operations with such countries as Syria and Abyssinia
where Christianity prevailed. It is therefore quite understandable that the
knowledgeable section of the Makkan community, including Muhammad (p.b.h.)
had been aware of both Judaism and Christianity as systems of religion and did
doubtless also know something of the common beliefs and practices of the
votaries of those religions. Indeed all the three of our scholars, Muir, Margoliouth
and Watt, are at one in stating, after all their arguments, that Muhammad's
knowledge of Christianity was at best second-hand, "supetficial" and erroneous.
Margoliouth even states that one reason why Muhammad (p.b.h.) did not
embrace either of these religions was that he realized he could not pretend to
such knowledge of it as its older members possesses. Now, this being obviously
the most that the orientalists think was the level of Muhammad's supposedly
acquired knowledge of the two religions, the question that naturally suggests itself
to the general reader is: Is it reasonable to assume that a person of Muhammad's
(p-b.h.) intelligence and common sense, as on all hands he is admitted to have
been endowed with, would proceed to propound a new religion and challenge the
correctness of both the prevailing systems of Judaism and Christianity on the
basis of a mere hearsay and superficial knowledge of these systems of faiths? The
orientalists, although they spare no pains to prove ambition and preparations on
the Prophet's part to play the role he did, would just not address themselves to
this simple and natural question. The inherent weakness and inconsistency in the
otientalists' approach lies in the fact that they suggest , on the one hand, that the
Prophet was ambitious and therefore careful enough to avoid the political
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implications of embracing either Judaism or Christianity and, on the othet, that
he was careless enough to proceed to found a new religion by picking up
information from bazaar gossips and Jewish story-tellers at wine shops!

The fact is that it is as naive to say that Islam is an amalgam of second-hand
information about Judaism and Christianity with some Arab elements, as it is
absurd to suggest that the Prophet was not cognizant of the two religious
systems. There is no doubt that the concepts of prophethood, revelation and of
Allah as Supreme Lord were known to the pre-Islamic Arabs. The existence of
these concepts does not, however, ipso facto prove they were derived from the
Jews, although the latter undoubtedly possessed these concepts as well. In so far
as the concept of prophethood is concerned, the memory of Ibrihim as Prophet
and founder of the Kaba which the Arabs universally cherished, and the
Abrahamic rites like jgj or pilgrimage to the Ka‘ba were unquestionably
pre-Jewish and pre-Christian. Similatly the concept of Allah as Supreme Lord was
known to the pre-Islamic Arabs independently of any Jewish or Christian
influence. The concept was in fact a remnant of the teachings of Ibrdhim which
had spread in Arabia before the coming into existence of either Judaism or
Christianity. So was the concept of panif as a worshipper of one God, which also
finds mention in the Qur’an. The orientalists of course recognize the existence of
the concept of Allah among the pre-Islamic Arabs; and of late Watt pays special
attention to this point.' But while quoting 2 number of Qur’Anic passages that
clearly show the existence of this concept of Allah among the pre-Islamic Arabs,
and while quoting Teixidor's study of the inscriptions to show that belief in a high
or supreme God was common throughout the Semitic Near East in the
Greco-Roman petiod” and thus trying to illustrate the Prophet's indebtedness to
the prevailing ideas, Watt is very careful in not tracing this concept of a "high
God" in any way to the so-called Judaeo-Christian influence. Nor does he explain
how this particular concept came into existence and continued to survive among
the polytheistic Arabs. He of course suggests, like Margoliouth, that the "archaic"
religion or paganism was in decline because, according to him, of a growing
awareness of the powetlessness of the gods and goddesses.” Also, following
others, he attempts to explain the composition of the word Allah.* Yet, neither

Y WATT, Mubammad's Mecca, 31-36.

% Ihid., 35, quoting Javier Teixidor, The Pagan God: Popular Religion in the Greco-Roman Period, Princeton, 1977, pp. 17, 161.
> WaTT, M. at M., 23-24; Mubammad's Mecca, 35. See also MARGOLIOUTH, gp.cit., 24.

4 Watt, M. at M., 26-27. See also Hitti, gp.czt., 100-101.
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this not the supposed decline in paganism does in itself explain the emergence of
the concept of Allah as "high God".

As regards the concept of monotheism the Qur’an, and for that matter the
Prophet, accused the contemporary Arabs, Jews and Christians of having
deviated from the original teachings of their prophets and of having degenerated
into polytheism. There is thus no question of his having taken over the concept
of monotheism from the Jews and the Christians, because he so unequivocally
controverted and rejected what they said to be the teachings of their scriptures. In
fact, even a cursory glance at the Qur’an unmistakably brings out two undeniable
facts. First, the Qut’an does not claim any originality in the sense of presenting a
new religion. It claims merely to revive and fulfil the same message which it
maintains — and here is its originality — Allah has given to all the Prophets
throughout the ages and to every people. More specifically, it claims its teachings
to be the same as those of Prophets Ibrahim, Mis4 and ‘Isa (p.b.t.), about all of
whom it speaks in glowing terms. Second, it very uncompromisingly rejects and
denounces the polytheistic beliefs and practices of the contemporary Arabs and
also of the Jews and Christians. These two-fold notes of the Qut’in ate just the
reverse of what the otientalists suggest. They say that Muhammad (p.b.h.) had no
first-hand knowledge of their scriptures. He had neither read them himself, nor
was any Arabic version of them available at the time. The Qur’4n, and for that
matter the Prophet, emphatically say, on the other hand, that their teachings are
essentially the same as those of the original scriptures of the Jews and the
Christians. Secondly, the orientalists insist that Muhammad (p.b.h.) detived his
knowledge from those of his contemporary Jews and Christians whom he
happened to meet. The Qur’dn, and therefore the Prophet, insist that the
contemporary Jews and Christians were mistaken and misguided and had
deviated from the teachings of their original scriptures, particulatly in respect of
monotheism.

The only conclusion which any reasonable and impartial observer can draw
from this situation is, first, that Muhammad (p.b.h.) did not make up his teachings
by picking up information from here and there; for in that case he would have
teigned originality, would not have traced his teachings to the previous scriptures
or would have at least so chosen his audience as were not likely to detect the
sources of his information. Secondly, he had not obtained his information from
his contemporaries because he found fault with them and set about to reform
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them and to bring them back to the original teachings of the previous prophets.
Thitdly, since, while saying that his teachings were the same as those of the
previous scriptures, he at the same time stated that he had not read any of them,
and since the orientalists also agree that he had not read any of those scriptures,
his source of knowledge must have been something else than either a first-hand
perusal of those scriptures or a second-hand knowledge of them obtained from
his contemporaries.

Some of the orientalists, particularly Watt, of course suggest a third possibility,
that of there being a monotheist informant or informants for the Prophet. This
assumption raises more questions than it solves. The so-called Qur’anic evidence
on which this assumption is based would be examined presently. It may only be
noted here that the Qur’in, far from indicating that the Prophet had any human
informant, does just the opposite thing of denying such allegation made by the
unbelievers.

It has also been suggested, particularly by Margoliouth, that the Prophet,
having got the name of Ibrihim from the Jews and the Christians, traced his
teachings to him in order to claim precedence over both Judaism and Christianity.
Further, it has been said that the Prophet's denunciation of the Jews and the
Christians began after his break with the former at Madina. These two
suggestions are manifestly untenable. The Abrahamic tradition, the Ka‘ba and the
rites connected with them existed there for ages before the Prophet's birth. If he
had invented the tradition and thus related his teachings to Ibrahim, he (the
Prophet) would have been simply ridiculed not only by his adversaries but also by
his followers. Secondly, the rejection of the concept of sonship or fathership of
God and the assertion that both the Jews and the Christians had deviated from
the teachings of their original scriptures had been very distinctly made in the
Makkan sdrahs of the Qur’dn, long before the migration to Madina and the
subsequent development of enmity with the Jews of that place.

The truth is that it was impossible to get an impression of monotheism by any
amount of observation of and acquaintance with the Judaism and the Christianity
of the day. Even a perusal of the extant scriptures would have hardly conveyed
such an impression. The God in the Old Testament is depicted as essentially a
tribal god, openly partial to the children of Israel. Such a god could scatcely
attract the imagination, far less the adoration, of a non-Israelite population. The
New Testament, on the other hand, obscured and blurred the concept of One
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God by inextricably tagging it with the manifestly difficult and admittedly
mysterious doctrine of the Trinity which conceived God not in easily
understandable Unity but in "God the Father", "God the Son" and "God the
Holy Ghost", these being not distinct qualities of a single entity but three distinct
and separate entities. Moreover, the doctrine of incarnation on which the concept
of "God the Son" rests is essentially no different from the same doctrine of the
Hindus. Like the Christians, a modern Hindu, while acknowledging the existence
of many gods and goddesses and a sort of Trinity in the existence of Brahma,
Vishnu and Siva (Trideva), would equally assiduously assert that his sacred texts do
in the ultimate analysis speak of One and Only True God,' though 2 non-Hindu
finds it difficult to accept that Hinduism inculcates monotheism. And so far as
the practices of the Jews and the Christians of the time were concerned, these
were acknowledgedly beset with the most debasing corruption and superstitions
and as such they were the farthest removed from being model monotheists. Muir
indirectly admits this fact when he squarely decties what he calls the "misnamed
catholicism" of the Empire and the "orthodox party" of the Sytrian church. The
situation indeed continued to deteriorate for several centuries after the emetrgence
of Islam. In fact, the various reform movements in Christianity, particularly the
Cluniac Movement, the Iconoclastic Movement and the Reformation started by
Martin Luther bear an eloquent testimony to the depth of corruption and
superstition into which the Christians and the Christianity of the day had
degenerated. In a way, all these reform movements and the subsequent emphasis
on monotheism, in spite of the adherence to the doctrines of the Trinity and the
divinity of Christ, are by and large an impact of the uncompromising monotheism
enunciated and propagated by Islam. In any case, so far as the state of Christianity
in the 7th-8th century Syria and the neighbouring lands were concerned, it was
more likely to repel than to attract any outside observer. Truly has it been said
that the "self-conceit" which deludes one to assume that the spectacle of
"national" profession of Christianity in Syria impressed the "young reformer"
Muhammad (p.b.h.) has no foundation in historical fact.”

! See for instance the modern Vedandists' views, particularly the views expressed by Devendranath Thakur and his
associates in the mid-nineteenth century, M. M. Aul, The Bengali Reaction to Christian Missionary Activities, 1833-1857,
Chittagong, 1956, chapters IT and II1.

* Huarr, "Une nouvelle source du Koran", Journal Asiatigne, 1924, p. 129. See also George Sale, Observations Historiques et
Critigues sur le Mahometisme, 68-71.
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V. THE ALLEGED INSTANCES OF CONTACT WITH JUDAEO-CHRISTIAN
EXPERTS

The orientalists emphasize the well-known facts of the Prophet's two journeys
to Syria, once in company with his uncle when he was about twelve years of age,
and again as leader of Khadijah's (r. a.) caravan when about twenty-five years of
age. On both these occasions he is said to have come across a Christian monk,
Bahira on the first occasion and Nestorius on the second. As already pointed out,
doubts and improbabilities surround these traditions and the ortientalists
themselves, particularly Muir, reject the stories as "puerile". Nevertheless he
assumes that Muhammad (p.b.h.) "lost no opportunity of enquiting into the
practices and tenets of the Syrian Christians or conversing with the monks and
cletgy who fell in his way." The same assumption is made in a more exaggerated
way by Margoliouth; while Watt also subscribes to the view saying: "Muhammad
had presumably some contact with Christians on his trading journeys to Sytia."’

It must be emphasized that the trade journeys were made to a predominantly
or wholly Christian land. There is thus no question of not making any contact
with Christians. What is necessary to note is that there is no reference whatsoever
in the sources to the Prophet's having taken advantage of those journeys to seek
information about Christianity from any particular monk or any Christian
individual. Even the doubtful accounts of meeting with Bahira and Nestorius
speak only of the enquiries and opinions of those two individuals, and not at all
of the Prophet himself. Also, on the occasion of the reported meeting with
Bahira the Prophet was a mere boy of about twelve and therefore unlikely to
engage in any serious academic discussion. Nor could the nature of the journeys
afford him any leisure to seek diversion in such educational exercise. If he had
made any such educational contact, it would have not escaped unnoticed by the
scotes of others of the leading men of Makka who had accompanied him on both
the occasions and many of whom subsequently opposed his mission. Yet, we find
from the Qut’in that the unbelieving Quraysh leaders accused the Prophet of
having allegedly received instructions only from a foreigner who happened to be
in Makka and further alleged that a group of other people, also presumably in the
city, composed the text of the revelation for him and read it unto him morning
and evening. Had Muhammad (p.b.h.) contacted during his trade journeys to
Syria any Christian monk or layman for obtaining information or even for casual

Y WATT, Mubammad's Mecca, 36.
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discussion, the Quraysh opponents, many of whom had accompanied him to
Syria, would not have failed to make the most of it in their attack against him.
That no such allegatioﬁ was made by them is a decisive proof that he had not
sought information about Christianity or Judaism from anyone in the course of
his journeys to Sytia.

The second so-called instance is the tradition relating to Quss ibn Si‘ida to
which Muir refers specifically and Margoliouth alludes indirectly. It is stated that
the Prophet heard Quss preach at the ‘Uakaz fair'. This tradition is unanimously
classified as spurious and is rejected as such.” Specially, one of its narrators,
Muhammad ibn al-Hallaj al-Lakhmi, is condemned as a confirmed lar
(kadhdhih).> And even according to this spurious teport, the Prophet was only
one of the audience and did not make any enquiries as such with the speaker.
The orientalists' use of this report without any indication of its weakness and
untrustworthiness is indicative of how such materials are uncritically accepted and
cited to support a particular assumption.

Similatly weak is the "instance" of Zayd ibn Harithah of which Muir makes
special mention. It is to be observed that Muir tactfully refrains from saying
directly that Zayd or his parents were Christians, but indirectly introduces the
subject by saying that Christianity had made progress among Zayd's ancestors and
suggests that Zayd, though a boy when sold as a slave, must have remembered
something of Christianity and must have communicated that knowledge to his
foster father Muhammad (p.b.h.). Nothing could be a more far-fetched inference
than this; for whatever the boy Zayd had learnt about Christianity and of that
whatever he could have managed to remember after his disconnection with that
system for at least a quarter of a century, it could be of very little use to any
serious enquirer and would-be-reformer. Moreover, had Zayd acted in any way as
teacher in Christianity for the Prophet and had the latter formulated his doctrines
on the basis of the knowledge imparted to him by Zayd, the latter would surely
have no genuine faith in the Prophet's mission and would not have followed him
so dedicatedly till his death.

! The tradition is recorded in a number of works. See for instance *ABU AL-QAsIM SULAYMAN IBN AHMAD AL-TABARANI,
Al-Mujam al-Kabir (ed. ‘ABD AL-MAJiD AL-SaLAH), X1, 88-89; NOR AL-DiN AL-Havruami, Mapma® al-Zawi'id wa Manba*
al-Fawi'id, IX, Beirut, 1986/1400, pp. 421-422; AL-BAYBAaQl, Dald’il al-Nubuwwah, 1, 453, 454-456 and 457-465.

% See for instance *ABO AL-FARAJ IBN AL-JAwzi, A/l-Mawdd‘at, 1, 213-214; AL-Suvuti, AlLa'dli al-Masnu'ab, 1, 183-1192; *ABG
AL-HAsAN ‘ALl 1BN MUHAMMAD 18N ‘IRAQ AL-KANANI (907-963), Tangth al-Shari'ah al-Matfu'abh ‘an al-‘ahddith al-Shani‘ah
al-Mawdfi‘ah, 1, 3rd impression, Beirut, 1981, pp. 241-243.

* See for instance AL-DHAHABI, Mzdn al-1'idal Ff Nagd al-Rijdl (ed. >ALt MUHAMMAD AL-Bajjawi), 111, No. 7351, p. 509;
Al-Tsabah, 111, No. 7349, pp. 279-280.
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As regards the instance of Waraqah ibn Nawfal, great emphasis has indeed
been placed on it by the orientalists. There is no doubt that Khadijah (r.a.) took
the Prophet, shortly after his receipt of the first revelation, to Waraqah for
consultation. This fact, as already pointed out, shows on the one hand that the
Prophet did not entertain any ambition or intention to play the role of a Prophet.
On the other hand it shows that on his part Waraqah also considered him a
sincere and unpretentious person. Had the Prophet previously received
instruction in Christianity from Waraqah, he would have formed a very different
opinion about the former. In fact, except for this meeting, there is no indication
in the soutces of the Prophet's having previously consulted Waraqah on any
subject, though under the circumstances it is reasonable to assume that the two
knew each other from close quarters. The same reason which has been indicated
above in connection with the Prophet's journey to Syria and his alleged
acquisition of Christian knowledge in the course of that journey may be adduced
the more strongly in the present case. Had the Prophet been in the habit of
receiving instruction in Christianity from Waraqah, that would have formed a
very strong point in the Quraysh leaders' attack on and criticism of the Prophet.

IV. THE SUPPOSED QUR’ANIC EVIDENCE
ABOUT A MONOTHEIST INFORMANT OR INFORMANTS

This brings us to the subject of the Qur’inic statement about the Makkan
leaders' allegation that the Prophet received instruction from others. It is mainly
on this allegation of the unbelievers that Watt and his predecessors have based
the assumption of a monotheist informant or informants for the Prophet. In
doing so, however, Watt, or rather C. C. Totrey, from whom he has taken his cue,
has grossly misinterpreted the Qur’anic texts. To see how this has been done it is
necessaty to quote in original the couple of passages cited by Watt in support of
his assumption. These passages together with Watt's translation, stand as follows:
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"We know they say : It is only a person teaches him. The tongue of the one they hint at is

foreign, but this (the Qur'an) is (in) a clear Arabic tongue." [16:103] (Mubammad's Mecca, 45).
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"The unbelievers say, This 1s only a falsehood he invented; other people helped him with it...
They said, Old-World fables, he has had written; they are dictated to him mormming and evening."
[25:4-5] (16:d.)
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Wiatt, following Totrey,' interprets these statements, particularly the first, saying
"that Muhammad does not deny having a human teacher but only insists that the
teachings came down from heaven."” Elaborating the same statement Watt
writes in his latest work that "the Qut’an does not deny that Muhammad was
receiving information in this way" but only "insists that any material he received
could not have been the Qur’an, since a foreigner could not express himself in
clear Arabic". Hence what he was given by the informant "would be factual
knowledge, whereas the meaning and interpretation of the facts would come to
him by the usual process of revelation."

This interpretation of Watt (and Torrey) is totally wrong. It is also an attempt
on Watt's part to fit in these texts, particularly the first passage, his notion of
revelation (wahy) which he describes "prophetic intuition", a form of the
Prophet's own "consciousness”, something in the nature of "meaning" and
"interpretation” distinct from the facts and words, etc. That notion of Watt's will
be discussed when we come to the subject of revelation.* Here it should be noted
that the most that can be made out of the first passage (16:103) is that there was a
foreign person at Makka who had presumably had some knowledge of either
Christianity or Judaism and who happened to be an acquaintance of the Prophet.
Obviously this fact was taken advantage of by the Prophet's opponents to allege
that he was being "taught" by that person to produce what was being given as
tevelation. The Qur'an refers to this allegation by way of denying it and giving a
lie to it. By no stretch of the imagination could it be suggested that the Qut’an
does not deny the fact of receipt of information from the person alluded to and
that it metely "insists" that the material thus received "could not have been the
Qur’an, since a foreigner could not express himself in clear Arabic." This latter
phrase, "could not express himself in clear Arabic", is Watt's own interpretation
or "tendential" shaping. The clear statement of the Qur’an is that the tongue of
the person insinuated is ‘ajami, i.e., "foreign"; and this is a very strong form of
denial of the unbelievers' allegation. But even allowing the twist in meaning given
by Watt, does it at all sound logical to say that a foreigner, who could not express
himself in clear Arabic, would nonetheless be able to instruct the Prophet, who
by all accounts did not know any foreign language, in the details and subtleties of
Christianity and Judaism? '

' C.C.Torrey, The Jewish Foundation et.., op.cit,, 43ff.
2 Warr, M. af M., 159.

Y WatT, Mubammad's Mecca, 45.

* Infra, chaps. VI and VII.
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In fact it is grossly misleading and somewhat inconsistent to say, as Totrey and
Watt do, that Muhammad (p.b.h.) does not deny having a "human teacher but
only insists that the teaching came down from heaven." If the insistence was that
"the teaching came down from heaven", does it not constitute a denial of a
human teacher? But the insistence was not simply on that the teaching came
down from heaven. It was more strongly and consistently stated that the "text" of
the revelation also came from the heaven. In fact the main challenge of the
Qur’dn was and has been to any one to come forward with a zext similar to any of
its s#rahs. The unbelievers' allegation also had reference to the preparation of the
text of the revelation by the person insinuated; not with regard to the mere fact or
information contained in the revelation. The term yu‘a/limu in contemporary
Arabic parlance meant not simply imparting information but communicating a
text which was usually committed to memory, transmission of knowledge being
at that time almost wholly oral. And because the allegation had reference to the
text of the revelation, the denial of it is made all the stronger by simply pointing
out the utter unreasonableness of the insinuation, that is, by pointing out that the
person insinuated was simply incapable of producing a clear Arabic text. The
denial contains also an element of ridiculing the insinuation. Indeed the nature of
the unbelievers' allegation is more clearly specified in the second passage, 25:4-5,
quoted by Watt and to which we shall presently turn our attention.

Watt's interpretation of the passage 16:103 is wrong in three ways. In the first
place, it totally ignores the context which is that it refers to the unbelievers'
allegation for the sake of giving a lie to it." This is clear not only from the passage
itself but also from its two immediately preceding ‘@yabs, (i.e. 101 and 102). Thus
‘dyah 101 refers to the unbelievers' allegation that the Prophet was a "forget" and
then rebuts it by saying that those who indulged in such allegation did not really
know. "They say, thou art a forger; but most of them know not."* The same
denial is continued and stated in a positive form in ‘dyah 102 which emphasizes
that the revelation was truly brought down from "your Lord" by the angel Jibzil —
"Say, it has been brought down by the Spirit of Holiness (Jibtil) from your Lord."?
"Ayah 103, which is quoted by Watt, is merely a continuation of the same topic of

! It may be noted that Watt and his preceptor Bell tend to belittle the context in interpreting a Qur'anic passage by
assuming that the unit of revelation was almost always a short passage. But no sudden change of subject-matter, nor the
style of language, nor of the form of address from third person to first person, etc., which according to them indicate the
disconnection of a particular passage from its preceding or following @uabs, are applicable in the present instance.

% The text runs as follows: Oyudn ¥ oa 57T b sie cof Lo 1406

® The text runs as: &by o o8 £y, 45 B
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the unbelievers' allegation and the same emphatic denial of it. In fact the
expression: "And indeed We know they say" (04, p&! v 48 ), particulatly the
particle and pronoun ‘annabum clearly indicate this connection with the previous
‘gyabs. In his interpretation, thus, Watt ignores the context altogether and in effect
simply adopts the allegation of the Prophet's adversaries.

Secondly, Watt and Totrey are mistaken in saying that the Qur’an does not
deny what he calls the receipt of information from the foreigner. Leaving aside
the context, the ‘dyab 103 itself contains an unmistakable denial in the term
yulbidiina. It beats a derogatory sense and a reproach, namely, that of deviation
from the truth and the just course, or perversion. All the competent authorities
are agreed that 7/hid means "falsely stating” or "falsifying", takdhib (<355)." In fact
the very verb yulhidiina occurs at two other places in the Qur’an, namely, 7:180
and 41:40; and at both these places it clearly means a wrongful and unwarranted
act’. Significantly enough, A.J. Arberry in his translation of the Qur’an renders the
expression at both the places as blaspheming - "and leave those who blaspheme
His names" and "Those who blaspheme Our signs."’ More important still, the
Qur’an itself uses the root-word ’#/had in apposition to guim or injustice at 22:25;*
and AJ. Arberty rightly translates it :"And whosoever purposes to violate it
wrongfully” etc.’ Hence, though Watt and Torrey translate the expression at
16:103 as simply "they hint at", its correct rendering should be "they wrongfully
suggest", "they unjustly hint at", "they unfairly insinuate", or some such words. It
may further be pointed out that the Arabic equivalent of "they hint at" is_yushirina
7ld, not yulpidiina ild. Thus the correct meaning of the ‘dyab 16:103 should be:
"We indeed know they allege that a human being tutors him. The language of the
individual they unjustly insinuate is foreign, while this (the Qut’an) is in clear
Arabic". Thus, far from there being no denial of the allegation, the text of the
‘dyab clearly labels it as an /pdd, an unjust insinuation.

Thirdly, Watt also ignores the decisive rebuttal contained in the last part of the
‘4yab where it is emphasized that the language of the individual they unjustly

! See for instance BN AL ATHIR, A/-Nibdyah Fi Ghartp al-Hadith wa al- Athir, Pt. IV; AL-ZAMAKHSHARI, ALKachshdf, 11,

Beirut, n.d,, I1, 429; AL-Qurtusi, Tafsir, Pt.VIL, 328 and Pt. X, 178 and MUHAMMAD IBN ‘ALl AL-SHAWKANI, Fath al-Qadi et:.,

Pt.I, second impression, 1964/1383, p. 270 and Pt. II1, 195.

® The two statements run respectively as: (7:180) O ybems 515" b &y s ot 3 0 gaonly il 15
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* AJ.Arserry, The Koran, O.U.P. (Oxford Paperbacks), 1986, pp. 165, 495.
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* AJ.ARBERRY, gp.cit., 336.
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insinuate is "foreign". There is in fact a two-fold denial of the allegation in this
single statement. In the first place, since the person spoke a foreign tongue, it was
impossible on the Prophet's part, who did not know any foreign language, to
follow that person's "instruction" or "exposition". Secondly, as the Qurt’an is in
clear Arabic, it could not have been composed for the Prophet by that individual.
Thus neither in the sense of communicating what is called "facts" or
"information", nor in the sense of formulating the text and wording of the
revelation could the foreigner act as "trainer" for the Prophet.

The denial of the unbelievers' insinuation is continued in the immediately
following two ‘zyahs (16:104-105). 'Ayab 104 warns the unbelievers against the evil
consequences of their rejection of the "signs" of Allah, and "4yab 105 retorts by
saying: "It is but they who believe not in the signs of Allah that forge falsehood;
and they are the ones who lie."’

Thus 16:103 together with its immediately preceding and following couple of
‘@yabs constitute a distinct unit of which the purport is to deny and rebut the
unbelievers' allegation in a very positive, forceful and unmistakable manner. It
should also be noted that there is nothing in these ’4yahs that warrants the
assumption that the unbelievers were referring only to the receipt of information
or facts as distinguished from their "meaning" and "interpretation”, as Watt
would have us believe. On the contrary, the nature and wording of the denial,
especially the emphasis on the language of the person insinuated, make it obvious
that the allegation had reference to the Prophet's inability to produce, by himself,
the text of the revelation.

This nature of the unbelievers' allegation is more specifically spelt out in 25:4-5
which Watt quotes and which should be considered along with 16:103. The
passage 25:4-5 says that the unbelievers' allegation was that the Prophet had the
text of the revelation, which to them was only "old-world fables", written for him
and dictated to him morning and evening. It is noteworthy that in translating this
passage Watt omits the last part of ‘dyah 4 which reads 1,y 5 Wb 145> i | which
means: "they have indeed come up with an injustice and falsehood". Watt omits
to mention this last clause of the ‘gyah obviously because it contradicts his false
suggestion that there is no denial in the Qur'in of the allegation made by the
unbelievers.

' The text mns as: (16:105) 05550 pa 285l 5l @l 0nge ¥ ot QIS (524 L)
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This passage 25:4-5 or rather this s#rah is unanimously regarded as earlier than
sérah 16 in the order of revelation.' This is all the more reason why the allegation
contained in 16:103 should be considered in conjunction with the allegation in
25:4-5; for it would be obviously absurd on the unbelievers' part first to suggest
that the Prophet had the passages of the revelation written for him by others and
tecited by them to him morning and evening, and then to state that he had only
obtained the "facts" and "information" from an individual. It is thus obvious that
the allegation of incapacity on the Prophet's part to produce the revelation by
himself had reference not simply to the "facts" and "information" but to the text
and language of the revelation as well. But whether one likes to assume that the
allegation had reference to facts and information alone, or whether one admits
the obvious fact that the allegation had reference to both the facts and the text,
the concluding part of ‘Zyah 25:4, which Watt chooses to withhold from his
readers, characterizes the unbelievers' allegation as a manifest injustice (z#/7) and
a palpable falsehood (%#r). Nothing could be a stronger and clearer denial than
this. '

Watt does mention that the Muslim commentators of the Qut’an are not in
agreement about the identity of the person or persons "hinted at" by the
unbelievers and give several names, "mostly of Christian slaves" in Makka.” But
what Watt fails to do is that he does not complete the story; nor does he pursue
the questions that naturally arise out of his assumption. These questions are: (a)
Why, aftet Muhammad (p.b.h.) had come forward with his claim to Prophethood
and after he had passed some time in publicly calling people to believe in his
mission — why any knowledgeable Jew or Christian should have come forwatd to
help promote his claim by supplying him with information about Judaism and
Christianity? (b) Why the Quraysh leaders, with their power and influence and

' This s#rah ( al-Furgan) is placed between the 38th and the 42nd in the order of revelation by classical Muslim scholars.
On the other hand, orientalists like RoDWELL and NOLDEKE count it as the 66th in the order of revelation, and MUIR places
it as the 74th. S#rab 16 (@/-Nah), on the other hand, is placed between the 67th and 72nd by the Muslim scholars; while
RopweLL and NOLDEKE place it as the 73rd, Muir puts it as the 88th and A. JEFFERY as the 46th. (See MuHAMMAD
KHALIFA, The Sublime Qur'dn and  Orientalism, London and New York, 1983, Appendix I, and MuHAMMAD ‘IZzAT
DArRwAZAH, Siat al-Rasél ete., 1. Beirut, n.d. [1400 H.], pp. 145-149. ’

? Watt, Mumammad's Mecca, 45. Several names were indeed suggested. The most frequently mentioned name is Jabr, a
Christian slave of Al-Fakih ibn al-Mughirah, who had embraced Islam. Ibn Ishiq says that this Jabr was a slave of Band
al-Hadrami. Another name suggested is Ya‘ish, a slave of Bani al-Hadrami or Ban{ al-Mughirah, or of Band ‘Amir ibn
Lu’ayy. It is further said that Band al-Hadrami had two slaves, one named Jabr and the other named Yasar or Nabt. They
were sword-smiths and the Prophet is stated to have occasionally visited them and talked to them. Ibn ‘Abbis says that
the person referred to was Balam, a Christian who had some knowledge of the Bible. According to Al-Qurtubi, the
person alluded to was a Greek Christian at Makka named Maysara. Another report says he was ‘Addas, a servant of
‘Utbah ibn Rabiah. A still another view is that he was ‘Abs, a servant of Huwayrith ibn al-‘Uzzd. See AL-QURTUBI,
TafsinX, 177-178 and AL-ZAMAKHSHARI A/-Kashshdf, 11, 429.
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their knowledge and control of affairs of the then not very big town of Makka,
and especially of their constant watch upon the activities of the Prophet and his
acquaintances — why did they not make use of any such "informant" to expose
the Prophet's "pretensions"? (c) If, on the other hand, such "informant" or
"informants" were from among the Christian and Jewish converts to Islam, why
should they have continued to have faith in the Prophet's mission and leadership
when they found out that he needed their knowledge and help in formulating
what he gave out as revelation from Allah? Significantly enough, Watt does not
raise these very pertinent questions, let alone answering them. If he did raise the
questions, he would have found that the Muslim commentators have made it
clear that the Quraysh leaders made the allegation in question because of the
existence in the ranks of the Muslims a few Christian converts and that the
Makkan leaders did not stop by simply making the allegation. They tortured a
number of such converts in order to extort an admission from them to the effect
that Muhammad (p.b.h.) had obtained help from them. It is further mentioned
that one of such victims of oppression, Jabr, when persecuted and tortured to the
extreme, gave out the significant reply: "It is not I who teaches Muhammad,
rather it is he who teaches and guides me."!

V. THE SO-CALLED GROWTH IN ACCURACY IN BIBLICAL INFORMATION

Indeed, it does not at all stand to reason that a person of Muhammad's (p.b.h.)
intelligence and common sense would obtain from hearsay and secondary sources
a petfunctory and superficial knowledge of the contents of the Judaeo-Christian
scriptures, which is what the orientalists suggest at the most, and would then
proceed, on the basis of that knowledge, to utter doctrines and stoties claiming
them to be divine revelation. Yet the orientalists not only advance such an absurd
proposition but even go further to suggest in effect that the Prophet was
simpleton and rash enough to give out as revelation whatever little he learnt at
first of a particular Old-Testament story and subsequently modified or improved
upon it as he learnt more of it. Thus, citing a number of Qur’anic passages
relating to Ibrahim and Lt (p.b.t.) which will be considered presently and which
he thinks show "the growth in accuracy of the acquaintance with Old-Testament
stories" Watt concludes that "Muhammad's knowledge of these stories was

' Ar-Qurrust, Tafsir, X, 177.
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growing and that therefore he was getting information from a person ot persons
familiar with them."!

The passages cited bjr Watt are 37:135 C; 26:171 E(D); 27:58 E(D); 7:81 D-E;
15:60 DE; 1:83 E+ and 29:32 E+. It may be noted that Watt follows Flugel's
numbering of the ‘zyabs which differs slightly from the current and standard
numbering; but there is no difficulty in identifying the passages by looking at the
meaning. He does not quote the passages in original, nor does he give their
translation. Also, while citing only one '#yah of each sdrab he evidently has in view
a number of them relating to the topic. The letters placed beside each ‘Zyab
number are, as Watt mentions, indicative of Bell's dating of the passages, C
standing for Makkan, E for early Madinan and E+ for Madinan period.”

It may be noted at the outset that the assumption of "growth in accuracy"” is
based essentially upon the above mentioned dating of the passages. But this
dating is acknowledged to be only "provisional™ and Watt himself entertains
doubts about its accuracy*. Moreover, in his latest work he discards Bell's dating
in favour of R. Blachére's which closely follows that of Néldeke.” Also the way in
which two letters indicating two different periods, sometimes one in brackets, are
placed beside an ‘dyah, is confusing. It should also be noted that all the passages
cited are counted as Makkan by the classical Muslim scholars. In any case, an
assumption of gradual growth in accuracy based upon a system of dating about
the accuracy of which the author himself is in doubt and which he discards in his
latest work is hazardous and misleading.

Apart from the question of dating, however, the passages cited by Watt to
prove his view themselves do not really sustain the theory of "growth in
accuracy” as such. Thus, the first point which Watt attempts to make is that in the
two first mentioned passages (37:135 and 26:171) the member of Lit's "party"”
not saved is "an old woman", in all the other passages it is his wife. This
statement of Watt's is not correct and is cleatly a misunderstanding of the two
passages in question. The statement at both the places starts with 744, "except",
which shows that it is merely a continuation of what precedes in the passage. It is
to be noted that in the ’dyah preceding at each place the material term is ‘ab/.
Hence the meaning at both the places is that all of Lit's @A/ except "an old

WatT, M. at M., 159 (Excursus B).

Ihid., IX.

Ibid.

WaTtT, "The dating of the Qur'an: A review of Richard Bell's theories". J.R.A4.5., 1957, pp. 46-56 (especially pp. 54-65)
WATT, Muhammad's Mecca, 4.
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woman" were saved. The primary meaning of ‘ah/ is "family", even "wife"; while
in a secondary or extended sense it may mean "people" or "inhabitants". This
secondary meaning is clearly inadmissible here; for it is obviously not the
intention of the passages in question to say that all of Lit's people were saved
except an old woman. Nor could it be suggested that among all those of Lut's
people who were punished and destroyed, there was only one old woman. The
obvious meaning of the two consecutive ‘dyahs at each of the two passages
(37:134-135 and 26:170-171) is that all the members of Luat's family were saved
except "an old woman". Thus at both the places Lit's relationship with her is
expressed in an indirect way. The term "old woman" is used here out of
disapproval of her unbelief, not out of an ignorance of her relationship with Lit.
In all the other places, however, the relationship is expressed directly and
explicitly. There is thus no case of inaccuracy in the first two passages, not of
"growth in accuracy” in the other five passages.

Similarly ill-conceived is Watt's second point. He says that in the above
mentioned passages there is "no awareness of the connexion between Abraham
and Lot"; whereas in the other passages "there is explicit mention of the
connexion with Abraham."

Now, a reference to the passages 15:60, 11:83 and 29:32 shows that "the
connexion between Abraham and Lot" which Watt finds in them is only an
indication of their contemporaneity. This comes out as an incidental detail of the
manner in which Allah's wrath and punishment befell Lat's people. These
passages tell that Allah sent some angels who, on their way to Lit's people, also
met Ibrahim, gave him the good tidings of another son to be born to him and
informed him that they were going to Lit's people to punish them. Thereupon
Ibrahim made some pleadings for Lat. Obviously, this incidental detail was not
called for in the other passages where the theme and context are different . In
fact, the emphasis of the first four passages (37:135; 26:171, 27:58 and 7:81) is on
Allah's favours upon the Prophets mentioned and how they were helped to
emerge successful through their trials and the enmity of their own people. The
emphasis of the other three passages (15:60, 11:83 and 29:32) is, on the other
hand, on the conduct of the Prophets' opponents and the evil consequences of
their opposition to and rejection of the message delivered to them. The first
group of four passages are addressed mainly to the Prophet and his followers by

' Wart, M. at M., 159
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way of reassuring and consoling them; the other three are addressed mainly to the
unbelievers by way of warning them about the ultimate evil consequences of their
disbelief and opposition. Hence in the first group of four passages no details are
given of the retribution that befell the rejecters of the truth, nor is there a
mention of the angels who acted as the agents of such retribution upon the
people of Lat. On the other hand, in the other three passages such details are
given, including the coming of the angels through whose conversation with
Ibrdhim the so-called "connexion" between him and Lat appears. There is thus
here, again, no deficiency as such in the first four passages, nor any growth of
accuracy in the other three passages.

It should be mentioned here that the Qut’an refers to historical events and the
stories of the previous Prophets not for the sake of narrating history or telling a
story; it does so essentially for the sake of illustrating a lesson or drawing a moral;
most frequently to emphasize the fact that all the Prophets preached the doctrine
of monotheism (tawhid). Hence different or the same aspects of the life-story of a
particular Prophet are mentioned at different places; and nowhere is a particular
historical event or the story of a Prophet narrated in full and at a stretch, as is
usually the case with ordinary history or story books. This apparent repetition or
partial narration of the stories has been seized by the orientalists to advance the
theory of "growth in accuracy". But a careful look at the passages, ot rather the
s#rahs, would at once expose the speciousness of the theory. It may also be
pointed out that the mere non-mention of a detail, which is not called for by the
theme and context at one place, and the mention of that detail at another place
where the theme and context demand it, is no ground for suggesting inaccuracy
in the first instance, and growth in accuracy in the second. Again, even the
gradual unfolding of facts and details does not in itself prove that a human
informant or informants wete supplying information to the Prophet. The whole
of the teachings of Islam in the Qur’an, the rules and duties, are indeed spelt out
gradually and over a period of some twenty-three years. To cite this fact as proof
of the Prophet's supposedly gradual acquisition of knowledge from some human
tutor or tutors would be a height of presumption.

Apart from these reasons, a closer look at the passages shows that there is
indeed no deficiency in information as such in the four first mentioned passages
ot sirahs. For, not to speak of the Prophets sent to the ‘Ad and the Thamid
peoples (i.e. Hid and Salih), who are mentioned in them but who do not find any
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mention in the Bible, even with regard to Ibrahim such details are given in these
sfirahs as are not to be found in the Old-Testament. Thus, it is in these s#rabs that
Ibrahim is depicted as a propagator of monotheism and a very clear account is
given of his struggles for its sake, his argumentation with his father and people
over their mistaken beliefs, his denunciation and breaking of the idols, his ordeal
by fire, his travel to Hijaz, etc. None of these aspects of his life-story is
mentioned anywhere in the Old-Testament. On the other hand, in the other three
passages where a "growth in accuracy” is assumed on account of the mention in
them of the coming of the angels and their conversation with Ibtdhim, it is
noteworthy that the Qur’anic account of this incident differs materially from that
of the Old-Testament. For instance, it is clearly mentioned in the three passages
under reference that Ibrihim grew curious about his "guests" (the angels in
human forms) only when they declined to partake of the meal prepared for them,
which led to their disclosing their identity and their further conversation with him
including the giving of the good tidings of another son to be botn to him and
their commission about the punishment of Lat's people. The Old-Testament, on
the other hand, simply states that as soon as Ibrahim saw "three men" he "ran to
meet them from the tent door", invited them to be his guests, and on their
acceptance of it, prepared a meal for them, "and they did eat" of it.! Similarly they
"did eat" the food prepared for them by Lit.? Thus neither is a case of deficiency
in information established in respect of the first four passages in question, not is a
case of dependence upon the Old-Testament details proved in respect of the
other three passages. In both the instances the Qur’an goes beyond the
Old-Testament and also differs materially from it. Hence the sources of
Muhammad's (p.b.h.) information must have been other than the extant
Old-Testament and any other human being conversant with it; and no theory of
"growth in accuracy" can logically be sustained here.

Indeed, far from denying the receipt of information from an "informant" ot
"informants", the Qur’dn throws out a challenge declating that neither the
Prophet nor his people previously knew the facts that were being revealed to
him. Thus 11:49 says: .... s Jé 0 S ¥ 5 ool lpaded o8 b 8l Lo 5 ol 2T 0 2l

"That is of the tidings of the unseen, that We reveal to thee: thou didst not know them, neither
thou nor thy people, before this..." (11:49)

Gen. 18:1-8.
Gen. 19:3
The translation is that of A.]. Arberry, gp.cit., 217, with slight modification.
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This ‘dyah together with some others to the same effect are some of the
strongest Qur’anic evidences showing that the Prophet had no previous
knowledge of what was being revealed to him. Hence, as in the case of the
Qur’anic evidence in support of the Prophet's "illiteracy"’, so in this instance too
Watt has misinterpreted this 'Zyah in order to sustain his assumption. Thus,
proceeding on the basis of his assumption that the Qur’an shows the Prophet's
receipt of information from some one, Watt states that this ‘Zyab 11:49 poses an
"embarrassment" to those "who want to uphold the sincerity of Muhammad" and
then attempts to explain away this supposed embarrassment by having recourse
to his peculiar notion about revelation (wahy). He says that the facts and
information about the prophetic stoties came from human sources, but the
"teaching" and "ulterior significance of the stories came to Muhammad by
revelation".? But having said this Watt seems to recall his general thesis that even
in respect of ideas and concepts the Prophet borrowed them from
Judaeo-Christian sources. Hence Watt hastens to add that since "Judaeo-Christian
ideas had become acclimatized in the Hijaz", the ideas that the Qut’an
presupposed did not require to be specially communicated"”, but that the "precise
form" in which they were to be "integrated so as to be relevant to the
contemporary situation, could have been given them only by the prophetic
intuition."

It must at once be pointed out that the assumption of the Prophet's having
received information from any human source is totally groundless and wrong.
Also it is true that the Prophet and his people did not know the facts that were
being given through the revelation. Hence the ‘4yah quoted above does in no way
pose an embarrassment; nor is there any need for explaining away that supposed
embarrassment by reducing the meaning and scope of tevelation to merely "the
precise form" in which the stories or the ideas were to be "integrated" so as to
make them relevant to the contemporary situation.

That the Prophet was receiving the facts (as well as the text) through the
revelation is clear from the Qur’anic passages themselves. The key wotd in the
passage quoted above (11:49) is ‘anba’ (:\sf). Watt himself translates this word as
"stories". Nonetheless he suggests that their "teaching” and "significance" only
should be understood. This suggestion is made just for the sake of fitting his

' Supra, pp. 15-20.
Watt, M. ar M., 160.
' Ibid, 160-161.
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assumption in this ‘4yah . The plain Arabic equivalent of ‘anbd’ is ‘akbbir (,t=1);
and both mean "facts" or "accounts"; and A.J. Arberry's rendering of the
expression as "tidings" comes nearer to conveying the correct meaning. Indeed
‘anbi, when it emanates from Allah,' means "facts" and "true accounts" without
the slightest doubt or untruth about them. But even if Watt's translation of the
word as "stories" is allowed, there is nothing here or elsewhere in the Qut’an to
sustain the claim that it means merely "teaching" and "significance" to the
exclusion of the facts. It may be noted that besides the various derivatives from
the root, the word naba’ (G ) in its singular form occurs in the Qur’in at some
seventeen places,” while the plural form ‘anbi’ in some 12 places.” At each of
these 29 places it signifies facts and circumstances. It is not necessary to look into
all these places. It would suffice if we look at only the two other places, besides
11:49 where it has been used with the same emphatic assertion that the Prophet
had no prior knowledge of what was coming to him as revelation. One of these
places is 3:44 which runs as follows:
oMslrﬂndb)ﬁ,ygrﬂfr«wto,ﬁgsuﬁ,_.uc.;{u,wu,,.,; ot e e Bl
"That is of the tidings of the unseen , that We reveal to thee; for thou wast not with them,

when they were casting quills which of them should have charge of Mary; thou wast not with them
when they were disputing."*

And the other "dyah, 12:102, runs as follows:

RY CYPUAPIV L A POIVE B PUTIIRCR- g RO R PIE R S VRO

"That is of the tidings of the unseen that We reveal to thee: thou wast not with them when they
agreed upon their plan, devising."

It is noteworthy that the last part of each of these two 'dyabs beginning from
"thou wast not with them" is an explanation of the ‘anbd’ given to the Prophet
and it tefers to specific facts and circumstances, not to mere "meaning" and
"significance" of some facts.

The same emphasis on the Prophet's innocence and lack of prior knowledge of
the facts that were being revealed to him is reiterated (though without the specific
expression ‘anbd’) in another highly expressive Qur’inic passage, 28:44-46, which
runs as follows:

e Jplasi Uy 3 GLasl S0 5 sl e Uy a1 g B 31 A iy ST L
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! Watt of course does not admut that the revelation received by the Prophet was from Allah .

2 Q. 5:27; 6:34; 6:67; 7:175; 9:70; 10:71; 14:9; 18:3; 26:69; 27:22; 28:3; 28:21; 38:67; 38:88; 49:6; 64:5 and 78:2.
> Q. 3:44; 6:5; 7:101; 11:49; 11:100; 11:120; 12:102; 20:99; 26:6; 28:66; 33:20 and 44:4.

*  AJ. ARBERRY, gp.dit., 51.

* Ibid, 237.
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"Thou wast not upon the western side when We decreed to Moses the commandment, nor
wast thou of those witnessing; but We raised up generations, and long their lives continued.
Neither wast thou a dweller among the Midianites, reciting to them Our signs; but We were
sending Messengers. Thou wast not upon the side of the Mount when We called; but for a mercy
from thy Lord, that thou mayest watn a people to whom no warner came before thee, and that
haply they may remember." (28:44-46).'

All these Qur’anic passages (11:49; 3:44, 12:102 and 24:44-46) are unequivocal
confirmations of the Prophet's innocence and lack of prior knowledge of the
facts and circumstances he was giving out by means of the revelation to him.
They also constitute irrefutable contradictions of the assumption that he received
facts and ideas from human sources and then had had recourse to "revelation" in
order to obtain only "the precise form" in which they were to be integrated so as
to make them relevant to the contemporary situation. Also, these passages are, as
already pointed out, in the nature of challenges to the Prophet's contemporary
adversaries who similarly insinuated that he received information from some
human beings. It should be noted that every part of the Qur’an was given out to
the public the moment it was revealed. In fact the various allegations of the
unbelievers and their rebuttal as they occur in the Qut’an are themselves
unmistakable proofs of instant publication of the texts of the revelations. And
keeping in view the dates of revelation of the above mentioned passages, which
vary from early Makkan to mid-Madinan periods (and Watt himself classifies the
first mentioned passage, 11:49, as C-E+, ie., eatly Makkan to mid-Madinan
period), it is evident that the challenge was repeated not only at Makka but also at
Madina where there were 2 number of well-informed Jews who were against the
Prophet. Yet, there is no indication in the sources of their having taken up the
challenge in any way, nor of their having pointed out any individual or any other
source from which Muhammad (p.b.h.) could have obtained the information.
Nor, as already pointed out, could the unbelieving Quraysh leaders, in spite of
their ceaseless efforts and inhuman torturing of the few Christian converts at
Makka, elicit an admission from them that they had taught the Prophet anything.

VI. DIFFERENCES IN THE QUR’ANIC AND BIBLICAL ACCOUNTS
That the above mentioned passages relate to facts and also prove that the
Prophet did not receive the facts from any person conversant with the Bible is
further evident from the factual differences that are noticeable in the Qur’anic

' Ihid, 396-397.
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and Biblical accounts of the same Prophets. The first mentioned passage, 11:49,
occurs in the context of the account of Nth. Unlike the Old-Testament, it is the
Qur’an which specifically mentions that he preached monotheism and called his
people to the worship of Only One God. Again, unlike the Old-Testament, it tells
that the deluge did not come except after Nah had faced all sotts of opposition
and troubles in the cause of his mission and except after he had become
despaired of his people ever receiving guidance, and also except after God had
revealed to him that they would not believe. Thirdly, it is the Qur’in which
mentions that only those who believed in God were saved. The Qur’an also refers
to what happened to Nih's son for his refusal to accept the truth and how he was
drowned. Fourthly, the Old-Testament says that God became repentant (?) for
His having caused the devastation and resolved never again to do so and, in order
to remind Him of His resolution and "covenant" with Nah, set a2 bow (tainbow)
in the sky, thus implying also the weakness of forgetfulness on His part.' It is
more with reference to such facts as are not mentioned in the Old-Testament but
are stated clearly in the Qur’an that it challengingly tells the Prophet that neither
he nor his people previously knew them.

Similarly the second passage, 3:44, comes in the context of the stoty of
Maryam and ‘Isi (Mary and Jesus). The differences between their story in the
Qur’dn and that in the New Testament are more remarkable. The passage itself
refers to the incident of her cate and protection which information is wanting in
the New Testament. Second, the Qur’an clears her of all imputations of being an
unworthy character and emphatically declares her purity and chastity and states
that Allah selected her as the noblest lady for the extraordinary honour of being
mother of Isi — "O Maryam, Allah has chosen thee and purified thee, chosen
thee above the women of all the nations."” At the same time it makes it very clear
that she was no more than a human being and that she was as much in need of
praying to Allah as anyone else - "O Maryam, worship thy Lord devoutly,
prostrate thyself and bow down (in prayer) with those who bow down."’ As
regards ‘Is4, the Qur'in mentions even such of his miracles as are not related in
the New Testament. For instance, his speaking to the people while he was in the
cradle,* his giving life to clay birds by Allah's permission,” and the table that

Gen. 8:21 and 9:11-16.
2 Q. 3:42. The text runs as: gl sl e Sliaty 8 gy Sikaod @l 0F o o b SN G 3
* Q. 3:43. The text runs as: ;o1 o o))y sdomoty &} 550 o o b

‘£ Q. 3:46.
Y Q. 3:49; 5:113,
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descended unto him from the heaven are mentioned only in the Qut’an. Besides
these, so far as the conceptual aspects are concerned, the Qur’an categorically
says that ‘Isd was no more than a Prophet, that he was not god,' nor a "son of
God"? not one of the Trinity,’ nor was he crucified.*

The third of the passages, 12:102, comes at the end of the story of Ydsuf
which the Qur’in designates as "the most beautiful of stories" (‘absan al-qasas).
This story is told in the Qur'an throughout in a note of spirituality which is
lacking in the Old Testament. The distinctions between the treatments of the
stoty in the two may be best illustrated by placing some of the salient facts in

both in juxtaposition as follows:

The Qur’an

(1) The Qur’dn says that Ya‘qub's special
love for Yusuf was due to his dream and
notion of a great future for his son (12:4-6).

(2) The Qur’an says that Yisuf's brothers
conspired against him before taking him out
with them. (12:9-10).

(3) The Qur’in states that it was Yasuf's
brothers who asked their father to let Yasuf
go with them (12:11-14).

(4) The Qur’an shows that Yusuf did not
divulge his dream to his brothers (12:5).

(5) The Qur’an says that Yasuf's brothers
threw him into a pit wherefrom a passing
caravan picked him up and subsequently
sold him as a slave in Egypt (12:15,19).

(6) The Qur’an says that Ya‘qib did not
believe the story given out by his sons nor
did he despair of getting him back someday
(12:16-18).

7) The Quran states that it was ‘Aziz's
wife who attempted to seduce Yasuf and
shut the door of her room whereupon
Yisuf ran away from her. She snatched her
shirt from behind which was torn as Yasuf
rushed towards the door (12: 23-25).

The Old Testament
(1) The Old Testament says that Ya‘qub's
love for Yasuf was due to his being the son
of an old age (Gen. 37:3).
(2 No mention of it in the Old
Testament.

(3) The Old Testament, on the other
hand, makes Ya‘qib ask Yisuf to go out
with his brothers (Gen. 37: 13-14).

(4) The Old Testament says that Yasuf
told about his dreams to his brothers (Gen.
37:5,9).

(5) The Old Testament says that Yasuf's
brothers first threw him into a pit and then
took him out and sold him to a passing
company of merchants (Gen. 23-28).

(6) The Old Testament says that Ya‘qib
readily believed his sons' false stoty , became
despaired of getting Yuasuf back . and
mourned his loss for a long time (Gen.
333-34).

(7) The Old Testament syas that ‘Aziz's
wife shouted and called for help whereupon
Yusuf left his clothes in het hands and fled
(Gen. 39:12).

Q. 5:19; 5:119.

Q. 4:171; 6:101; 10:68; 17:111; 18:4-5; 19:35; 19:88-89; 19:91-92; 21:26; 23:91; 25:2; 37:152; 39:4; 43:81; 72:3 and 112:3.

1

2

> Q. 4171; 5:76.
4 Q. 4157.
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(8) The Qur’an says that when in the course
of Yusuf's running away he and ‘Aziz's wife
wete at the doot, her husband unexpectedly
arrived thete. She then hastened to allege
that Yasuf had attempted to violate her
honour and without waiting for her
husband's opinion demanded that Yasuf be
put in prison or be appropriately punished
(12:25).

(9) The Qur'an says that Yasuf defended
himself then and there at the door telling the
truth that it was she who had attempted to
seduce her (12:26).

(10) The Qur'an further says that a
witness of the household pointed out that if
Yisuf's shirt was torn in the front he was to
blame; but if it was torn in the backside he

was guilty (12:26-27).

(11) As the shirt was torn in the backside
‘Aziz realized the truth of Yusuf's statement,
asked him to pass it over in silence and also
asked her to seek Allah's forgiveness for her
sinful act (12:28-29)

(12) Information about the affair
nonetheless leaked out and the ladies of the
town started whispering among themselves
about the deed of'Aziz's wife who invited the
ladies to a banquet where at the end of the
dinner she gave each lady a knife and asked
them to cut the fruits laid before them. At
the same time she asked Yasuf to come out
before them. They were so bewitched by the
beauty and countenance of Yisuf that each
of them cut her hand with the knife instead
of cutting the fruit each was holding.
Exultantly °‘Aziz's wife confessed before
them her deed and insisted that if Yusuf did
not accede to her solicitation he would surely
be put in prison and humbled (12:29-32).

(8) The Old Testament syas that ‘Aziz
came back home afterwards when his wife
informed him of Yusuf's alleged offence,
saying that as she cried out for help Yhsuf
left his clothes to her and fled (Gen.
39:14-18).

(9 No mention of it in the Old
Testament.

(10) No mention of it in the Old
Testament.

(11) The OIld Testament says that ‘Aziz's
anger shot up as soon as heard his wife's

complint and instantly put Yasuf into
prison. (Gen. 39:19-20)

(12) No mention of the incident in the
Old Testament.
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(13) Ydasuf himself preferred going to
prison in view of the persistence of ‘Aziz's
wife in her design. ‘Aziz also preferred
putting Yasuf in prison in order to avoid a
scandal (12:33-35).

(14) The Qur’dn says that when the King
of Egypt sent his messenger to the prison
conveying his decision to release Yasuf from
imprisonment and to appoint him to a high
post, he did not jump at the offer but
demanded that the affair which had brought
him mnto prison be first investigated and his
innocence publicly vindicated (12:50).

(15) The public hearing was duly held
and Yusuf's innocence vindicated by the
confession of ‘Aziz's wife of her guilt as well
as by the testimony of the ladies who had cut
their hands in the banquet and before whom
also ‘Aziz's wife confessed her guilt (12:51-52
&12:32).

(16) The Qur'an ends the story by
natrating how Yuasuf was finally united with
his father and brothers and refers to the
whole outcome as a realization of his dream
(12:100).

(17) The Qur’an correctly describes that
Yasuf's brothers used "beasts of burden "
(ba'fr), not camel (jamal/ibil) to carry their
merchandise to Egypt. Camel had not yet
been domesticated in Yusuf's time.

(18) Finally, the Qur'an rightly describes
the Egyptian ruler in this story as "King", not
as "Pharaoh", which came to be used as the
designation of the Egyptian sovereign much
later in the reign of Amenhotep IV, i e,
during the second quatter of the 14th
century B.C.

(13) No mention of it in the Old
Testament.

(14) The Old Testament does not refer to
Yisuf's demand for public vindication of his
innocence and says that he instantly accepted
the king's offer.

(15) No mention of these facts in the Old
Testament.

(16) No reference is made in the old
Testament to the final realization of Yasuf's
dream.

(17) The Old Testament, on the other
hand, describes them as camels not only at
the time of Yusuf but also at the time of
Ishag, the grandfather of Yisuf.

(18) The Old Testament, on the other
hand, throughout terms the Egyptian ruler as
"Pharaoh" not only in the story of Yasuf but
also with regard to events occurring much
eatlier during the time of Ibrahim.
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These are some of the factual differences in the Qut’dnic and Old-Testament
accounts of the story of Yusuf. A detailed comparison would reveal more such
differences.

Similarly the fourth passage, 28:44-46, comes at the end of a narration of some
of the facts relating to Masa (Moses, 28:2-43). Incidentally, this account of the fact
starts with the statement: "We recite unto thee some of the #aba’ (stoty, account)
relating to Misd." The Qur’an indeed tells the story of Misi and his brother
Hartn, as also that of the Israelites in far greater detail than what occurs in the
Old-Testament. There are of course some similarities between the two accounts;
but the differences and the new elements in the Qur’an are fundamental’. (1) The
most important distinction is that the Old-Testament, though it represents Misi
as the "Law-giver", nonetheless accuses him and also Harin of several
improprieties and ultimately depicts them as persons who had betrayed God and
incurred His wrath.? It is even alleged that Hirin was instrumental in introducing
the wortship of the golden calf. The Qur’an, on the other hand, clears them of
such accusations and emphatically asserts that they were Allah's chosen Prophets,
were recipients of His favours, revelation and scripture, were free from the
irregularities ascribed to them and were men who sincerely and devoutly
discharged their duties as Allah's Prophets by calling their people to the worship
of the One Only God.” (2) It also specifically mentions that it was the Israelite
Samird, not HarGn, who was responsible for introducing the worship of the calf.*
(3) It is also in the Qur’an alone that the story of Misi's travel to the "meeting
place of the two seas" is given.’ (5) Again, it is only in the Qur'an that the
significant incident of the Pharaoh's plan to kill Mis4 is revealed and it is further
stated that a "believer" at Pharaoh's court dissuaded him from catrying out his
plan.®

Even with regard to details, as the writer in the Shorter Encyclopedia of Islam
points out, there are a number of differences. Thus (6), in the Qur’dn it is the
Pharaoh's wife, not his daughter, who rescues the infant Masé from the tiver; (7)

! See for a summary of the similarities the Shorier Encyclopaedia of Iskam, 1974 reprint, pp. 414-415.

? Deuteronomy 32:48-52.

* See for instance Q. 2:52-72; 7:144-145; 19:51-53,57-73; 20:39-50; 21:48; 33:69; 37:114-122; 53:38 and 87:19.

* Q. 20:85-86; 20:95-97.

* Q. 18:60-62. The writer in the Sharter Encyclopaedia of Islam (p. 415) rightly says: "The story of Musa's accompanying a
wise man on a journey seems without parallel.)

¢ Q. 40:26-45. The writer in the Shorver Encyclopaedia of Istam, thinking that some aspects of the story of Miisa originated in
Haggada, writes, "The Kur’anic story of a believer at the court of Pharaoch who wants to save Misa is not clear.” Yes; the
comparison which the writer suggests, of course with a question mark, with the story of Jethro in Haggada is really #os
clear. The Qurinic account is quite distinctive, without any parallel in Haggada.
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instead of the seven shepherdesses in the Bible, it is only two in the Qut’in
whom Misa assists; (8) and instead of ten plagues the Qur'dn speaks of nine
mitacles; (9) also Masa strikes twelve springs out of the rock, one for each tribe;
(10) he repents after having slain the Egyptian and (11) he sees the burning bush
at night and desires to take a brand from its fire. (12) The Qur’in also mentions
that the Pharaoh's magicians died for their belief in God.' (13) Also its
description of the capabilities of the Pharaoh's magicians is different from that of
the Bible. The latter ascribes supernatural powers to them but the Qur’an treats
them as mere conjurers. (14) The Bible gives a rather exaggerated figure of the
Hebrew population at the time of the Exodus saying that there were 600,000
men, with women and children in addition (Exodus 12:37). "Consequently, in this
case", observes Maurice Bucaille, "the entite population would have
approximately amounted to two and a half million or more, according to certain
Jewish commentators. Such a hypothesis is quite untenable."” The Qur’an, on the
other hand, does not give any such figures about the Hebrew population of the
time.(15) While the Bible informs us that the Pharaoh was afraid of the increasing
Hebrew population and hence ordered the killing of their newly born male babes,
the Qur’an informs us that he was not worried about any such demographic
problem and boastfully said: "These indeed are a band of small numbers" (26:54).

Still more significant (16) is the mention of Himan in the Qur’in as an
intimate of the Pharaoh (28:6,8, 38; 29:39; 40:24, 36). Haman is not mentioned in
the Bible and scholars have hitherto been guessing about his identity and the
correctness of his association with the Pharaoh. It has been suggested that he is
to be identified with the ancient Egyptian god "Amun" or that he might be
"Aman", a counsellor of Assueus (Xerexes) who was an enemy of the Jews. But it
has now been discovered that Himan in the Qut’an is an exact transliteration of a
Hieroglyphic name of a person who was "chief of the workers in stone-quatries"
at the time of the Pharaoh and that this desctiption of him fits in with what is
spoken of him in the Qur’an. The name Himan has also been found engraved on
a stela kept at the Hof-Museum of Vienna, Austria. Hieroglyphs had been totally
forgotten at the time of the Qur’anic revelation and its discipherment took place
only in the 19th century. "Since matters stood like that in ancient times", writes
the discoverer of this fact, Maurice Bucaille, "the existence of the word 'Himan'
in the Qur’an suggests a special reflection.”

Y Shorter Engyolopaedia of Istam, op.cit, 414-415.
? Maurice Bucaille, ap.cit., p. 197.
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But the most astounding fact is that (17) the Qur’an, while mentioning that the
Pharaoh and his hosts were drowned and destroyed, also says that the body of the
Pharaoh was saved: "So today We tescue your body that you be for those who
come after you a sign! And many of men are about Our signs indeed heedless!"
(AW Wl o M oo 17 0y 3l il ad 0,80 by Wi 0506 - 10:92). The Bible
simply says that the Pharaoh was drowned; and early in the 7th century when the
above mentioned statement of the Qur’in was revealed none could have any idea
that the body of the Pharaoh had been saved. Modern Egyptology has established
the fact that the Pharaoh of the Exodus was Merenptah, successor of Ramesses
II. In 1898 the French Egyptologist V. Loret discovered the mummy of
Merenptah and his name was found written under the first layer of the wrappings.
Medical investigations catried out by Maurice Bucaille on the mummy of
Merenptah confirm the Qur’anic account of his death. "There was no human
knowledge, as well, at this time, about the two other Qur’anic teachings which are
not found in the Bible: the name of an intimate person belonging to the close
circle of Pharaoh, 'Haman', and the announcement of what happened to the dead
body of Pharaoh. What we read in the Qur’an about them is in close conformity
with modern data in the field of Egyptology....... Now, it is up to the exegetes of
the Qur’an and the Bible to direct their objective attention to these facts and this
reality and draw conclusions."

Similatly with regard to the other Prophets the accounts in the Qur’an differ
fundamentally from those in the Bible. Some of the differences in the story of
Ibrihim have been mentioned above. So far as Da’ud and Sulaymin (Solomon),
the two other great Prophets are concerned, the Bible in fact depicts them as
tyrants, committing the most heinous crimes, indulging in pleasures and
licentiousness and even abducting others' wives for illicit enjoyment!’ Prophet Lit
is even made to commit incest with his own daughters.* The Qur'in, on the other
hand, is singularly free from imputing such frivolities to any of the Prophets. And
so far as Da’ud is concerned, he is represented as Allah's ideal servant on whom
He bestowed kingdom, wisdom, scripture and power’. Similarly Sulayman was
favoured with rare knowledge of the languages of birds and animals, in addition
to power and kingdom.® Both were noble characters and Allah's Prophets.

! Maurice Bucaille, gp. a2, p. 193.

 Ibid,, pp. 216-217, 219.

* For Di’ud see Samuel 11, 3:12-16; 4:4-5; 16:23; 18:33; and for Solomon see Kings [, 2:13-25; 28:35; 11:1-13.
* Gen. 19:31-36.

5 Q. 2:102; 4:163; 6:84; 21:78-82; 27:15-44; 34:12-14; 38:30-40.
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Thus a comparison between the Biblical and Qur’anic accounts of the Prophets
makes it clear that the latter are not a reproduction of the former. There are of
course points of similarity between the two sets of accounts; but the Qur’in
definitely presents a good deal different and original. Some of the otientalists do
recognize that there are new elements in the Qur’an. In general, however, their
treatment of the subject suffers from three common drawbacks. In the first place,
they seem to emphasize only the points of similarity almost to the exclusion of
the points of dissimilarity or make only casual and secondary reference to them.
Second, they spare no pains to identify similar facts or ideas in other ancient
Greek, Hebrew and Latin works or legends and then immediately advance the
suggestion that the Qur’anic accounts are drawn from or based on them. It is
overlooked that the mere existence of similar facts or ideas in previous works,
sometimes thousand of years old, does not zpse facto prove that a subsequent work
is based on that work. Some further evidence is needed to show the contact or
possibility of contact with, or understanding of, that source. This point is
especially relevant in the case of Muhammad, peace and blessings of Allah be on
him; for it does not carry conviction just to suggest that he mastered the materials
treasured in numerous ancient works and sources, and that also in a multiplicity
of foreign and even defunct languages, by means only of casual conversations
with a trader in transit or a foreign slave in domestic service. For, that is the most
that has hitherto been alleged about him. Nor is there any indication that Makka
and its vicinity at that time possessed a good library or museum containing the
ancient wotks and manuscripts to which the orientalists call their readers'
attention; or that there were scholars and philologists in that place to untravel the
secrets of such works to the prophet-to-be. Third, while casually recognizing that
there are new elements in the Qur’an, the orientalists seem never to have paid
attention to find out the sources of these elements. If they had done so, they
would sutely have found reason to see that the assumptions under which they
have hitherto been labouring so diligently and impressively need trevision.

' Q. 27:15-30.



CHAPTER III
THE ALLEGED CONTEMPORARY ERRORS IN THE QUR’AN AS
EVIDENCE OF THE PROPHET'S AUTHORSHIP

The discrepancies and differences between the statements in the Qur’in on
the one hand and those in the Bible on the other in respect of the prophetic
stories and other matters clearly militate against the theory of Muhammad's
(p-b.h.) having allegedly drawn on and reproduced the Biblical materials. To
sustain the theory, therefore, the orientalists have recourse to a two-fold plea,
namely, that Muhammad (p.b.h.) did not himself read the Bible but derived his
information about Judaism and Christianity from what he heard from otherts and
that since his knowledge was thus only secondary, certain mistaken notions about
these two systems prevailing at the time in certain quarters have crept into the
Qur’dn. And as an extension of this latter plea it has lately been suggested, mainly
by Watt, that not only some mistaken notions about these two systems but also
the prevailing mistaken notions about the world and the universe have been
reproduced in the Qur’an.

The utter untenability of the original assumption that Muhammad (p.b.h.) and
for that matter any reasonable person, would have proceeded to challenge the
cotrectness of the two established religious systems on the basis of mere hear-say
knowledge or that he would have ventured to formulate and promulgate a new
religion on the authority of what his alleged private "informants" or "tutors"
prompted to him, has been shown in the previous chapter. The present chapter
deals with the remaining aspect of the orientalists' pleas, namely, the supposed
mistakes about Judaism and Christianity and the so-called scientific errors in the
Qur’an.

I. THE SUPPOSED MISTAKES ABOUT JUDAISM AND CHRISTIANITY

In dealing with this topic two things need to be borne in mind. In the first
place, the Qur’an does not really treat Judaism and Christianity as independent
religions but as deviations from and corruption of the message delivered by
Allah's prophets. Hence there was no question of its stating what the modern
Jews and Christians think to be the correct articles of their faiths. The Qur'an is
set to pointing out that what the Jews and the Christians believed and practised at
the time were errors and that their scriptures had been altered and manipulated to
accommodate those errors and incorrect beliefs. It also vigorously attempts to
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correct and rectify those errors. Secondly, it should also be borne in mind that
what the modern Jews and Christians believe to be the correct docttines of their
faiths are not the same as those believed and practised by their predecessor Jews
and Christians of the sixth and the seventh Christian century. Hence it is basically
a wrong approach to say that the Qur’an's description of certain of the beliefs and
practices of Judaism and Christianity are "palpably” false. For, it is well-known
that 2 number of "reforms" and modifications have been made in these faiths,
patticulatly in Christianity, since the advent of Islam. The point would be clearer
if it is noted that some serious Christian thinkers have lately advocated the
abandonment of such doctrines as incarnation and divinity of Jesus (Is4)’, the
concept of the "Holy Ghost" as part of the Trinity,” etc. If any of these suggested
reformulating of the doctrines of Christianity takes place, a future Christian
scholar would as easily be able to say that the statement that "Christ is God
incarnate" is a "palpably" false notion about Christianity!

That exactly is what Muir and the others have done. Thus, while unjustly
accusing the Qur’an of having reproduced what they consider mistakes and errots
about Judaism and Christianity, they have not been able to avoid recognizing the
fact that the alleged notions were those held by the contemporary followers of
those faiths. Muir, for instance, places the blame squarely upon the "Catholics"
and the Syrian Christians of the time; while Watt follows a cautious course and
transfers the blame upon those whom he calls in his earlier work "nominally
Christian Arabs".> In his latest work he further modifies the innuendo saying:
"some people in Mecca wrongly supposed certain beliefs to be held by Jews and
Christians" and that "these were beliefs held by the Meccans."* It must at once
be noted that the beliefs and practices alluded to were not the suppositions of
"some people in Mecca", nor were the beliefs held by "the Meccans" as such, but
by the Makkan, Arab and Syrian Christians in general and that in pointing out
those aspects of their beliefs the Qur’an was not describing the tenets of Judaism
and Christianity but was pointing out how the followers of those faiths had
deviated from the original teachings of the Prophets

As regards the specific instances of the alleged mistakes it is said that the

Qur’dn suggests that the Ttinity "consists of Father, Son and Virgin Mary",” that

' See for instanec ]. Hicks (ed.) The Myth of God Incurnate, London, 1977.
The protagonists of the Salvation Army advocate this.

Wart, M. at M., 28.

* WATT, Muhammad's Mecca, 2, 44, 55.

5 WATT, M. ot M., 28.

w e
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it asserts that the Jews regarded Ezra (‘Uzayr) as son of God and that it denies
that Jesus was crucified.

() Regarding the Trinsty

It is to be noted that the Qur’an does nowhere state that the Trinity consists of
"Father", "Son" and "Virgin Mary". Indeed it was none of the Qut’in's business
to identify the entities or "Persons" that constituted the Trinity. It simply
denounces the concept as antithetical to and subversive of true monotheism. It is
the orientalists', more particularly Watt's own supposition that the Qur’dnic
passage which refers to the Christians' worship of Maryam and “Is4, besides Allah,
"suggests that the Trinity consists", etc. In fact Watt modifies his statement in his
latest work where he refers to the Qur’anic statement somewhat more accurately,
saying that it gives the idea that "Christians took Jesus and Mary to be 'two gods
apart from God".! The passage (5:116) in question runs as follows:

SO b it JB A 0 o gl (A G adot Wl el il e ol e b A DB B

"And when Allah will say: O “Is4, son of Maryam, did you say to men: Take me and my
mother for two gods besides Allah? He will say: Gloty be to you; it was not for me to say what I
had no right to say...." (5:116)°

Here the Qur’an simply disapproves the worship of Isi and Maryam, besides
Allah, and also exonerates ‘Isi from having so advised his followers. There is no
allusion to the doctrine of the Trinity here. Significantly enough, where the
Qur’an alludes to the concept of the Trinity, as in 4:171 and 5:73, it does not
identify the entities that are supposed to constitute the Trinity. In fact the Qur’an
treats the two subjects, the Trinity and the worship of human beings as gods or
lotds, as two distinct themes. This is very clear from 9:31 which disapproves the
Christians' and the Jews' taking their monks and ascetics as "lords" apart from
Allah. The passage runs as follows:

A VY By W gdand Wl Lo g 0 0l ety a1 093 o0 G egilon ) g o sl gl
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"They take their priests and anchorites as lords apart from Allah, and (also) the Messiah, son

of Maryam. Yet they were not commanded but to worship One God. There is no god but He.
Exalted is He from what they associate (with Him)." (9:31)

This passage is analogous to 5:116. Here again the worship of any other
beings besides Allah is condemned. There is a tradition which explains how the

Y WaATT, Mubammad's Mecea, 2, 45.
Muhammad ‘Alf's translation with slight modification.
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Christians and the Jews treated their priests and monks as lords.' But apart from
that question, no one would say on the basis of this passage (9:31) that the
Qur’dn conceives of the Trinity to have been composed of the priests and monks
as one element, ‘Is4 as another and Allah as the third!

That “Is4 is taken for god by the Christians is an admitted fact. As regards the
question of the worship of Maryam, it is a proven fact that not only the Christians
of Arabia, but also many of them in the East and the West, particularly the
Catholics, did and still do worship or adore her as possessing divine dignity. Watt
ignores this fact presumably because it does not form part of the Protestant
dogma. The point is ably explained by Muhammad ‘Alf who, in his note to the
‘dyab in question writes as follows:

"From the description of Mary being taken for god by the Christians, some Christian critics of
the Qur’an conclude that the doctrine of the Trinity according to the Qur’an consists of three
petsons — God, Jesus and Mary. But this 1s an absolutely unwatranted conclusion. Maty is no
doubt spoken of as being taken for an object of worship by the Christians; but the doctrine of the
Trinity is not mentioned here, while the divinity of Mary is not mentioned where the Ttinity is
spoken of. The doctrine and practice of Mariolatry, as it is called by Protestant controversialists, is
too well known. In the catechism of the Roman Church the following doctrines are to be found:
"That she is truly the mother of God, and the second Eve, by whose means we have received
blessing and life; that she is the mother of Pity and very specially our advocate; that her images ate
of the utmost utility.' (Ency. Br., 11th ed. vol. 17, p. 813). It is also stated that her intercessions ate
directly appealed to in the Litany. And further, that there were certain women in Thrace, Scythia,
and Arabia who were in the habit of worshipping the vitgin as the goddess, the offer of a cake
being one of the features of their worship. 'From the time of the council of Ephesus (held in 431)',
says the same writer, 'to exhibit figures of the virgin and child became the approved expression of
orthodoxy.... Of the growth of the Marian cults, alike in the east and in the west, after the decision
at Ephesus it would be impossible to trace the history.... Justinian in one of his laws bespeaks her
advocacy for the Empire, and he inscribes the high altar in the new church of St. Sophia with her
name. Narses looks to her directions on the field of battle. The Emperor Heracleus bears her
image on his banner. John of Damascus speaks of her as the Sovereign lady to whom the whole
creation has been made subject by her son. Peter Damain recognizes het as the most exalted of all
creatures and apostrophizes her as deified and endowed with all power in heaven and in earth, yet
not forgetful of our race.' The Chtistian wozld had in fact felt "the need for a mediator to deal with
the very mediator', and thus Mary was raised to the throne of Divinity along with Jesus. The
recent proclamation of the Pope relating to the bodily assumption of Mary supports this

conclusion, and will raise a new question for the Christian world whether Trinity really consists of
God, Jesus and Mary."’

' See for instance AL-TaBard, Tafii, XIV,209,211; IBN Katuir, Tufsir, IV,77 and Tirmidhi (ed. AHMAD MUHAMMAD
SHAKIR), V, 278 (hadith 3095).

*  Munammap 'Au, The Holy Qur'in Arabic Text, English Transtation and Commentary, revised edition, Lahore, 1985, pp.
275-276,note 751.
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(b) RegardingUzayr

As regards the Qur’anic statement about the Jews' taking ‘Uzayr as son of God
(9:30) Watt castigates it as the "chief error in the Qur’dn in respect of Judaism"
and asserts that "while it is true that the Old Testament uses the term 'son of
God' for the Messiah who was expected, there is no evidence that it was ever
applied to Ezra."'

Of course there is no evidence in the extant Old Testament about it; but the
Qur’an was not referring to what is written in the Old Testament about ‘Uzayr
but to the belief and assertion of some of the Jews of the time who regarded
‘Uzayr as the son of God. In fact the 'dyah in question, 9:30, starts with the
expression: "And the Jews say" (3,1 <36 4). The commentator Al-Baydawi, to
whom Watt refers a number of times in his book,” makes it clear with reference
to this ‘dyah that because the Old Testament was given its present form by ‘Uzayr,
many of the Jews of the time considered him a "son of God" and that specially at
Madina there was a group of Jews who held that belief. Al-Baydawi further points
out that the ‘4yah in question was read out and recited as usual but no Madinan
Jew came forward with a contradiction’. It is to be noted that this %yah is
unanimously regarded as Madinan. Hence the silence of the Jews of the place on
the matter is suggestive enough, particularly as they were avowed critics of the
Prophet.

Not only Al-Baydawi but also other commentators mention that the ‘dyah
refers to the views of a particular group of the Jews. For instance, Al-Tabaxi gives
a number of reports together with their chains of narrators specifically
mentioning the leading Jews of Madina who considered ‘Uzayr a son of God. The
most prominent of those Jews were Finhas, Sullim ibn Mishkam, Nu‘man ibn
Awfa, Sha’s ibn Qays and Malik ibn al-Sayf.* Similarly Al-Qurtubi mentions the
same fact and the same names adding that the expression "the Jews" occurring at
the beginning of the '4yah means "some particular Jews", just as the expression
"people told them" (gdla lahum al-nis) means not all the people of the world but
some particular people. He further says that the Jewish sect who held that ‘Uzayr
was God's son had become extinct by his (Al-Qurtubi's) time. °

Wart, Mubammad's Mecca, 45.

1hid, 108, note 2 to Chapter 1 and notes 2 and 10 to Chapter II1.
AvL-Baypawi, Tafs#r, I, second Egyptian impression, 1968, p. 412.
AL-TaBARI, Tafiir, XIV, 201-204.

AL-QurTusl, Tafiir, Pt.VIIL, 116-117.

wos w N =



THE ALLEGED CONTEMPORARY ERRORS IN THE QUR’AN 67

Thus, in respect of neither Maryam nor ‘Uzayr is the Qur’inic statement an
error or mistake. Nor could it be said that the Qur'dn was reproducing the
popular and prevailing errors and thus inveighing unjustly against Judaism and
Christianity; for it refers to those beliefs as "errors" and points out the mistake in
adhering to them. Hence if they did not really form part of the pristine religion of
the Jews and the Christians, the Qur’in was only emphasizing the truth.

Nor does the Qur’an stop at pointing out those errors alone. It points out
other errors too. Thus, (a) as against the Jews' insinuations and innuendo against
Maryam it unequivocally asserts her chastity and purity of character. (b) As
against the doctrine of the Trinity it uncompromisingly asserts the absolute and
immutable unity of God. (c) As against the Jews' and Christians' notion of
sonship of God it emphatically states that God does not have any "son" nor is He
"Fathet" to anyone as such. (d) As against the divinity of Jesus (Is4) it insists on
his humanity and asserts that those who worship him as god are "unbelievers".
Interestingly enough, none of the orientalists has hitherto ventured to suggest
that these Qur’inic references to the prevailing beliefs of the Jews and Christians
are also "palpable" mistakes in the Qur’dn due to its having adopted those
"erroneous" notions from "nominally Christian Arabs"”, or "some people in
Mecca", ot "the Meccans"! The fact is that the Qut’an refers to these latter beliefs
of the Jews and the Christians that prevailed at the time as well as to the other
prevailing beliefs and practices regarding Maryam and ‘Uzayr and disapproves of
each and every item of them. The modern followers of the two religions have
abandoned some of the old beliefs and practices and, on the basis of their
teorientation, some of them now come forward with the suggestion that the
Qur’inic references to some of the beliefs and practices of Judaism and
Christianity are palpable mistakes and that therefore Muhammad (p.b.h.) did not
himself read the Bible but gathered his information from hearsay. The point at
issue, however, is not whether he himself read the Bible or did not read it. The
issue is that the Qur’in, and therefore Muhammad (p.b.h.), denounce as errors
the prevailing beliefs and practices of the Jews and Christians, including even
those that are said to have been sanctioned by their holy scripture. Not only that.
The Qur’an asserts that the extant Judaeo-Christian scripture is a corruption and
modification of the original text." Cleatly, the source of Muhammad's (p.b.h.)

' See for a recent western scholar's recognition of this fact, BART D. EnrmaN, The Orthodox: Corruption of Scripture. The

Effect of Early Christological Controversies on the Text of the New Testament, Oxford University Press, New York and Oxford,
1993.
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knowledge and conviction must have been something other than either a direct
or an indirect acquaintance with the contents of the Bible.

(c) Regarding Crucifixcion
Similarly in its reference to the end of ’Isd's career the Qur’an does in no way
reproduce a popular "mistake". On the contrary, it asserts that the popular saying
(qawlubum) about it is a mistake. The ‘dyah (4:157) which refers to the matter runs
as follows:
4 1 pdlastl o 01y g e Sy esbio e g 08 e g Al gy o n () (e remmall WS U1 g 5
.\;rz“,l;;u‘)cm\tuwsrbyqr@uuwuﬂ
"And as for their saying: We have killed the Messiah, son of Maryam, the Messenger of Allah;
but they killed him not, nor did they crucify him, but it was made to appear to them as such. And

certainly those who differ therein are in doubt about it. They have no knowledge about it except
the pursuit of conjecture; and they killed him not for certain." (4:157)

Cleatly, the passage sets out to contradict their saying, i.e., the saying of the
Jews; for the whole narration here is about the Jews. The contradiction is made in
a very positive manner. It is stated that they did not kill him nor did they really
crucify him. It is further stated that they, while claiming to have killed Is4,
entertained doubts about it. The allusion is here to their doubts about the identity
of the individual they put on the cross.! The passage then says that it was made
to appear like that to them (shubbiba labum), i.c., Isi's having been crucified and
killed in that manner was an incorrect impression or illusion to them and that
they had no real knowledge of what actually happened but followed only a certain
conjecture. The passage ends with an emphatic reiteration that "they killed him
not for certain."

It may be noted that even some early Christian sects did not believe that ‘Is4
died on the cross. Thus the Basilidans thought that some one else was substituted
for him on the cross. The Gospe/ of $t. Barnabas supports the theory of substitution
on the cross. Another view, that of the Diocetae, says that Jesus (‘Is4) had never
a real physical or natural body, but only an apparent or phantom one, and that his
crucifixion was only apparent, not real. A yet another view, that of the Marcionite
Gospel, says that Jesus was not even born but merely appeared in human form.

It cannot be said that in denying ‘Isi's crucifixion and death on the cross the
Qur’an adopts the view of any of the above mentioned Christian sects; for it
categorically rejects the very basis of those views, namely, the divinity of Is4 and

' See for instance AL-TaBARI, Tufsir, Pt.VI, 16-17.
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the theory of his phantom body. Rather, in view of the doubts and differences
prevailing over the matter, it categorically asserts the truth and positively
contradicts the Jews' assertion that they had killed him. The position is quite
different from that of mere reproduction of a prevailing erroneous view. In fact,
the Qur’anic statement is directed against the Jews as well as the Christians. It
contradicts the former's assertion that they had killed ‘IsA and that therefore he
was not a Prophet because he suffered what is called an "accursed death".
Similarly, it rejects the Christian doctrine of the divinity of “Isi and that of
"vicarious atonement” and its basis, the concept of "blood sacrifice".

The Qur’anic statement that "they killed him not for certain” finds support
even in the Bible itself. Thus:

(1) Jesus had prayed to God the night before his arrest to be saved from the
accursed death on the cross (Mark 14:36; Matt. 26:39; Luke 22:44) and that his
prayer was heard, i.e., responded to. This means that he did not intend to die and
that God did not allow his being subjected to the accursed death.

(2) There is nothing in the Gospels which may be taken to be an eye-witness
account that the person crucified was dead when he was taken down from the
cross or when he was placed in the sepulchre specially made for him.

(3) Pilate, who was in charge of the trial, appears to have grown sceptical
about the justice of the whole proceedings and to have taken cate to enable Jesus
to escape death on the cross. The trial took place on Friday. Pilate purposely
prolonged it and delivered judgement only three hours before sun-set, thus
ensuring that Jesus could not be kept on the cross for more than a couple of
hours at the most. For, with the sun-set the Sabbath day would ensue and the
condemned persons would have to be brought down from the crosses. Pilate also
took additional care to see that Jesus was given wine and vinegar mingled with
mytrh to render him less sensitive to pain. Thus Jesus remained on the cross for
not more than three hours (Mark 15:25; John 19:14). This was evidently too short
a time for any person of normal constitution to die on a cross. Significantly
enough, the two other persons who were crucified simultaneously are stated to
have been alive when they were brought down from their crosses. Pilate himself
did not believe that Jesus died in so short a time (Mark 15:44).

(4) After being taken down from the cross the two other persons' legs were
crushed, but this measure was dispensed with, according to the Bible, in the case
of Jesus (John 19:32,33).
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(5) Jesus, after being brought down from the cross, was pierced in the side of
his body and blood rushed out of it (John 19:34), which shows that he was still
alive.

(6) Pilate readily granted Joseph of Arimaethia's request and handed over
Jesus' "body" to him. He lavished care on Jesus and put him in a special tomb
hewn in the side of a rock (Mark 15:46); which was evidently a manoeuvte to
deceive Jesus' enemies.

(7) On the third day the stone on the tomb's opening was found to have been
removed (Mark 16:4), which proves that it had been removed previously,
probably on the first or second day of the internment.

(8) Mary Magdalene, when she looked into the sepulchre, did not find Jesus
there. She saw him standing and at first supposed "him to be the gardener".
Then, "17. Jesus saith unto her, Touch me not; for I am not yet ascended to my
Father, and Your Father; and to my God, and your God. 18. Mary Magdalene
came and told the disciples that she had seen the Lord, and #at he had spoken
these things unto het. 19. Then the same day at evening, being the first day of the
week, when the doots were shut where the disciples were assembled for fear of
the Jews, came Jesus and stood in the midst, and saith unto them, Peace 4 unto
you. 20. And when he had so said, he shewed unto them Ais hands and his side.
Then were the disciples glad, when they saw the Lord." (John 20:14-15, 17-20)

(9) It was in the same body of flesh that the disciples saw Jesus, his wounds
still deep enough for a man to thrust his hand in. (John 20:25-28)

(10) He was seen in the same flesh and bone. He still felt hunger and ate food
as his disciples did. "36. And as they thus spake, Jesus himself stood in the midst
of them and saith unto them, Peace 4¢ unto you. 37. But they were terrified and
affrighted, and supposed that they had seen a spirit. 38. And he said unto them,
Why are ye troubled? And why do thoughts arise in your hearts? 39. Behold my
hands and my feet, that it is I myself: handle me, and see; for a spirit hath not
flesh and bones, as ye see me have. 40. And when he had thus spoken, he showed
them Ais hands and Ais feet. 41. And while they yet believed not for joy, and
wondered, he said unto them, Have ye here any meat? 42. And they gave him a
piece of broiled fish, and of an honey-comb. 43. And he took it, and did eat
before them." (Luke 24:36-43)

(11) Jesus undertook a journey to Galilee where, his disciples saw him.( Matt.
28:10-17)
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All these statements in the different Gospels strongly support the Qut’anic
verdict: "they killed him not for certain." Indeed the above mentioned Gospel
statements clearly suggest that Jesus escaped death on the cross and therefore
avoided being discovered by his enemies.

It is worth noting in this connection that recent research confirms that Jesus
did not suffer death on the cross. Thus Barbara Thiering, an Australian scholar,
has demonstrated convincingly, on a meticulous analysis of the Dead Sea Scrolls,
that Jesus did not die on the cross'. Almost simultaneously, two European
scholars, Holger Kersten and Elmar E. Gruber, have assiduously pursued the
story of the radio-carbon test carried out some years ago on the famous "Turin
Shroud"? and have shown that Jesus did not die on the cross.’ The end of Jesus is
indeed a difficult historical and theological question; and it would not just be
appropriate to cut it short, as Watt does,* by calling the Qur’inic statement on it a
popular etror picked up from the bazaar gossips of Makka or Bosra.

II. THE ALLEGED SCIENTIFIC ERRORS

As an extension of the plea about errors in respect of Judaism and Christianity
Watt has lately suggested that the Qur’in also reproduces the contemporary
errors about the nature of the earth and the sky. The Qur’an, he says, addresses
its first audience, the Arabs, in terms of their own world-picture and thus
reproduces even points in which that picture was mistaken. In support of this
statement he reproduces, in translation, some eight Qur’anic passages and says
that they show that the prevailing notions of the earth being a flat space and the
sky being a solid structute, "ptesumably of stone", ate reproduced in the Qur’an.’
Watt recognizes that different words are used in these passages to describe the
earth and says that "all would be interpreted by the hearers in terms of their belief
that the earth is flat." He adds that "there is no special emphasis on flatness, since
no one supposed that the earth would be otherwise."® He also suggests that such
reproduction of contemporary errors was only natural, for, according to him, "it
was not essential for god's purpose that false ideas of this sort should be

BARBARA THIERNIG, Jesus the Man (first published 1993), Corgi edition, 1993. See especially the back-cover page.

The shroud discovered at Turin and believed to be the garment with which Jesus was covered when placed in the
sepulchre.

? pHOLGER KERSTEN & ELMAR R. GRUBER, The Jesus Conspiracy The Turin Shroud and the Truth about the Resurrection, Element
Books Ltd., Shaftesbury, 1994.

* WATT, Mubammad's Meca, 45-46.

* Ibid, 5-6.

¢ Ibid, 5.

2
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corrected”, "since the Qur’dnic message could be communicated to them [the
Arabs] without correcting these beliefs."'

Before proceeding to take into account the passages cited by Watt in support
of his assumption it is necessary to note the implications of his last mentioned
statement about the supposed compatibility of God's purpose with the
continuance of the prevailing scientific errors in the Qur’an. In making this
statement Watt appears to reflect the modern Christian's attitude to his own
sacred scripture. This attitude is an outcome of a growing awareness since the
nineteenth century of the existence of a number of scientific inaccuracies in the
Biblical texts. In view of these inaccuracies the opinion first gained ground that
there was an antagonism between science and religion. Gradually, however, the
notion of a text of revelation communicated by God gave way to the notion of a
text "inspired" by God but written down by human hands. The Biblical authors, it
came to be assumed, might have introduced inaccuracies to the text arising from
the language of the day or from ideas and traditions still honoured and prevalent
at the time; but that did not detract from their being divinely inspired.” "The
scientific errors in the Bible", states an eminent modern Christian thinker, "are
the errors of mankind, for long ago man was like a child, as yet ignorant of
science.™’

The modern Muslim, however, is neither in need of nor prepared for finding
solace in such assumptions; for there is no discrepancy between' scientific data
and any of the Qur’inic statements. As will be seen presently, the interpretations
put by Watt on the passages he cites are wrong. And it is surprising that in
advancing his assumption he has not taken into account, not to speak of a umber
of Arabic works on the subject,* even such a best-seller in Europe as M. Bucaille's
La Bible, Le Coran et la Science which, appeating for the first time in 1976, had run
into 12 editions within ten years® and had been translated into at least three other
European languages including English and seven Asian languages before Watt
penned his above mentioned statement.

I6id, 2, 44.

The second Vatican Council (1962-1965) adopted a document which recognizes that the Books of the Old Testament
contain material that is imperfect and obsolete. See M. Bucaille, What is the Oriigin of Man? The Answers of Science and the Holy
Seriptures, 4th edition, Seghers, Panis, 1988, p. 15.

*  Jean Guitton (1987), quoted in #d., 10.

*  For instance MUHAMMAD WAFA AL-AMIRI, AL Tehdrit al-Timiyyah Ff al-Qur'dn, second impression, Cairo, 1401 (1981)
and HANAFI ABMAD, A/ Tafstr al-Timii li *Aydt al-Kawniyyah Fi al-Qur'dn, Cairo, n.d.

*  The 13th edition was published in Paris in 1987.
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The wotd ‘ard occurs in the Qur'an some 461 times. Most of the uses are in
connection with a description of Allah's absolute dominion over the entire
universe and His power of creation. At a number of places the word clearly
comes in the sense of countty or dominion;' while at other places it is used
metaphorically to denote worldly life.> The passages wherein it occurs with any
description of its shape and nature may be divided into two categories. In one
category it is mentioned in combination with or in comparison to the mountains
and tivers. Here the emphasis is on how the earth has been made suitable and
useful for man and other creatures. Here the listeners' or readers' attention is
drawn mainly to the objects of nature and the land-surface falling within his
immediate view. In other words, the esrth in these passages means the land or
land-surface falling within an obsetver's immediate view, in contradistinction to
the mountains and rivers, rather than the entire earth as a unit. In the second
category of passages the word occurs in relation to the sun, the moon, the skies
and the universe in general. Here the earth is spoken of as a unit and the
description really gives an insight into its shape, position and even movement in
space.

In view of this general nature of the Qur’anic use of the expression ‘ard Watt's
statement of the subject is partial and faulty in three main respects. In the first
place, he concentrates on the passages of the first category and takes them to
refer to the shape of the earth as a unit, which is not the case. Second, despite the
diversity and differences in the descriptive expressions in the passages he cites he
imposes on them all identical meanings because, as he says, the "first audience" of
the Qur'dn could not have supposed that the earth's shape could have been
otherwise than flat. A really objective approach would have suggested greater care
in understanding the precise implications of the different expressions employed in
the passages. Watt even neglects to note the significance of a passage in its
entirety, omitting its material part from his translation. Third and more
importantly, he does not at all take into consideration the second category of
passages wherein the shape and position of the earth as a unit, as also those of the
others planets and stars in the space, are indicated and which contain astounding
scientific data not known to man at the time the Qut’dn was revealed.

That the term ‘ard used in most of the passages cited means the land-surface
falling within the observer's immediate view, rather than the eatth as a planet, is

For instance in 7:110; 14:13; 20:57; 20:63; 26:35; 28:57. Incidentally the word 'earth' seems to be an adaptation of urd.
As in 9:38.
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very clear from 88:19-20 and 78:6-7 which Watt cites. The two passages, together
with Watt's translations, run respectively as follows:
b G 2N Ny i S
"and [to] the mountains how they are set up? and [to] the earth how it is spread out?" (88:19-20)
gl Jlandly Talge 2 81 Jams o
"Did we not make the earth an expanse and the mountains pegs?" (78:6-7)

Clearly, at both the places ‘ard means the immediately visible plain land in
contradistinction to "the mountains" that also are visible. For, if the earth as a
whole is implied, the reference to the mountains distinct from it would be both
incongruous and superfluous here. It is further noteworthy that the ‘4yab 78:7
speaks of mountains as "pegs". Modern scientific knowledge confitms that
mountains, like pegs have deep roots embedded in the ground and that these
stabilize the earth's crust.' In another place the Qur'an very clearly says that Allah
"has set firm mountains in the earth so that it would not shake with you."* The
‘@yahs 88:6-7 and 78:6-7 do in fact refer to these scientific facts and how Allah has
set the earth's sutface and the mountains for making the earth suitable for human
habitation. They do not speak about the earth's shape. Watt has simply
misunderstood and misinterpreted the ‘Zyabs.

Let us now consider the material words in relation to ‘ard in all the passages
cited. They are mentioned below together with Watt's rendering of material
words (italicized) in them.

(1) 79:30 = wl~> &5 am 2 N1y (dahidhd) "spread out".

(2) 88:20 = wombaw aS 2, NV I 5 (sutthat) "spread out".

(3) 78:6 = blge o)W Joms M (mihddd) "make an expanse”.

(4) 51:48 = w3 o Ny (farashnihd) "laid flat".

(5) 71:19 = Wl 2,1 oS3 Ja iy (bisitd) "made an expanse".

(6) 20:53 = tuga 2, oS Yo W1 (mabdd) "made a bed".

(1) 13:3 = 2,8 % ¢ y» y (madda) "spread out".

(8) 2:22 = Wi o)W S Jom Ul (flardshd) "made a carpet”.

Needless to say, each one of these expressions like dapihd, sutihat, etc., admits
of a variety of meanings. Watt himself admits this fact in a general way not only
with reference to these passages but also with regard to the others he has quoted

'See for instance André Cailleux, Anatomy of the earth, London, 1968, p. 220; Frank Press and Raymond Siever, Earh,
Sanfrancisco, 1982, p. 413.
2 Q. 16:15.
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by saying at the outset of his work that he has so selected the translation as "best
brings out the points being illustrated by the quotations."’

Now, the very first expression in the series, dahpihd, is noticeably distinctive
and different in genre from the rest. Watt, following many other previous
translators, renders it as "spread out". But the exact and correct meaning of the
term, keeping in view its root, rather provides a very positive Qur’anic evidence
in support of the sphetical shape of the earth. For dahid means to "shape like an
egg", its noun being dahiyah, which the Arabs still use to mean an egg.”

The second expression, s#tihat, is equally significant. It is derived from sazh
(ra) which means surface, outer layer, outer covet, roof, deck, plane, etc. Hence
sath al-bahr means sea-level, sath md’il means inclined plane, sazhf means external,
outward, superficial, etc. Keeping this original meaning of the root-word in view
and approaching the Qur’dnic statement at 88:20 with our modern knowledge
that the interior of the earth is full of gaseous and liquid materials (lava) and that
the land-sutface is only an outer cover resembling the skin of an egg, and that it is
also a plane, it would be seen how very appropriate, scientific and significant is
the term sutrhat used here in describing the land-surface of the earth, particularly
after the desctiption in the previous 'dyah, 88:19, of how the mountains have been
affixed. The Qur’anic statement at 88:20 may thus be very appropriately and more
cottrectly rendered as: "(Do they not look) to the earth how it has been surfaced
and planed?"

The third wotd in the series is mibdd and it may be considered along with the
sixth in the series, mabd in 20:53, because they both belong to the same root. The
former means resting place, abode, bosom, cradle and, figuratively, fold (in which
something rests). And A.J. Arberry has very correctly translated the expression at
78:6 as: "Have We not made the earth as a cradle?™ In fact, this very word mihid
occurs at six other places in the Qur'dn,* and at each of these places it clearly
bears the meaning of an abode, a habitat, a resting place, etc. In any case, even
without regard to what we know of the interior of the earth, to translate the
expression as "made an expanse” would be quite remote from the original sense
and would be inappropriate here.

Y WATT, Mubammad's Mecca,2.

2 M. Fatui ‘UtamMAN, "Alurd Fi alQur'an al-Kardm", Proceedings of the First Islamic Geagraphical Conference”, Riyadh,
1404/1984, Vol. IV, 127; A.M. SOLIMAN, Scienttfic Trends in teh Qur'dn, London (Ta-Ha Publications), 1985, p.16.

*  AJ. ARBERRY, op.cit, 626.

N Q. 2:206; 3:12; 3:197; 7:41; 13:18 and 38:56.
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Similarly mahd means bed or cradle. It occurs at four other places in the
Qur’in, once in connection with “rd in 43:10 and thrice in connection with ‘Isa's
speaking to men even while in the cradle! And again, A.J. Arberry very
consistently renders the term at both 43:10 and 20:53 as cradle. In fact, he
translates the statements at both the places uniformly as: "He who appointed the
earth to be a cradle for you."? Watt, on the other hand, is not so consistent. He
translates the expression at 78:6 as "make an expanse" and at 20:53 as "made a
bed".

Similarly inconsistent is his translation of the fourth and eighth terms in the
seties, farashndhd and firdshd. The primary meaning of farasha is to spread out as a
bed, to pave, to cover, etc.; while firish means bed, mattress, bedspread, cushion,
carpet, etc. Nevertheless, while Watt has translated this last expression at 2:22 as
"made a bed", he has rendered the word at 51:48 as "laid flat", though the farthest
manoeuvring that could legitimately be done here is to render it as "spread out as
a bed" or "laid out as a bed", but not quite as "laid flat".

There remain two other words to consider, 4isdt and madda, the fifth and
seventh respectively in the series. The same meaning of laying or spreading as a
bed is appropriate for bisdf; and Arberry has indeed translated the whole
statement at 71:9 as: "And God has laid the earth for you as a carpet."’ Watt,
however, has rendered the expression as "made an expanse". As regards the word
madda, its primaty meaning is "he extended" or "he expanded". It may even mean
"he spread out", as Watt translates it. The term has been used in the Qur'an in
several other senses. At 84:3-4 the expression is in its passive form, muddat, and it
clearly bears the meaning of "is flattened"—"And when the earth shall be
flattened and it will throw off what is in it and shall get emptied" ( 5 < 2,811
<= g L b ), This is a description of what will happen when the earth (wotld)
will be brought to an end and the resurrection will take place. Hence the sense in
which muddat is used here cannot be applied to the same term or its derivatives
which speak about the normal situations of the earth and which therefore must
bear a meaning other than "made flat" or "flattened". Conversely, this passage is a
pointet to the fact that prior to the event of the earth's being brought to an end it
is as a whole not flat.

' Q. 3:40; 3:110 and 19:314.
2 A.J. ARBERRY, gp.cit., 505 and 314.
> Ihid., 609.
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Leaving aside the differentials in meanings and accepting the renderings as
"spread out", "made an expanse", etc., none of the eight statements cited does
really say that the earth as a whole is a flat space; for the passages speak of the
earth or land as it comes within the immediate view of the observer. Moreover,
though the sense of making level or plane may be said to be common to all the
terms, this sense does not in fact run counter to the spherical nature of the earth
as a whole. The accepted geometrical and mathematical definition of "plane” is
"surface such as that the straight line joining any points on it is touching on all
points."1 Hence, in spite of the earth as a whole being spherical, its surface is
nonetheless level, plane, spread out or even flat.

The inherent relativity of the expression madda or "spread out" applied to
earth in such passages was indeed pointed out some eight centuries ago by Imim
Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (544-606 H./1150-1210 A.C.) who was quite conscious of
the spherical nature of the earth. Referring to the term madda used at 13:3 and
15:19 he makes two points. He says that the object of these passages is to bring
home the theme of the existence of the Creator. The reference has therefore to
be to such objects as are visible and obvious to the listener. Hence the term ‘ard
in these passages has to be understood in the sense of the part of it which comes
to the immediate view of the observer.” Second, he points out that the earth "is
an extremely large ball; but a part of a gigantic ball, when looked at it, you will see
it as a plain surface. This being the case, the difficulty of which you speak ceases
to exist. The proof of this [explanation] is the saying of Allah: (We have set the
mountains as pegs (56l iy ~ 78:7). He calls them pegs notwithstanding the fact
that there may be extensive plain sutrfaces on top of them. So is the case here."

Far from reproducing or reflecting the erroneous world-view prevailing in
seventh century Arabia the Qur’an indeed goes far beyond the scientific
knowledge of the time and speaks of scientific facts and truths that have only
recently been discovered by man. In fact, if Watt had looked carefully enough he
would have seen that at least in three of the passages he has cited to support of
his assumption there are such extraordinary facts as well as significant pointers to
the spherical nature of the earth. Unfortunately, while quoting these passages in

Oxford Advanced Learner's Dictionary of Current English, 19th impression, 1984, p. 636.
AL Tafsir al-Kabir, XIX, 3. :
*  Ibid, 170. The Arabic text runs as follows.
g5 e Sty JEBW o 0y 875 Lo 1 IS 057130 g0 gtemad) pedancdlS” (5 5 LoD Ll 0 5 13 Lo nad 87 04, ackaald 8 S0 5 2l B 3387 b
Lo LUISS & promn dnae - gla e Juamy 5 4l e 1305 sfales (130551 Ul ) Jlos
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translation he has omitted in two of these three passages those vety portions that
contain such facts. One of these passages is 13:3 which in its entirety runs as
follows:
S I i ol ey W e S ST g DT g ) e e 5 281 e s 5
03 85z gy LY i3 5 o
"And He it is Who spread the earth, and made in it firm mountains and rivers. And of all fruits He

has made pairs of two (of every kind). He makes the night cover the day. Surely there are signs in
this for a people who reflect.” (Muhammad Ali's translation with slight modification)

In this passage there are two significant statements. The first is: "And of all fruits
He has made pairs of two (of every kind)". The implication of this statement has
become clear only in modern times with the discovery of sexes in plants and
fruits, indeed of paits in evety thing.' In fact the statement has long been
translated in that sense.” Needless to say that no one in the seventh Christian
century did have any inkling of the concept of pairs or sexes in plants, fruits and
other things; nor was it possible to comprehend the full significance of this
Qur’anic statement before the scientific discoveries of modern times in this
respect.

The second significant statement in the passage (13:3) is: "He makes the night
cover the day." Unmistakably, the sense here is that of the night gradually taking
the place of the day — a phenomenon which is understandable only with reference
to the spherical shape of the earth and its rotation;’ for, if it was uttered in the
context of a flat earth, the statement would have been framed to convey the sense
of the day and night alternating each other, not "covering the day with the night",
as indeed Arberty translates the clause.*

The second passage is 20:53 which runs as follows:
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"He Who made the earth a cradle for you and threaded for you in it routes; and sent down
from the sky water. Thus We have produced thereby pairs of plants, each different from the
other."(20:53)

The scientific truth about sexes in plants is stated here more pointedly and
explicitly, thus supplementing the information contained in 13:3 noted above.

The third of the passages is 51:47-48. It runs as follows:

O3l b s 3 o,y 0 gan yod U1y ol Laliy sledly

! See also Q. 36:36 and 51:49 on this point. .

% See for instance M. Pickthall's and A. Yusuf Ali's translations and comments on this ‘@u#.
* See below (text) for other Qurdnic references on this point.

* ARBERRY, np.at., 239.
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"And the sky We have made it with Hands; and verily We are Expanders (are in the process
of expanding it). And the earth, We have laid it out, and how Excellent are the authors of laying
out!"

Here the expression "and verily We are Expanders" (0ynyed U ) is very
significant. Watt has rendered this part of the statement as: "and it is we who
make it of vast extent."' But it is to be noted that the construction is in the
nominal form (i a>) in contrast with the verbal (W i>) form of the
immediately preceding expression, which is also in the past tense. It is a
well-known rule of Arabic construction that the nominal form together with the
emphatic /Zm is used to indicate a habitual or continual act or process of doing.
Thus the correct translation of the expression would be: "And verily We are
expanders" or "We do expand" or "We are in the process of expanding it".
Indeed, A.J. Arberry is just correct in rendering this part of the statement as "and
We expand it wide."?

Now, this statement assumes a great significance in the light of modern
scientific information that the universe is expanding at a staggering speed. It says
that everything in space (the skies) — the constellations together with their planets
and satellites, etc., are all flying straight ahead at an unimaginable speed. The sun
itself, together with its planets and their satellites as a whole are reckoned to be
moving at the staggering speed of almost a million miles a day towards the
constellation Lyra which itself is moving away at a similar speed! Thus the space,
i.e. the sky, is continually expanding. In the light of this modern knowledge the
Qur’dnic statement "We have created the heaven, and indeed We do expand it"
assumes a bewildering significance, besides being surprisingly precise.

Thus three of the eight passages cited by Watt to prove what he supposes to
be scientific errors in the Qur’dn contain at least four such facts as run directly
counter to his assumption. Two of these facts relate to the shape of the earth and
two relate to creation and the universe in general. These facts are: (a) that Allah
has shaped the earth like an egg (dahihd); (b) that "He makes the night cover the
day" (13:3), which is an indication of the spherical natute of the earth; (c) that
plants and fruits, besides other objects, are created in paits (of sexes) and (d) that
the sky (space) is continually being expanded (51:47). There ate indeed many
other passages of scientific import in the Qur’an, specially relating to the origin
and creation of man, nature and the universe.” It is not feasible here to refer even

' WaATT, Mubammad's Mecea, 6.
? ARBERRY,p.qit., 545.
* See for instance M. BUCAILLE, gp.ci.



80 THE QUR’AN AND THE ORIENTALISTS

briefly to all of them. A few of them bearing on the question of the earth's shape
may, however, be mentioned here.

The most significant in this respect is the statement at 91:6 which says that the
earth has been thrown (in its orbit? in the space?) like a ball. The statement runs
as : bl=b Ly 2,4 — "By the earth and He Who threw it (like a ball." It may be
noted that like the word dapihi (79:30) this word tahihi also has been rendered by
many early scholars as "spread out", "expanded”, etc. Significantly, however, both
Al-Qurtubi and Al-Shawkani, while noticing the interpretations put on the word
by the previous commentators, point out that the Arabs understood the word in
the sense of going or moving away.' The meaning is further clarified by the
author of the Tdj al-‘Ards who, while noticing the meanings put on the word by
the early commentators, points out that the word means "throwing" something,
for instance a ball (4 o, 5,50 =b 4 ).2 This expression thus agrees well with the
meaning of dahihi as explained above and both indicate the spherical shape of
the earth and its rotation in the space. It may further be noted that the statements
immediately preceding 91:6, particularly 91:3-4, have a significant bearing on the
point as they describe the relationship of day and night with the sun. The
statements run as: lex 151 jJiy L 131,y — "By the day as it reveals it (the sun).
By the night as it conceals it." These two statements make it quite clear that it is
the action of the day and the night which brings to view the sun and conceals it,
not that any movement of the sun causes day and night. The precision in the
statements would be all the clearer if attention is paid to 91:1 wherein the sun is
referred to . It simply states: "By the sun and its brightness" (s 5 a2diy). No
action or verb is ascribed to it here. A little regard to such precise use of words
would make it clear that they imply important scientific facts regarding the shape
of the earth and its rotation.

The significance of the earth's having been "thrown" (fahdhd) becomes very
clear if it is considered along with another very important Qur’dnic statement
relating to the origin of the earth itself and of life on it. It says that initially the sky
and the earth were joined together in one mass, that subsequently they were
separated and that every living being on the earth originated in water. The passage
runs as follows:

' AL-Querusi, Tafsir, XX, 74-75; AL-SHAWKANI, Tufiir, V, 449.

2 Td al-‘Aris, X, 223. See also EW. LANE, Arabic-English Lexicon, under tahw ( b ) and tafy (~b) where, besides the
other meanings, it is noted: " b is said when one throws down a man upon his face." (Cambridge Islamic Texts Society
print, 1984, VolIl, 1832).
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"Or, do the unbelievers not see that the heavens and the earth were joined in one mass, and then
We clove them asunder, and made out of water every living being? Will they not then believe?"
(21:30)

The significance of this passage has become clear only with the progtress of
scientific knowledge in modern times about the origin of our planet and of life on
it. Another Qur’anic statement directly relating to the earth is 13:41 which says
that it is gradually contracting, as is indeed established by modern research. The
statement runs as follows: ... Wbl oo ais 2,0 U W11y, J 4f "Have they not
realized that We bring the earth to contraction in its extremities?" (13:41)

As regards the night gradually merging into the day and vice-versa we have a
number of other Qur’dnic statements of which the following are very specific:

(a) I L oy 5 L b I ly —"Thou causest the night to enter into the day
and Thou causest the day to enter into the night." (3:27)

(b) Js e gy 5 e B W e 0k a5 —"That is because Allah makes the
night enter into the day and makes the day enter into the night. (22:61)

(©) J g M a5 e § SN e A Of 5 o —"Do you not see that Allah makes
the night enter into the day and makes the day enter into the night?" (31:29)

(d) and ()} & e &y 5 e S S oI —"He makes the night enter into the day
and makes the day enter into the night." (35:13 and 57:6)

() - S e ms B g 1 5 —"And a sign for them is the night. We gradually
withdraw from it the day." (36:37)

These repeated statements of the Qur’in about the gradual merging of the day
and the night into each other, and not each appearing suddenly on the surface of
the earth as would have been the case if it were flat, are clear pointers to the
spherical shape of the earth. Still clearer, however, is the following:

e S e e S

"He makes the night roll over the day and He makes the day roll over the night." (39:5).

It is to be emphasized that the word &awwara (whence yukawwird) means to roll
into a ball or to make round. In other words, the 'dyab says that the night and the
day atre a continuous process round the earth.

(b) Concerning the sky
The Qur’an refers not only to the earth and what it produces by Allah's leave,
it also draws man's attention to the skies and the universe in order to bring home
to him the theme of His Existence and Omnipotence. And in so doing it makes
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statements of which the full significance and meaning are unfolding themselves
only with the progress of our scientific knowledge. But as in the case of the earth,
so in respect of the sky Watt states that the Qur’in only picks up the prevailing
erroneous notion and conceives the sky to be something built of solid materials,
"presumably of stone."' He bases his assertion on four out of the eight Qur’anic
passages he cites in connection with what he imagines scientific errors in the
Qur’an. These four passages, together with his translation of them, are as follows:

(2) 79:27-28 = W b LK iy Lol el pf il asf o5y

"Atre you harder to ctreate or the heaven he built? He raised up its roof and ordered it."

(b) 88:17-18 = by S sledl 1y s a8 JVI 1 0 Jay Yol

"Will they not regard the camels, how they are formed? and the heaven how it is raised?"

(©) 51:47 = 0 gnn yod Ul a0l Loy sty

"The heaven we have built with hands, and it is we who make it of vast extent...."

(d) 2:22 = el clediy Lot 2,91 0SS Jar

"(Your Lotd) made for you the earth a carpet and the heaven an edifice...”

In the above quoted passages there occur the expressions banihd, banaynihi
and bind’ respectively in (a), (c) and (d). Understandably, Watt has so translated
them as would best illustrate the point he wants to make. But even accepting his
rendering of the terms, it may be pointed out that the words "build" and "edifice"
are not exclusively used in respect of solid objects. They may very well be applied
to non-solids as well as abstract ideas and objects. At any rate, his translation of
the expression wa ‘inné la-misi‘in as "and we make it of vast extent" is not quite
correct. The exact meaning of the expression, as pointed out above, is: "And We
do expand it" or "We are in the process of expanding it."

Now, knowing as we do at the present time that just as an atom is a
"structure" or "edifice" "built" of certain elements, similatly the whole universe
and its component parts, the innumerable systems (like the solar system) as a
whole and each individually are very much a structure, a set-up, an integrated
construction, an organism or, figuratively, even an "edifice”. Hence the terms
"built", "created", "formed", etc., may appropriately be applied to them,
especially to the solar system, to which the earth and the neighbouring planets
belong. The question is how one sees it, as Watt himself seems to recognize. The
terms by themselves do not mean that the Qur’an conceives the sky to be
something of a solid object.

' WaTT, Mubammad's Mecca, 5.
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Similarly the term samk in (c) , which Watt translates as "roof", has other
meanings as well as height, expansiveness, extensiveness and b#7j or zone of
constellation.! Of course the Qur’an does in other places refer to the sky as "the
raised roof" (al-saqf al-marfii*)* and a "protected roof" (saqfan makfizan).” The word
saqf in Arabic originally means a cover or a roof over anything. The term is
therefore appropriately applicable to the immediate sphere around our
atmospheric belt, or the latter itself, for both of them are very much "protected"”
and "protecting" covers over us, the earth, and both of them, as will be seen
presently, are included in al-samd’ or the sky as conceived in the Qur’an.

Apart from these four passages, however, there are many other statements in
the Qur’in which Watt does not take into account but which show that its view
of the sky is not so primitive as he thinks it to be. These other passages may be
classified into three broad categories — (a) those that speak about the state of the
sky at the beginning of the creation, (b) those that give an idea of the nature and
contents of the sky as they are now and (c) those that speak about their state in
the end.

As regards the state of the sky at the beginning of the creation, two passages
are of special significance. The one, 41:11, says that at the beginning the sky was
only "smoke" (or vaporous or gaseous— ol=> » 5). The other, 21:30, states that the
skies and the earth were initially one mass but they were subsequently cloven
asunder.” Modern scientists have different theories about the origin of the
universe. Neither is the present writer competent to speak on the subject, nor is
the present work a suitable place for a discussion on it. Speaking in general as a
layman, however, two statements may safely be made in this connection. First,
the various modern theories about the origin of the universe seem only to
approximate the position stated so clearly in the Qur’an. Second, these Qur’dnic
statements go inconceivably beyond the notion about the sky prevalent in
sixth-seventh century world.

The passages speaking about the nature and contents of the sky are more
numerous. The most striking point in these passages is the plural form, al-samawait,
which occurs some 190 times in the Qur’an, while in its singular form, alsamda’, it
comes some 120 times. More interestingly, at least at nine places the Qur’in

' See Lisdn al-‘Arabunder samk and Tud al-‘Arés, VII, 145.

? Q. 525.

> Q. 2132

* See supra, p. 81. The text runs as:... Ltz Ui, WS Ji,Wy whylad) o 1548 0l o o of
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specifically mentions that there are "seven skies",' one adjoining and
corresponding to the other, #bigi (54b) ot in layers” It is now a generally
accepted view with the scientists that the universe consists of several staggeringly
expansive spaces, some enumerating exactly seven, each corresponding to and
adjoining the other and each with its own constellations and meteots! The "skies"
or the "seven skies" spoken of in the Qur’an for about 200 times thus appear to
assume a new significance and meaning in the light of this modern knowledge.
For one thing, no person in the seventh century looking at the sky with bare eyes
and imagining it to be something of a solid structure would venture to say so
categorically and repeatedly that there are seven such structures, one above or
beside the other. Nor was one in need of indulging in such unusual and, in the
Prophet's case, a definitely hazardous statement. In this respect too the Qurin
goes far beyond the seventh century notion about the sky.’

Equally significant are the statements about how the skies and objects therein
are held in their respective positions. It is very clearly mentioned that while
"raising" the sky Allah also set the "balance".* It is also mentioned that the sky is
not such a structure as is rested on visible pillars.” Most important of all, it is
stated that the skies (alsamdwif) and the earth are sustained by Allah's will. The
statement runs as follows:
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"Verily Allah holds the heavens and the earth, lest they should cease to be there; and if they
ceased to be there, there is none except He Who could hold them." (35:41)

The expression "holding" in respect of the "skies" as well as the earth is very
significant. It means that neither is the earth rested on something "solid" nor are
the skies so. In other words, the passage says that they are held in their respective
positions without solid supports, that is in space, by Allah's will and design

A third and bewildering fact mentioned about the sky, as mentioned eatlier,’ is
that it is in the process of continuous expansion. Modern scientific knowledge is
surprisingly in line with this statement of the Qur’an. It may further be noted in
this connection that the Qur’dn also describes the seven skies as "seven ways" or
tracks. Thus 23:17 states

! Q. 2:29; 17:44; 23:17; 23:86; 41:12; 65:12; 67:3; 71:15 and 78:12.

? Q. 67:3 and 71:15. The term #bdgd, though often translated as "one above the other), more correctly menas "in layers"
or "corresponding to one another". See Lane's Lexiion.

*  Watt quickly passes over this fact by saying: "There is also mention of seven heavens." (Mubammad's Mewa,5.)

Y Q55T = el py g s el

* Q. 13:2and 31:10.

¢ Supra, pp. 78-79.
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"And We have created above you seven ways, and We are not unmindful of the creation.” (23:27)
The full significance of such statements in the Qur’in may be understood only in
the light of modern scientific knowledge about the movement of the heavenly
bodies.

Another significant fact about the skies mentioned in the Qurt’an is that there
are living beings in them, and not simply on this our planet, the earth. Thus 42:29
very distinctly states:

Al e L S by 5 Y gt Gl Gl e
"And of His signs is the creation of the skies and the earth and what He has sptead forth in both
of them of living beings."

There are other passages too that give the same imptession.! Finally, of the
seven skies, the nearest in relation to us is described in the Qur'an as alsamad’
al-dunyd or the "nether sky". More significantly, it is very specifically stated that
this the "nether sky" is decorated with stars (kawikib) and incandescent lights
(masabih). Thus 41:12, after referring to Allah's having created the seven skies and
set in each sky its order (st JS° 3 ~4f 5) adds: polias Ll ledi by —"and We
decorated zhe nether sky with incandescent lights."

The same thing is stated in 67:5, while 37:6 states: <1, 2y Ll slendt Ly Ul
~"Verily We have decorated the nether sky with the stars....."

This feature is thus especial to the "nether sky" or the immediate sky. The
reference here is obviously to the vast region of space in which the solar system
and the neighbouring constellations exist. Modern scientific knowledge seems to
be grappling with the nature and scope of the "nether sky" only. According to
the present state of that knowledge, this "nether sky" is "toofed" by the "milky
way" which contains at least one thousand billion stars, none of them being
smaller than the sun!

With regard to this "nether sky" the notion of space is conveyed by the fact
that the heavenly bodies — the sun, the moon, the stars — are described as having
been set "in" (f) it and that they are made to move in certain well regulated ways
and for specified terms. Thus 13:2 states: gad =Y ¢ ,m J57 jadlly juaddl oy —
"And He has subjected to order the sun and the moon; each runs (its coutse) for
a term specified...." Similarly 36:38-40 states:

N.LZ.H d}’-jdg A\.FL’&-J)LA obj..\ij.ﬂ\}‘..,wtﬁfj\ ﬁdﬂwiwwéﬁwﬂb

' See for instance Q. 16:49; 17:55; 19:93; 21:19; 23:71; 24:41; 27:65; 28:18; 30:26.
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"The sun runs its course to a destination for it; that is the ordaining of the Almighty, the
All-Knowing. And the moon We have set for it stations, till it reverts to the like of a withered
palm-bough. It behoves not the sun to overtake the moon, neither does the night outstrip the day.
And each swims in an orbit (space)."

Whatever interpretation one may like to put on the terms mustagarr and falak
in the above passage, the sense of motion and movement on the one hand, and
that of space on the other, are all too clear from the expressions yajri, tajri and
yusbibdn

That the term sami’ (sky) embraces the open space above (or around) us is
clearly indicated by such passages as 16:79 and 30:48. The first passage states:

sl gor 3 s plall Sy
"Do they not look at the bitds subjected to otder in the midst of the sky?...."
The second passage, 30:48, states:

cosliy S el 9 daend Ul 28 ~U N e 1 I
"It 1s A}lah Who sends the winds that raise the clouds. Thus He spreads them én the sky as He
wills...."

Coming to the group of passages that speak about the end, the most important
thing to note is that the skies, along with the stars, the planets and all the other
creation, will be brought to an end. "That day We shall roll up the sky like the
rolling up of the scroll of writings. As We began the first creation, We shall repeat
it..."” That day the sky will "disintegrate with clouds;’ it will come up with "visible

smoke";* it "will be in a state of commotion";’ it "will be rent asunder and turn

red like paint";® it "will be like molten brass";'the stars will be displaced and
scattered® and the sun and the moon will be joined together.” Finally, 2 new world
and new skies will be ushered in, as the Qur’an states:
oty N e o W S e
"That day the earth will be exchanged for another earth, and the skies too." (14:48)

' The Qurin sometimes also figuratively employs the term sumd’ for rain. Such passages are not, however, relevant to

the present discussion.
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Thus will be the end of the present state of the world and the universe and the
beginning of a new life and a new world — the hereafter.

The process thus described belongs to the future, and Allah Alone knows
when and how these will be effected. So far as modern science is concerned, it
only speculates that the world may come to an end as a result of some serious
distutbance and dislocation in the solar and planetary systems. It is thus not in
disharmony with the Qur’anic statements noted above.

The expressions "folding up", "rent asundet" and the like used in connection
with the end of the skies may give an impression that these are objects susceptible
of being "broken up". Like the terms "edifice" (bind’) and "roof" (sagf), these
expressions also may be interpreted without assuming the skies to be "solid"
objects, particulatly as the process described includes the stars, the planets and
other heavenly bodies. Similarly, the existence of living beings in the skies does
not mean that these latter should be solid objects; for, just as the eatth is set in
the sky (space), so there are other earths in the skies. The Qur’in very clearly
states at 65:12: ... et 2 Y1 (e 5 Slglens o 3l ) U - "Allabh is He Who created
the seven skies, and of the earth the like of them." (65:12)

Also, it should be noted that the other living beings may have other types of
physique and constitution; so their places of habitation may be different in nature
than that of ours. Again, since even human beings become "weightless" at a
certain distance in the space and may move about therein without the "support”
of "solid" objects, it would be wrong to assume on the basis of the existence of
living beings in the skies that these latter are therefore "solid" things.

It should be clear from the above discussion that there are certain expressions
in the Qur’dn which, if approached with the primitive notion about the sky,
would fit in with that notion, but they are very much appropriate to the modern
concept of the sky and the universe. Above all, it should not be lost sight of that
the present state of our knowledge is confined only to a part of what constitutes
the "nether sky", alsama’ al-dunyi. The region lying beyond this nearest sky with
all its stars and planets, is simply beyond our knowledge. Even the scientists
admit that what they have hitherto learnt about the extent and nature of the sky is
only a microscopic patticle in relation to what remains unknown of it. What lies
beyond this known or supposedly known region is completely dark to us. In view
of all these it would be simply presumptuous to assume that the Qut’anic
statements about the sky are not in accord with modern scientific knowledge. At
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any rate, Watt's assumption that the Qur’inic view of the sky is primitive,
reflecting the state of knowledge in the seventh centuty is wrong in three main
respects. He picks up only a few statements in the Qur’dn, approaches them with
the "primitive" notion and puts a very narrow construction on them. Second, he
ignores a latge number of other statements in the Qur’dn that are surprisingly in
accord with modern scientific information about the sky and the significance of
which may be fully appreciated with the further progress of our knowledge.
Third, he seems to assume that the modern scientists have the last word about
the sky and that nothing remains to be known about it, which is not at all the
case; for the scientists themselves admit that they have not fathomed even a
particle of the vast and bewildering creation, the sky.
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CHAPTER IV )
THE ORIENTALISTS ON THE QUR’ANIC WAHY:
I. THE VIEWS OF MUIR AND MARGOLIOUTH

I. PRELIMINARY REMARKS

The genuineness of the Qur’an as Allah's words and a divinely sent-down
scripture, the claim of Islam as a divinely communicated religion and the status of
Muhammad (p.b.h)) as Allah's Prophet and Messenger, all revolve round the
question of wahy or divine communication to him. Naturally, therefore, the
subject of wapy has received a good deal of the orientalists' attention. Especially
since the middle of the nineteenth century they have advanced a number of
assumptions and theories about it. In general, the aim of all these theories and
assumptions is to show, by one argument or another, that the texts making up the
Qurin  were Muhammad's (p.b.h.) own composition. The most that the
otientalists seem to concede is that Muhammad (p.b.h.) might have been sincete
in his conviction that he was given the texts by Allah; nevertheless these were the
products of his own mind and thought.

It is understandable that neither any orientalist, nor, for that matter, a
non-Muslim, could conscientiously and without being skeptical about his own
teligion admit that Muhammad (p.b.h.) was Allah's Messenger and that the
Qur’an is Allah's words. What is special with the orientalists, however, is that
they do not leave the matter there by simply denying divine origin for the Qur’in
and divine commission for Muhammad (p.b.h). They proceed further than that
and endeavour to show, from the Islamic sources and texts, that that really is the
case. And in so far as they do so, they in effect assume the role of missionaries of
their own faiths and they generally twist the facts and misinterpret the texts in
order to sustain their assumptions.

Since the second half of the nineteenth centuty the otientalists' views about
the Qur’dnic waly have passed through three distinct stages of evolution. The first
stage started with the publication in 1858 of William Muit's Life of Mahomet. His
views and assumptions about wapy and the Prophethood of Muhammad (p.b.h.)
in general were adopted more or less by almost all the other writers during the
rest of the century and the first decade of the twentieth century. The state of the
orientalists' attitude in this respect at the beginning of the twentieth century was
reflected, with some modification and addition, in David Samuel Matgoliouth's
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Mobhbammed and the Rise of Islam, the third and revised edition of which was
published in 1905. The second stage of development took place since then and
was best typified by the writings of Richard Bell since the thirties till the early
fifties of the century. The third and contemporary stage began with the
publication in 1953 of William Montgomery Watt's Mubammad at Mecca. He has
since then produced other works, notably his Islamic Revelation in the Modern World
(1969) and Mubammad's Mecca (1988). Drawing on and building upon his
predecessors' views, particulatly those of his preceptor Bell, Watt has advanced a
good deal of assumptions and conclusions about wahy and the nature of the
Qur’an. In the present and following three chapters, these three stages in the
development of the orientalists' views about waby are analysed and examined.

II. MUIR'S ASSUMPTIONS

Muir's basic assumption was that Muhammad (p. b. h.) was ambitious and that
being depressed by the debasement of his people he sought relief in meditation
and reflection at Mount Hird’. Gradually certain grand ideas, such as God the
Sole Creator and Ruler, the wretchedness of heathenism and idolatry,
resurrection, judgement and recompense of good and evil, and life after death,
etc., took shape in his mind. He gave vent to these ideas in what is called
"fragments" of poetry and "soliloquy" on the state and prospects of mankind, and
in prayers for guidance. As instances of these early "fragments" of poetry Muir
quotes in his own translation sirabs 103 (al-‘Asr) and 100 (al-‘Adiyds); and as
instances of "soliloquy" and "prayer" he quotes, respectively, sérahs 101
(al-Qéri‘aby and 1 (a/-Fatihah).! Muir admits that these were "couched in words of
rare force and beauty". Sometimes the "oracle", further says Muir, came "direct
from the Deity, speaking as 'We', and to Mahomet as "Thou'." As an instance of
this last category he quotes in translation sdrah 95 (a/-Tin).?

Yet, says Muir, the conviction of being inspired was not attained by
Muhammad (p.b.h.). It came to him "after a protracted period of mental throes."
In the meantime he is said to have raised the "voice of expostulation and alarm",
as in sdrah 104 (al-Humazgah), and to have alluded to Arab and Jewish legends as
well as to "national miracles" and sentiments. As instances of these, part of sdrab
89 (al-Fajr) and sdrabs 105 and 106 ( a-F# and a/-’T/f) in full are quoted in

' Murr, Lif ez, third edn. 35-39.
* Thid, 39.
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translation." Muhammad (p.b.h), says Muir, was still groping for the truth, and
siirabh 90 (al-Balad) is quoted in full in translation in support of this statement.?

Thus the Prophet, according to Muir, continued to give "vent to his reveries in
poetry" for several years "before he assumed the office of a divine teacher."
During this period a small group including Waraqah, ‘Ali, Khadijah and ’Abd
Bakr (r.a.) became his followers, the first three, says Muir, putting the early sérahs
to writing, for "Mahomet did not himself write."® Outside that little circle,
continues Muir, his preachings were met by gross ignorance and opposition, the
Quraysh leader Abu Jahl and his group sneered at him and the general body of
Quraysh remained "careless and indifferent."

At such a stage, says Muir, the need for appearing as a Prophet was brought
home to Muhammad (p.b.h.) when, the "more susceptible among the citizens",
while listening to him, pointed out that they would lead a purer life if a Prophet
was sent to them, just as Prophets had been sent to the Jews and Christians. In
support of this statement Muir cites the Qur’dnic passage 35:42 and says that
Muhammad (p.b.h.) felt the force of the reply and made a searching of his own
heart whereby he came to the conviction that the ideas and compositions he had
been putting forth all constituted a "supernatural call, a divine mission."* In such
a state of mind he sought reassurance in God's past favours on him as is evident
from sdrabs 93 (al-Dubd) and 94 (al-Sharh).’ Finally, while seated or wandering
amidst the peaks of Hird’, "an apparition rose before him". Jibril stood "close and
clear beside him in a vision" and "approaching within 'two bow-lengths', brought
from his master the memorable behest of sirat al-‘Alag.’ "Thus was Mahomet
led", concludes Muir, "after a protracted period of doubt and hesitancy — to give
forth his message as proceeding directly from the Almighty. Henceforth he spoke
literally 4n the name of the Lord. And so scrupulous was he, ... that every sentence of
the Coran is prefaced by the divine command, SPEAK or SAY; which, if not
expressed, is always to be understood."” Even after that he was taunted as a poet,
a sorcerer or one possessed by the demons. Hence he fell back on his
commission and in his perplexity stretched himself on his bed, wrapping his
garments around him and "fell into a trance". The angel was "at hand" and the

Ibid., 30-40.

Ibdd., 41.

Ibid.

Ibid., 42-43.

Ibid., 43. Muir quotes here these two sérabs in full in translation.
Thid., 45-46. Muir quotes here the entire sérab in translation.
Ibid., 46. Muir quotes in the footnote s#rab 112 (al-Tkhlis).
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Prophet was "aroused from despondency to energy and action" by the
reanimating message of sdrat al-Muddaththir.

Muir claims that he has thus traced from the "vatious intimations gathered
from the Coran itself” the steps by which Muhammad (p.b.h.) was led to assume
the office of Prophet.” Muir then summatizes what he calls the traditional account
by teproducing mainly the account given by Al-Wiqidi. In conclusion he refers to
the manners and methods of the coming of wapy, which he calls the Prophet's
"ecstatic periods" and says that those were "teveries of profound meditation,
swoons connected with morbid excitability of mental or physical constitution",
which varied at different periods and under different circumstances.’

Thus, according to Muir, Muhammad (p.b.h.), by seeing the debased condition
of his people, took to meditation and reflection as a result of which certain grand
ideas about God and man came to his mind, that he gave vent to those ideas in
fragments of poetry and soliloquy, that when some of his listeners said that they
would be more amenable to the preachings of a Prophet, he rethought his
position and persuaded himself that the ideas and messages he had been giving
out were from God, that in that state of mind he saw an "appatition" which he
thought to be the angel delivering to him a text and that he continued to receive
and give out such texts through ecstatic "swoons" and "trances" which were due
to the morbid excitability of his mind and constitution. The last mentioned aspect
of Muit's suggestions is only an extension of his other assumption made in
connection with the Prophet's childhood that he was a victim of epilepsy or
fainting fits.

These assumptions and suggestions are all wrong and untenable, being based
on a gross distortion of the facts and circumstances relating to the coming of wahy
to the Prophet. They are also illogical and inconsistent.

Muir's basic assumption is that Muhammad (p.b.h.) was ambitious and made
preparations for playing the role of a Prophet. Yet it is suggested that he did not
reach the conviction of being "inspired" till "after a protracted petiod of mental
throes" and "honest striving after truth" and further that he gave vent to his
"reveries" for "several years before he assumed the office of a divine teacher."
Cleatly, the two strains are antithetical. If the Prophet had really been ambitious
and had made plans and preparations for playing the role of a Prophet, he would

' Ibid,, 47-48.Muir here quotes in translation the s4rah with slight omissions.
2 Thid, 48.
* Ibid., 51.
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not have embarked upon his project till after his plans had fully matured and he
had settled his lines of action. On the other hand if, on account of his
contemplation, reflection and "honest striving after truth" certain grand ideas
"took clear and definite shape before him", then the Prophet did not obviously
act according to ptior plans and preparations. In fact, Muit's theory that
Muhammad (p.b.h.) felt the need for appearing as Prophet only after some of his
listeners had said that they would lead a purer life if a Prophet was sent to them is
a contradiction by himself of his theory of ambition and preparation on the
Prophet's part.

In truth, the case was neither the result of plans and preparation nor that of
meditation and contemplation. The Prophet did of course engage himself in
solitary stay and reflection, but that was in no way done in response to his
listeners' desite to have a Prophet among them, nor was the text he delivered to
his people a product of his contemplation. It was something entirely extraneous
to himself and he had in no way thought of it nor expected it. That was the
reason why, by all accounts, he was bewildered, puzzled and terrified at the
sudden turn of events and was not initially sure of his new position. His
uncertainty was clearly due to the absence of any design and ambition on his patt
and to the suddenness and unexpectedness of the development. It also shows
that the text which he received as revelation was no product of his thinking and
reflection. But whatever the nature of his initial uncertainty and bewilderment,
that state did not definitely last for "several years" and it was clearly the result of
the coming of the first wajy to him and of the circumstances attending it. Muir
uses this "effect" of the coming of wajy to the Prophet as the cause and prior
circumstances of it — thus completely reversing the process of development as
narrated in all the sources.

Muir states that the Prophet did not attain the conviction of being "inspired"
and did not assume "the office of a divine teacher" for several years. Yet, Muir
would have us believe that the Prophet nonetheless preached his "ideas" and
called upon his people to accept his message so much so that while a small
number became his followers, the generality of the Quraysh mocked at him and
opposed him. Now, the questions that naturally suggest themselves to any reader
of this account are: (a) is it conceivable that a person who is not yet sure about his
own position nor about the nature of his message would at the same time come
out in the open, seek converts to his teachings and face insults and opposition in
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consequence? (b) Is it reasonable to assume that a group of persons, however
small, would respond to his call unless they were convinced of the truth and
divine origin of the message? And how could they be so while the preacher
himself of the message was supposedly not so sure about himself and about the
nature of his message? (c) Is it reasonable to think that the great body of the
Quraysh would turn against the preacher unless they were sure about the
setiousness of his claims and of his teachings? Muir does not of course ask
himself these very natural questions but expects his readers to take the absurdity
from him.

But the climax of Muir's inconsistency lies in the suggestion, on the one hand,
that Muhammad (p.b.h.) did not give out his call "in the name of the Lord" ill
after several years of hesitation and groping for the truth and, on the other, in
the statement that during that initial period the "oracle" did sometimes "come
direct from the Deity, speaking as 'We' and to Mahomet as "Thou'" Now, one
cleatly fails to understand how this type of deliverances differ in any way from
those made subsequently "in the name of the Lord". Indeed, Muit's basic
inconsistency lies in the fact that he cites as many as 18 Qur’anic sdrabs to
illustrate what he supposes to be pre-wahy or pre-Qur’in deliverances of the
Prophet!

Muit's most absurd proposition is that the need for giving himself out as
Prophet dawned on Muhammad (p.b.h.) when in the course of his preaching "the
more susceptible of the citizens" pointed out that they would lead a purer life if a
Prophet was sent to them, like those unto the Jews and the Christians.
Thereupon, we are told, Muhammad (p.b.h.) reassessed his position and through
a process of intense heart-searchings came to the conviction that he was divinely
inspired and ultimately perceived the "vision" of the angel Jibril instructing him to
"recite", i.e., to preach, "in the name of thy Lord". Now, imagine the position of a
person who goes out to his people as a religious preacher and then, after having
preached for several years and after having faced the opposition and ridicule of
his people, takes the hint in the remark of some of them that they would listen to
his counsel of reform if a Prophet came to preach to them. Thereupon the
preacher revises his role and reappears to his people telling them that he has now
received God's commission so that they should follow him. No person with an
iota of common sense and intelligence in him would render himself so ludicrous
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by acting so foolishly and naively. Yet, Muir not only attributes such naivety to
the Prophet but also expects his readers to believe it.

This absurd story is made up by a series of twisting and mixing up of the facts
on the one hand, and by misinterpreting the texts on the other. In the first place,
Muir twists the well-known fact of the Prophet's bewilderment, apprehension and
uncertainty consequent upon his receipt of the first revelation into a circumstance
prior to that incident. He then mixes this bewilderment and uncertainty on the
Prophet's part with the period of fatrah or pause in the coming of wahy. Indeed,
his second twisting takes place in connection with this fact. He conveys the
impression that the period of fatrah is coterminous with the petiod during which
the Prophet is alleged to have been struggling within himself and suffering from
immense mental tension as to whether or not to give himself out as Prophet and
speak in God's name. It may be noted that the nature of fatrah, as mentioned in all
the reports about it, is completely different from what Muir would have us
believe. Although the reports differ about its duration, they are all at one in saying
that it was a period during which there was a pause in the coming of wahy, not a
period previous to it. The Prophet was of course anxious and restless during that
period, but there is no suggestion in the sources that this restlessness was due to
his mental tension about whether or not to speak in the name of God. Muir
simply puts this unwarrantable interpretation on the fact of the Prophet's anxiety
which was due to his non-receipt of wapy for a period longer than the usual
intervals between such communications. Incidentally, the reports about fafrah and
the whole affair of the Prophet's anxiety and tension on that account are
conclusive evidences of the fact that wajy was not something emanating from the
Prophet himself, nor was it something of his own making,

Such twisting of the facts is blended with misinterpretations of the texts,
concluded by the misleading statement that the account of the steps by which
Muhammad (p.b.h.) was led to assume the office of Prophet is gleaned from the
"various intimations gathered from the Coran itself." It must at once be pointed
out that the "steps" which Muir mentions are only distortions and
misinterpretation of the facts, including the fact of fatrah ot pause in the coming
of wahy, are mentioned only in the reports, and not at all in the Qut’an. And the
Qur’anic statements which Muir adduces as supportive evidence for his
assumptions are mere misinterpretations by him.
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The first notable misuse of the Qur'anic text on Muit's part is with regard to
the statement about the sin of speaking falsely in the name of God. The Qut’an
of course denounces it as the most odious sin, not once but at least at ten places.’
A simple glance at these passages would make it clear that the statement is made
either to rebut the unbelievers' allegation that what the Prophet was giving out to
them was not really from Allah, or to denounce the practice of some of the
People of the Book who tampered with Allah's revelation and gave out their own
statements as His. Muir arbitrarily infers from these statements of the Qut’in that
the Prophet must have at an early stage of his career struggled within himself over
the question of whether or not to speak falsely in God's name. There is nothing
in the Qur’n to warrant such an assumption.

The second grave misinterpretation of Muir's is his citation of s#rahs 93
(al-Dubd) and 94 (al-Sharh) as evidence of the Prophet's alleged attempt to
emancipate himself from the alleged mental tension as to whether or not to speak
falsely in God's name and to reassure himself that he had indeed been favoured
by God. The s#rabs in question of course remind the Prophet of Allah's favours
on him; but there is nothing in them, or in the reports concerning the occasions
of their revelation, to suggest that the Prophet recalled those past favours of
Allah on him by way of emancipating himself from the mental tension as to
whether or not to speak falsely in Allah's name or to persuade himself that what
he was giving out constituted a divine mission. The explanation is solely Muit's
imagination having no foundation in the Qur’an itself, or in the reports.

The third misinterpretation is made in connection with the Qur’inic passage
35:42 which says: "They swore their strongest oaths by Allah that if a warner
came to them they would be better guided than one of the peoples (Jews and
Christians)."” Muir assumes that this remark was made by the unbelievers to the
Prophet when he was preaching to them and that because of this remark he
thought of giving himself out as a Prophet. There is nothing in the reports or in
the Qur’dn itself to support this assumption. The utter unreasonableness of the
Prophet's undertaking any preaching work before his being sure of his own
position and before giving himself out as Prophet has already been pointed out. It
may be noted here that the statement cited was made by some Quraysh leaders
not to the Prophet but long before his emergence on the scene and as a reaction

! See for instance Q. 3:94; 6:21; 6:93; 6:144; 7:37; 10:17; 11:18; 18:15; 29:68 and 61:7.
? See also Q. 6:157.
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to the report which reached them that the Jews and the Christians belied and
disobeyed their Prophets.'

Lastly, Muir completely misunderstands or misinterprets the first ‘Zyah of sirat
al-‘Alag when he assumes that since this ‘4yab is a command to the Prophet,
"Read in the name of your Lord", previously to that he must have been preaching
his doctrines #o# in the name of the Lord! Indeed, it is on a gross
misinterpretation of this ‘dyah and the above noted passage 35:42 that Muir has
built up his entire theory about what he calls the steps by which Muhammad
(p-b.h.) came to assume the role of a divine teacher. And to sustain that theory he
has assumed that the Prophet gave out as many as 18 or more sérabs of the
Qur’an before he claimed to have received his commission as Prophet and any
wajy from Allah!

Whatever view one may take about the Qur’anic passages cited by Muir, the
utter absurdities and inconsistencies of the various aspects of his theory, as
mentioned eatlier, render it totally untenable. Nonetheless, Muit's views have
been taken over and adopted by his successor orientalists in some form or other.
Notably, his theoty of a period of "pre-wapy" or "pre-Qur’an" deliverances by the
Prophet has been reiterated by Bell,” though on different grounds; while this
assumption, together with Muir's theory of gradual development of the Prophet's
career and doctrines, have been taken over and pushed to an extreme by Watt
who even suggests that the Prophet did not start with any clear concept of
monotheism which came to him gradually after a prolonged period of preaching
for as any as four or five years! But let us first take into account the views of
Margoliouth, Muir's immediate intellectual successor.

III. MARGOLIOUTH'S ASSUMPTIONS

Like Muir's, Matgoliouth's treatment of the subject of wahy is also an extension
of the theme of ambition and design on the Prophet's patt; but Matgoliouth
seems to have seen and avoided Muir's inconsistencies, though in the cousse of
his treatment of the matter Margoliouth also has landed himself into fresh
inconsistencies and absurdities. He assumes straight off that Muhammad (p.b.h.),
being highly ambitious, carefully thought out his intended role and when his plans
matured fully he executed them skilfully. According to Margoliouth, the whole
affair of wapy was "trickery" and "imposture" from first to last. It is alleged that

! See Al-Qurtubd, Tafsir, X1V, 356; Al-Baydawi, Tufisr, I1, 275 and Al-Shawkani, Tufifr, IV, 355-356.
* See infra, ch. V.
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Muhammad (p.b.h.), in accordance with his plans, acted the role of a "medium"’
to "produce messages from the other world" and, in order to ensure his success,
he so manoeuvred the form and manner of those messages that they would
appear to be of "supernatural origin".? Thus, to produce 2 revelation Muhammad
(p-b.h.) would "instinctively", to use Matgoliouth's words, fall "into a violent
agitation, his face would turn livid, and he would cover himself with a blanket,
from which he would emerge perspiring copiously, with a message ready."’ This
practice of covering himself with a blanket is said to have been retained by him
"from first to last".* It is further alleged that the "epileptic fits" which the Prophet
experienced "at some time" suggested the manner which he "artificially
produced" without "the slightest preparation”, accompanied by "snoting and
reddening of the face.”” This form, says Margoliouth, was "recognized as the
normal form of inspiration."® So adept the Prophet is said to have become in the
matter that he, as Margoliouth puts it, "would receive a divine communication in
immediate answer to a question addressed him while he was eating, and after
delivering it in this fashion, proceed to finish the morsel which he held in his
hand when he was interrupted; or a revelation would come in answer to a
question addressed him as he stood in the pulpit."’

As regards the contents of the revelations Margoliouth suggests that for these
the Prophet "had to go back to the Jewish and the Christian scriptures” until he
had plenty to say;8 and that he claimed it a miracle that "he was made acquainted
with the contents of books which he had never read", but that subsequently he
said that "the miracle lay in his unrivalled eloquence."” However, the "earliest
scraps of revelation", says Margoliouth, are "imitations of the utterances of
revivalist preachers" like Quss ibn Sd‘ida. It is further alleged that the Prophet
imitated the style of the usual Arabian oratory, which was some sort of rhyme,
but "he little understood its nature.""”

' This characterization of the Prophet as "medium" has been adopted by others like Tor Andrae and Maxime Rodinson
who, however, enlarges it as "megaphone".
MARGOLIOUTH, gp.ct., 84.

Thid., citing Al-Tabard, Tafsir, XXVIII, 4.
MARGOLIOUTH, gp.cit., 86.

Ihid. (citing Musnad IV, 222).

1bdd.

Ihid. (citing Musnad, V1, 56 & 111, 21)
Ibid., 80, 86.

Ihid., 87.

 Thid, 87-88.
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As regards the beginning of the revelation Margoliouth says that it was the
Prophet's character to bide his time till the favourable moment. Hence he made
use of a "period of transition between the old life and the new."' Drawing an
analogy with Joseph Smith, founder of the Mormon sect, who first wandered in a
forest and subsequently gave out his "trance" utterances as divine message
brought to his notice by angels, Margoliouth says that Muhammad's (p.b.h.)
prophetic career likewise began with a period of solitude. "For one month of the
year", says Matgoliouth, "the Meccans practised a rite called zapannuth”, which
was a sort of asceticism. During this month "it was Mohammed's custom to retire
to a cave in Mt. Hira..." At some time in that month when he had been alone in
the valley, "occurred the theophany (or its equivalent)" which led to his "starting
as a divine messenget". Margoliouth further says that in the traditions relating to
the matter the communication is done by Jibsl, "the angel who in the New
Testament conveys messages”, but in the Qur’dn "it appeats to be God Himself
Who descended and at a distance of rather less than two bow-shots addressed the
Prophet..." Jibtil was substituted "afterwards", says Margoliouth, probably "due to
the development of the Prophet's theology."

These are, in the main, the views of Margoliouth regarding wahy and the
Prophet's assumption of the role of a divinely commissioned teacher.
Margoliouth cleatly takes over from Muir the theme of ambition and preparation
on the Prophet's part and develops it. Margoliouth also adopts the allegation of
epilepsy and "trances" and attempts to fit these in his theoty of "trickery" and
imposture on the Prophet's part by saying that he artificially produced the
- symptoms. Above all, Margoliouth stresses, equally as does Muir, that the text of
the Qur’dn, or the revelations generally, are the Prophet's own composition. In all
these essential respects, thus, Margoliouth generally follows the foot-steps of his
predecessor. Nevertheless, he adds some new assumptions that will be noticed
presently. ‘

Leaving aside the allegation of ambition and preparation on the one hand, and
that of epilepsy on the other, both of which assumptions are totally groundless,
Margoliouth's main allegation is that of trickery on the Prophet's part. He
suggests that the Prophet so planned the form and manner of the revelation that
it might appear to be of supernatural origin. It is even said that the Prophet had
taken his cue from the phenomenon accompanying his alleged epileptic fits

v Ibid., 90.
* Ibid., 90-91.
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earlier in his life and that he reproduced those phenomena, such as falling into
trance, snoring and reddening of the face, perspiring, or covering himself with a
blanket, etc. It is further said that this "came to be recognized as the normal form
of inspiration". But the instances cited by Margoliouth himself show not a
uniform but various manners of the coming of revelations to the Prophet. Most
of these manners obviously do not fit in with the theory of trickery. Thus, (a)
with regard to be beginning of revelation, which should have been considered the
most important and decisive instance to substantiate the theory, Margoliouth
admits that the Prophet received it all alone in the "valley" where there was none
else to witness the form and manner of its coming. Also, neither does
Margoliouth allege, nor do the sources indicate, that there was any such symptom
on that occasion as falling into trance, etc. (b) Margoliouth cites the instances of
the Prophet's receiving revelations while taking his meals or while standing on the
pulpit. In these cases also the reports cited do not really suggest that the Prophet
affected any such symptoms as snoring, reddening of the face, falling into trance,
etc.! Moreover, these instances do not relate to the coming of Qurdnic wahy
which is to be always distinguished from the other types of wahy which the
Prophet received from time to time. (c) Margoliouth also alleges that the Prophet
let his "confederates act the part of Gabriel or let his followers identify' some
interlocutors of his with that angel." The allegation is totally unjustified; but the
allusion is cleatly to the instances mentioned in the sources of Jibril's sometimes
appearing in the form of a human being (sometimes as a stranger, sometimes in
the appearance of a companion of the Prophet named Dahiyah al-Kalbi) and
delivering the revelation to him. In any case, this form, far from convincing the
on-lookers about the supernatural origin of the text, was the more likely to
expose the alleged trickery; for the individual who thus allegedly impersonated
the angel was not to be let alone by the people who were generally in attendance
upon the Prophet for most of the time. In all these cases there was no question of
the Prophet's artificially reproducing the phenomena of epilepsy alleged to the
"normal manner of inspiration”. Thus the instances cited by Margoliouth himself
do not at all substantiate the allegation of trickery on the Prophet's part.

Secondly, Margoliouth is also inconsistent in his assumption about the
Prophet's solitary stay and contemplation (fabannuth) at the cave of Hird’.
Margoliouth suggests that like most "mediums" the Prophet planned it as a

! See Musnad, 111, 21 and VI, 56. These are reports respectively of ‘A’ishah and *Abd Sa‘ld al-Khudsd (ra.).
% Margoliouth, gp.cit., 88 (citing Ibn Sa‘d, II, 520).
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period of transition between the old life and the new. In the same breath,
however, it is stated that the Makkans practised this rite during the month of
Ramadin each year and that it was" Mohammed's (p.b.h.) custom to retire to a
cave in Mt. Hira" during that month. Now, the report about the Makkans'
ptactising fabannuth during Ramadan is not at all credible; but leaving aside that
question, it is clearly inconsistent to suggest, as Margoliouth does, that the period
of tahannuth was a planned period of transition from the old life to the new, and
then to say in the same breath that in doing so at Hird’ the Prophet was following
a religious rite practised each year by the Makkans. The fact is that here
Margoliouth has been trapped by another incorrect assumption of his, namely,
that the Prophet, prior to his call, followed the religion of the pagan Makkans
including the worship of their gods and goddesses.! Margoliouth is so enamoured
of this faulty assumption of his that he unguardedly introduces it here without
caring to see that it is totally inconsistent with his theory of a planned period of
transition used by the Prophet.

Similar inconsistency pervades Margoliouth's assumption regarding the
language and contents of the revelation. Thus, he says that the Prophet claimed
his "unrivalled eloquence" to be a miracle? and then, a little further on, states that
he merely imitated the "sort of thyme" of the general Arabian oratory, "though he
little understood it."’ Again, with regard to the contents of the revelation
Margoliouth obsetrves that for them the Prophet "had to go back to Jewish and
Christian scriptures”, until the course of events provided him with plenty to say."*
Elaborating this assumption Margoliouth further says: "Once the head of the
state Mohammed had plenty to say: but at the commencement of his career, the
matter was not provided by the circumstances." Hence "he hit on the plan of
botrowing from the Old or New Testament."’

The allegation of borrowing from the Jewish and Christian sources has been
dealt with separately.® Here it may be noted that Margoliouth practically nullifies
his statement here by another gross inconsistency. Thus, having made the above
mentioned remark he immediately carries out a vofe face and says that the Prophet
"followed this safe method" of borrowing from Judaeo-Christian scriptures when

16dd., 69-70.
Ibid, 87.
Ibid., 88.
Ibid., 80.
Ibid., 86.
Infra, ch. 11
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he was forced by circumstances to produce revelations in increasing quantities,
but "the earliest scraps of revelation... appear to have been imitations of the
utterances of revivalist preachers" like Quss ibn Si9da.' Thus in one breath
Margoliouth would have us believe that at the initial stage when the Prophet had
not much to say he would borrow from the Judaeo-Christian scriptures until the
progtess of circumstances provided him with enough to say, and then, again, we
are required to believe that the Prophet would adopt "this safe" method when the
progress of circumstances made it necessary for him to produce revelations in
increasing quantities! The inconsistency seems to have been due to an awareness
on Margoliouth's part that the so-called "earliest scraps of revelation" do not
really bear any resemblance with the Old and New Testament materials and that
those parts of the Qur’n that seem to resemble them in any way are not quite the
initial revelations to the Prophet. As regards the anecdote about Quss ibn Sa‘ida
and the Prophet's having allegedly heard him speak at ‘Ukaz it is far from being
trustworthy. But even taking the report as it is, his reported utterances have but
very faint resemblance with the eatly sirahs. Not would those utterances make up
a fraction of the materials contained in the eatly revelations.

In advancing these inconsistent suggestions Margoliouth has resorted to a
good deal of twisting of the facts. Thus the instances mentioned in the soutces of
the Prophet's having sometimes experienced hardships while receiving revelations
have been twisted as symptoms of epilepsy; though anyone having an idea of the
disease and its physical and mental effects on its victim would at once recognize
that the Prophet's case was quite different from that ailment. A second twist with
regard to the same fact is the assumption that the Prophet artificially produced
those symptoms, though there is nothing in the sources to indicate that he had
recourse to such trickery. Nor did the many followers and companions who
closely surrounded him for over a score of years ever think such to be the case. A
third twist in the same fact is the assertion that such allegedly artificially produced
symptoms wete the "normal" form of inspiration; though it is quite cleat from the
sources that the instances of physical hardships accompanying the teceipt of
revelations were only exceptional and very few and far between.

Similarly the fact of the angel Jibril's sometimes appearing in the form of a
human being has been twisted as the Prophet's letting "confederates act the part
of Gabriel". As already mentioned, such trickery was the more likely to expose

! Margoliouth, ap.a., 87.
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the trick than to impress the divine nature of the revelation upon the audience
present on such occasions. This particular twisting is all the more strange on
Margoliouth's part; for he notes at the same time that Jibril is the angel "who in
the New Testament conveys messages."' One could be tempted to ask: If it was
nothing unnatural for Jibril to be the conveyer of messages in the case of the
New Testament prophets, why should it be so in the case of another prophet. To
prove trickery in the latter's case it is necessary to point out the true manners in
which the angel used to deliver messages to the New Testament prophets.
Neither Margoliouth nor any of his intellectual disciples who adopt his views
have, however, done it.

The twisting of the facts is generally done through misinterpretation of the
texts. Indeed, it is often difficult to draw a line of distinction between the two.
Such at least is the case of a writer of revelations who, it is alleged, abjured Islam
because he was convinced that the affair of revelation was a fake.” The tradition
cited by Margoliouth in this connection does in fact record the despicable end of
an insincere convert to Islam who used to write down revelations for the Prophet
but who abjured Islam, joined the Makkan opposition and gave out as reason for
his abandoning Islam that the Prophet used to dictate some expressions to him
but he would write something else instead, and when asked to correct the mistake
he would insist on not changing what he had written. So, he says, the Prophet
would permit him to write whatever he liked to write. It is made to appear that
this happened more than once.’

Now, clearly this statement is that of a person who had turned hostile. On the
face of it, thus, it is not at all worthy of credence. From the text of the report it is
also clear that the person in question was an enemy in disguise who, by a fake
profession of Islam, had infiltrated the ranks of the Muslims with the object of
subverting Islam and the text of the revelations. In any case, common sense and
reason would never accept as true what is given out by the person; for no
reasonable individual, especially one who is supposed to be a shrewd and
calculated impostor, would ever allow any of his clerks or followers to write
whatever he liked to, and would then allow that text to be given out as the
revelation. The report clearly indicates it to be a false allegation and describes the
evil consequences that befell the calumniator. Margoliouth twists this false

' Margoliouth, gp.cs, 91.
? Ibid.
' Mausnad, 111, 120-121.
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allegation of the calumniator as evidence of the falsity of the revelation.
Moreover, there is no reference in the report itself to the Prophet's having ever
artificially produced the "symptoms" which Margoliouth cites as marks of the
alleged trickery. Strangely enough, he finds no inference to be drawn from the
instance of thousands of intelligent and sensible persons who followed the
Prophet with rare devotion and dedication throughout their lives except that they
were all mere dupes to his trickery and imposture!

IV. MARGOLIOUTH'S ASSUMPTION ABOUT THE VISION OF GOD

The most glaring of Margoliouth's assumptions, and this is his most notable
addition to Muit's assumption, is his statement that from the Qut’an it appears to
be God Who Himself and "at a distance of rather less than two bow-shots"
delivered the revelation to the Prophet and that Jibril was substituted afterwards
as the conveyer of revelations. Though Margoliouth does not specifically cite it,
the allusion is cleatly to the Qur’anic passage 53:4-10 (s#rat al-Najm). Subsequent
writers, notably Richard Bell and W. M. Watt, have taken over from him this
patticular assumption. Before pointing out how Margoliouth and the other
writers have misunderstood or misinterpreted the passage, it may be pointed out
that this assumption of Margoliouth's too is somewhat inconsistent with his
general thesis. He labours all through to show that the Prophet only imitated the
ptrevious Prophets, that he derived his ideas and information from the Old and
New Testament, that his case was like that of Joseph Smith who unearthed the
Book of Motmon "under the guidance of the angels" and that in the New
Testament it is the angel Jibtil who conveyed God's messages to His Prophets.
Having said all these Margoliouth suggests, allegedly on the authority of the
Qur’an, that the Prophet initially claimed to have received the revelation directly
from God. It is not explained why Muhammad (p.b.h.) should have made such
an unusual departure from the practice of all the other Prophets who received
revelations through the angel and whom he 1s said to have merely imitated, and
whether such a direct transaction with God, unseen and unobserved by anyone
else, and keeping the angel completely out of the scene for a long time, would be
the most appropriate method, as Margoliouth would have us believe the Prophet
was cateful to adopt, to impress the supernatural origin of his message upon his
audience.

But let us consider the Qur’anic passage on the basis of which Margoliouth
advances his assumption. The passage runs as follows:
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"(2) Your companion (i.e., the Prophet) has not gone astray nor has he acted foolishly. (3) Nor
does he speak out of (his) whims. (4) It is nothing but waby (a communication) communicated (to
him). (5) One very powerful taught him. (6) He possesses physical and mental robustness, and he
positioned himself (7) while he was in the highest horizon. (8) Then he approached and came
closet; (9) and was at a distance of two bow-lengths or even closer. (10) Thus did he communicate
to His (Allah's) servant what He communicated." (53:2-10)

This passage has to be understood in the context of the situation in which it
was revealed and also with reference to another Qur’anic passage, 81:19-27 (sérat
al-Takwir) which deals with the same theme. According to Muslim classical
scholars as well as many orientalists, this latter passage is earfier in the order of
tevelation than 53:2-10.' Both the passages were revealed, however, in the
context of the unbelievers' refusal to believe that the Prophet had received any
revelation from Allah. They alleged that he had been under the influence of an
evil spirit or had gone off his head. Both the passages rebut that allegation. The
passage 81:19-27 runs as follows:

O ymar (Sl Ly (YY) ol o g lan(11) S il (63 i 53 (63 (V) ST ey 5 00 (19)
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"(19) Verily this is a text (saying, gaw)) delivered by an honourable messenger; (20) possessing
power and rank near the Lord of the Throne. (21) Obeyed there and trusted. (22) And your
companion (ie. the Prophet) is not one possessed. (23) Surely he saw him (the honourable
messenget) in the clear hotizon. (24) Nor does he withhold a knowledge of the unseen. (25) Nor is

it (the revelation) the saying of a devil, accursed. (26) Then whither do you go? (27) It is nothing
but a recital to all the worlds." (81:19-27).

The points common to both the passages may be noted. First, both describe
the Prophet's seeing an angel in the horizon. In 81:23, which is the eatlier in the
order of revelation, this entity is clearly described as "an honourable messenget",
i.e., a messenger of Allah, an angel, and not "God" Himself. Second, though the
passage 53:2-10 does not specifically mention that the entity was a "messenger",
his description there is very much similar to that in 81:19-27. Thus, while in the
latter passage he is described as one possessing power (db? quwwah) and position
near the Lord of the Throne, in 53:2-10 he is described as very powerful ( shadid

! According to the Muslim classical scholars sérabs al-Takwir and al-Najm were respectively the 7th and the 23rd in the
order of revelation. Rodwell, Jeffery, Muir and Néldeke hold them to be, respectively, 32nd and 46th, 24th and 27th, 27th
and 43rd and 27th and 28th in the order of revelation.
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al-quwwak) and possessing physical and mental robustness (db# mirrah). Third,
both the passages rebut the allegations of the unbelievers and both speak of the
Prophet as "your companion" (séhibu-kum) because he was really one of Makkan
community and was thoroughly known to them. Fourth, both the passages
emphasize that the Prophet was not "one possessed” (81:22) nor had he strayed
from the right path and acted foolishly (52:2). Fifth, both passages say that what
the Prophet was giving out was a statement (gaw/) given to him by an honourable
messenger (81:19) and taught him by "one very powerful" (52:5). Sixth, both the
passages reiterate that it was a revelation given to the Prophet (53:4), not the
word of an evil spirit but a recital to all the worlds (81:25,27). The two passages
thus speak of the same subject, give the same reply to the objections of the
Makkan unbelievers and describe the entity seen in the horizon in similar phrases
and adjectives. Each of the passages is thus explanatory of and complementary to
the other. And since the earlier passage (81:19-27) specifically refers to the entity
as a messenger, it cannot be assumed that the latter passage, 53:2-10, claimed it to
be God Himself Who had descended to deliver the text to the Prophet. The same
is true even if the order of revelation of the two passages is reversed; for; if the
Prophet had been so inconsistent as to speak of the conveyer of the text as Allah
in one piece of revelation and as an angel in another piece, he would have been
very badly harassed by the unbelievers who were only too ready to find fault with
him and to harass him.

Margoliouth's confusion may have arisen from his misunderstanding of the
statement at 53:10, fz ‘awhd 'ild ‘abdibi md ‘awhi. To understand the meaning of this
expression it is necessary to bear in mind three important things. First, the letter
fa with which the statement starts, has two senses - istigbdliyah, i.e., sequential,
meaning "then"; and #afsiriyyah, i.e., explanatory, meaning "thus" or "so". The
second thing to note is the expression ‘@bdibi in the statement. It definitely means
His, i.e., Allah's servant, and may therefore be taken to refer either to the Prophet
or to the angel Jibsil. And third, it is essential to remember that in Arabic a
pronoun, whether explicit or inherent in a verb, does not always relate to the
immediate antecedent, as in English, but may relate to a nominative or subject
understood from the context. Bearing these three things in mind, the meaning of
the *dyabh 53:10 may be understood. If the letter fz with which it starts is taken in
the sequential sense, the meaning of the statement would be: "Then he (the
angel-messenger) communicated to His Servant (i.e. the Prophet) what He (or he)
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communicated." If, on the other hand, the letter fz is taken in its explanatory
sense, then the meaning would be: "Thus or So (by means of the angel) He
(Allah) communicated to His servant what He communicated". It would be
manifestly wrong to disregard the internal evidences mentioned above, and also
the context and the relation of the passage to the other passage, 81:19-27, and
then, by fixing the eye on the expression “bdibi to assume that the passage speaks
of God Himself appearing in the horizon and then descending to the Prophet to
deliver to him the text of the revelation!

Thus, Margoliouth's assumption that the Prophet had initially claimed that
God Himself had delivered to him the text of the revelation is wrong and
untenable. Despite its untenability, however, this assumption of his has been
taken over and reiterated by his successor orientalists, particularly by Bell and
Watt. Consequently, they have also reiterated Margoliouth's other suggestion that
Jibril was substituted as conveyer of the revelation at a subsequent stage.
Margoliouth's main thesis that Muhammad (p.b.h.) deliberately and on calculation
acted the part of a Prophet and was otherwise an impostor is no new thing. It is
essentially a repetition of the Medieval European approach to Islam and its
Prophet. Recent European scholarship is of course shy of making such a blatant
accusation against the Prophet; but when Watt, as would be seen presently,
speaks of the Prophet's "inducing" the symptoms of revelation, it is in effect an
echo not only of Margoliouth's view but, in fact, of that medieval European
approach. In another respect Margoliouth appears to have indicated a new line of
approach, that of having recourse to modern works on theosophy, philosophy or
mysticism to explain the phenomenon of Islamic revelation. Thus, while he uses
the work of Podmore on spiritualism to suggest that the Prophet, though known
to be honest, could nevertheless play trickery and be mystifying, Watt, as would
be seen presently, has recourse to the work of A. Poulain on mysticism to suggest
that wahy was a sort of "intellectual locution" on the part of Muhammad (p.b.h.). '

' Infra, Chaps. VI and VIL



CHAPTER V X
THE ORIENTALISTS ON THE QUR’ANIC WAHY:
II. THE VIEWS OF RICHARD BELL

I. SuMMARY OF BELL's ASSUMPTIONS

Bell put forth his views mainly in a series of two articles published in two
consecutive issues of the Moslkm World for 1934'. In them he advanced the
following suggestions:

(a) That the traditions regarding the coming of wafy are inventions of a later
age and are founded upon the Qur’anic passage 53:1-18.

(b) That before he "encountered" the "visions" in the above mentioned
passage the Prophet had been "speaking" in some manner but had not started
delivering or composing the Qur’an.

(c) That the term wahy does not mean verbal communication of the text of the
Qur’4n but "suggestions", "prompting" or "inspiration” to "compose" the Qur’in.

(d) That according to the passage 53:1-18 the Prophet claimed to have seen
Allah; but as he became better informed and also met with objections he
mystified and introduced modifying verses in it giving the impression of a
"spiritual vision".

(e) That as he subsequently became aware of the existence of angels he
reasserted in s#rab 81 ( al-Takwir) that he had seen the angel messenger on the
clear horizon; and

(f) That stll more subsequently, at Madina, he introduced Jibril as the
conveyer of wapy.

It is to be noted that with the exception of the suggestions at (a) and (c) the
other suggestions are merely a repetition of Muir's and Margoliouth's views
discussed in the previous chapter. Thus the suggestion at (b), namely, that the
Prophet had been "speaking" in some manner before delivering the Qur’dn is a
teiteration of what Muir says about the Prophet's pre-wahy or pre-Qut’in
deliverances.? Similarly the suggestions at (d), (¢) and (f) ate an elaboration of
Margoliouth's assumptions that the Prophet initially claimed to have seen Allah
and that subsequently he modified this by saying that an angel had delivered to
him the text and that still more subsequently at Madina the angel Jibril was

! RicHARD BeLL, "Mohammed's call", The Moskm World, January, 1934, pp. 13-19 and "Mohammed's visions", I4#d., April,
1934, pp. 145-154. The term "Moslem" has subsequently been modified into "Muslim" in the title of the journal.
% Supra, pp. 94-97.
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introduced as the conveyer of wajy. Let us now consider the suggestions one by
one.
I1. CONCERNING THE TRADITIONS ABOUT THE COMING OF WAHY

Bell's reasons for discounting the traditions concerning the coming of wajy are
four. (i) He says that ‘A’ishah (t.a.), the original authority for the traditions, "was
not born at the time of the Call, and could at best have got the story" from the
Prophet himself and that much has subsequently "been attributed to her which
she probably never said."" (i) The stoty as it has come down to us "in the earliest
form" in Ibn Ishdq's/Ibn Hishim's work makes ‘A’ishah (r.a) responsible only
for "the first part of it, viz., that the Messenger of Allah began by seeing true
visions in sleep; that they came to him like the dawn of the morning, and that he
began to love solitude. The rest of the story is given on quite a different, and far
less reliable 7mdd."* (i) The statement that fahannuth (the solitary stay and
contemplation at Hird’) was a pre-Islamic Quraysh practice, as mentioned in Ibn
Ishiq's work, is not correct. The "ascetic note in such a practice was entirely alien
to Mohammed's nature" and the "accompanying fasts" have no support in the
Qur’an. "Fasting was not introduced till the Madinan period, and then as an
imitation of Jewish practice." (iv) The expression Néimis, detived from the Greek
term #nomos and meaning Jewish law, could not have been used by Waraqah ibn
Nawfal in his reported conversation with the Prophet; for the Qur’in does not
contain the expression, and, says Bell, as the Prophet was fond of "botrowing
teligious technical terms it was to be expected that, if he had known this word he
would have used it, especially if Waraqa had used it at such a momentous point in
his life." Hence the "whole stoty is the invention of a later age."*

Cleatly, Bell seeks to cast doubt on the tradition about the coming of wajy as
given even in Ibn Ishiq's work with a view to proving that the account of the
angel Jibril's coming with the wahy to the Prophet is not reliable. His main
hypothesis (i. e. at iv) that the term Ndmis could not have been used by Waragah
and the Prophet at that time and that the "whole story is an invention of a later
age" calls for a substantiation of three other hypotheses before it could be
adduced as a valid argument. These hypotheses are : (a) that the Prophet himself
composed the Qur’an; (b) that he was fond of borrowing foreign religious
technical terms and (c) that all unfamiliar terms (ghard’ih) occurting in the padith

' The Moskm World, January, 1934, p. 14.
? Tbid.

* Ibid, 16.

* Thid.
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literature should invariably be found in the Qur’an. Needless to say, none of these
hypotheses is an established fact. Particularly the crux of the whole
argumentation, that the Prophet himself composed the Qur’dn, is the very point
at issue and it should not therefore be first assumed as a fact and then that should
not be made a point to prove that very fact. ’

Bell here seems metely to depend upon A. Jeffery's suggestion.' In fact this
very argument about Namds rebounds on Bell's own argument and destroys his
thesis that the particular traditions about the coming of wajy to the Prophet are
inventions of a later age. If, as Bell says, the word Namids is of Greek origin
meaning Jewish law and if the Prophet (or any one else) had fabricated the story
when the alleged initial claim of the Prophet's having seen Allah had been
allegedly modified and consequently the angel had been introduced as the
conveyer of wapy, he would definitely have used the term angel or Jibtil in the
story instead of the admittedly unfamiliar and, according to the meaning
suggested, rather incongruous expression Namids in it. Thus, according to Bell's
own reasoning, the word Ndnzs, since it is used in the tradition, could not, even if
Greek in origin, have meant Jewish law; for it is well-known that words of foreign
origin change meanings in the process of adoption and naturalization in another
language. The very fact of the use of the word in the tradition in question as an
expression of Waraqah's is a decisive evidence of the genuineness of the account.

As regards Bell's argument at (i), namely, that ‘A’ishah (r.a) received the
account from the Prophet, it is of course true that she did so. It is also likely that
something might have been subsequently given out in her name which she
probably had never said. But this probability only calls for a more careful
examination of the Zsmdd rather than for treating all traditions emanating from her
as suspect. Bell is also wrong in seeking to discredit the story on the ground that
tapannuth was not a pre-Islamic Quraysh practice as given out in the version of
the report given in Ibn Ishiq's work, nor was fasting, which is said to have
accompanied it, introduced till at Madina. Now, without discussing whether
fasting was not known in Pre-Islamic Arabia or whether it was introduced in
imitation of the Jews, it may be pointed out that ‘A’ishah's (r.a)) repott about
tapannuth, as given in Bukhiri, does neither mention that it was a pre-Islamic
Quraysh practice nor does it make any allusion to fasting being a necessary part
of it. It is also to be noted that the reporters in Ibn Ishiq's work do not claim to

' A. JerrERY, The Forign Vocabulary of the Koran, Baroda, 1938. Bell must have seen the work before its publication, as he
had seen Jeffery's other work before its publication.
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have received their account from her. Thus Bell's argument here suffers from a
dual methodological fault. He seeks to discredit her account in general on the
basis of statements that are nowhere claimed to have been made by her; and he
bases his conclusion on the statements that he himself acknowledges to have
come down on a "far less reliable 7s#dd.".

Again, Bell seems to admit the genuineness of the very first part of ‘A’ishah's
(r.a.) report as reproduced in Ibn Ishiq's work because, according to Bell, it is
found here "in the eatliest form". It says, as Bell puts it, "that the Messenger of
Allah began by seeing true visions in his sleep; that came to him like the dawn of
the morning, and that he began to love solitude."' Bell emphasizes that this
earliest version does not make her responsible for anything motre than that. It is
to be noted that Bell is not quite correct in translating the expression alm’yd
al-sédigah hete as "true visions". Its correct meaning is "True dreams", for m’yd in
sleep means dreams, not visions. He is also not quite right in translating the
expression (pwall GiS™ ws\> jd'at ka-falaq al-subh) as "they came like the dawn of the
mortning". Its correct sense is "they came true like the dawn of the morning". Be
that as it may, two things need to be specially noted about this statement. First, it
is obviously part of the story, not the whole of it; for ‘A’ishah (r.a.) could not
have stopped abruptly without indicating what the Prophet did or what happened
to him after he had began to love solitude. She must have said something in
continuation and completion of the story. Second, whatever the nature of the
ru’y4 in sleep, there is no hint here at the appearance of any entity before the
Prophet at that stage. Nor does Bell seem to take what he translates as "visions"
to be the ones which he assumes are "recounted” in the Qur’inic passage 53:1-18;
for if it was a question of only a "vision" in sleep, i.e., dteam, no one would have
bothered to controvert or discredit it, for anyone can experience any sort of
unusual dream in sleep. Clearly the "vision" which is supposed to have caused the
controversy leading to its supposed clarification in the passage 53:1-18 must have
been different from the dreams (visions) in sleep and it must have taken place
before its alleged "recounting" in the above mentioned passage. The question that
naturally arises is: How and when did the Prophet have that experience which he
gave out to the people and which elicited criticisms, thereby making it necessaty
for him to "recount" and clarify it in the passage in question. Bell does not of
course ask himself this question; but the part of ‘A’ishah's (r.a.) repott quoted in

'MW, 1934, p. 14.
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Ibn Ishiq's work and Bell's own theory both indicate that something remains to
be said in completion of the story. That something is in fact related in A’ishah's
(r.a.) report which is given in full and correctly in Bukhdri but it is given in Ibn
Ishaq's work in a different and less reliable form, by a different group of natratots
who have at least the honesty of not citing ‘A’ishah (r.a.) as the authority for their
version of the account.

While rejecting the story about fapannuth and the Prophet's conversation with
Waraqah, Bell does not elsewhere rule out the possibility of the Prophet's contact
with the latter and such other people with a knowledge of Christianity and its
sctipture. Indeed, such contacts are implicit throughout Bell's other thesis, The
Origin of Islam in its Christian Environment." Be that as it may, even in the present
instance he implies that the Prophet had given out his initial expetience at the
outset of his career; for, if he had not, there would have been no need for
"recounting" it. Therefore the question arises: To whom could the Prophet have
first disclosed his experience, if not to such persons as his wife Khadijah (r.a.) and
their relative Waragah who, by all accounts, were the most likely ones to listen to
him with sympathy and attention? Tabannuth, the expetience at Hird’ and the
subsequent conversation with Waraqah, which are the two most important items
in ‘A’ishah's (r.a)) report, thus appear to be just in the nature of things and are
morteover in accord with Bell's own lines of argument. ’

II1. THE ASSUMPTION OF PRE-QQUR’AN DELIVERANCES

As regatrds the second assumption that prior to his recounting the "visions" in
the passage 53:1-18 the Prophet had been "speaking" in "some manner" but had
not started delivering or "composing" the Qur'an , Bell advances three
arguments. (i) The word yantigu (k) in the passage (‘4yah 3) "is a general one and
is not elsewhere associated with the recitation of the Qur’an". (i) The word
"Qur’an" is derived from the Syriac geryind. Hence the idea of supplying a Qur’an
"was suggested by the scripture readings of the Christian Church". Therefore the
Prophet "had gathered some sort of a congregation before he set about supplying
them with "readings". (iif) The word ‘awpd used in ‘dyab 4 of the passage does not
"necessarily imply the communication of the wortds of the Qur'in."? Also, the
various uses of the word wapy in the Qur'an show that it means "suggestion",

"prompting" or "inspiration”.’

! London, 1926.
2 MW, 1934, p. 146.
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Now, the last argument (i. e. i) relates mainly to the thitd of Bell's
assumptions mentioned above, namely, the nature of wahy in the Qur'dn. Hence
this argument will be dealt with along with his assumptions about wahy in general
at the end of this chapter. Before that his other arguments and assumptions are
discussed one by one.

As regards Bell's argument (i), namely, that initially the Prophet had been only
"speaking" in some manner and not delivering the Qur'dn and that he
commenced delivering the Qut’dan only when he gathered a sort of a
congtegation, it is simply a reiteration of Muir's assumption noticed earliet. The
faults in that assumption have already been noted.” So far as Bell's addition to the
argument in this connection is concerned, it may be noted that he puts a very
narrow and rather misleading construction on the expression yantign occurting in
53:3, divorcing the word from the whole context of the passage and the situation
in which it was given out. The unmistakable purport of the passage is to
contradict the unbelievers' objection to the effect that what the Prophet had been
giving out to them was not Allah's words but the Prophet's own. In reply to that
objection it is stated that the Prophet "does not speak out of his own whim; it is
nothing but a divine communication (wajy) delivered (to him)." The expression
here is md yantiqu (he does not speak), not simply yantigu (he speaks). It is thus just
the appropriate phrase in that context. It is not used simply in the general sense
of "speaking", as Bell would have us believe, and it does not imply that the
Prophet had been "only speaking in some manner". It implies that the Prophet
had been claiming his deliverances to be Allah's communications, that the
unbelievers' were objecting to that claim and that the passage therefore rebuts
that objection by categorically asserting that the Prophet did not speak out of his
own mind and imagination — it was no statement of his own, born out of his
whims, but wahy (divine communication) delivered to him. Bell totally
misconstrues the expression divorcing it from the context of the passage. If the
Prophet had not claimed that what he was giving out was Allah's words, the
Qur’dn, there would have been no reason for the unbelievers' raising any
objection to his claim and therefore no need for a rejoinder to that objection, as
the passage in question admittedly is. '

Bell is somewhat confusing and self-contradictory in his statement in this
connection. He says with regard to the supposedly pre-Qur’dn deliverances that

' Tbid, 147, 148.
> Supra, pp. 94-97.
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wahy does not mean the verbal communication of the text of a revelation, but it
means a 'suggestion’, 'prompting' or 'inspiration' coming into a person's mind
from outside himself."' He further says that the Prophet had, before the delivery
of the passage in question, been only speaking "by wafy, by suggestion from a
heavenly person” whom he had seen.? Obviously Bell makes these statements to
avoid the implication of the assertion in the passage that what the Prophet was
giving out was not his speech but wajy delivered to him. Bell is thus forced to
give an interpretation of the term wahy in relation to what he calls pre-Qut’in
deliverances. But this interpretation of Bell's in effect eliminates the distinction
between what is called the pre-Qur’an deliverances and the deliverances
constituting the Qur'an. Bell is thus both confusing and self-contradictory. He
himself in effect nullifies his assumption of pre-Qur’an deliverances by the
Prophet.

As regards Bell's other assumption that the Prophet got the idea of deliveting 2
Qur’dn (reading) from the scripture readings in the Christian church and that he
thought of producing such "readings" only when he had already gatheted a sort
of a congregation round him, it is simply an absurd proposition inspired
obviously by the similarly absurd assumption of Muir's that by his pre-waly ot
pre-Qur’an utterances the Prophet had already gathered a band of followers when
he thought of standing forth as a Prophet and speaking in the name of God.” And
the same objections apply in Bell's case as well. It is simply unteasonable to think
that any group of persons would become the Prophet's followers unless they were
convinced of the truth of his position as a divinely commissioned teacher and of
his utterances in relation to his teachings as divine communications. Moteover, if
the Prophet got the idea of congregational "readings" from the scripture readings
in the Christian church, it does not necessarily follow that he waited till he
gathered a band round him. Intelligent and careful as he was by all accounts, he
would have started his mission by having a set of readings ready at hand!

Lastly, Bell's statement that prior to his "tecounting”" of the "vision" in the
passage 53:1-18 the Prophet had been only speaking in some manner implies that
the passage 53:1-18 is the eatliest and the first passage that was revealed of the
Qur’an. That proposition, however, is simply wrong. It is neither supported by
the sources, in spite of differences in the reports regarding the order of

'MW, 1934, p. 148.
2 Ibid.
* Supra, pp. 94-97.
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revelations, nor is it admitted by the orientalists themselves. Even Bell does not
appear to strictly hold that view; and he in effect contradicts himself a little eatlier
when he says: "If Mohammed was commissioned to produce a Koran (recitation),
then the command %gra’ (tecite) would naturally come first. This argument may
even now appeal to a critical mind, and indeed most European scholars have
accepted the passage as the earliest."' Thus does Bell in effect say that before the
delivery of the passage 53:1-18 the ‘gra’ passage of the Qur’in had been revealed.
Muhammad (p.b.h.) had thus not just been speaking in some manner, but
delivering the Qut’an before the so-called "recounting” of the "vision" in 53:1-18.

IV. BELL'S ASSUMPTION ABOUT THE VISION OF GOD

As regards Bell's assumption that in the passage 53:1-18 (s#rat al-Najm) the
Prophet initially claimed to have seen Allah, it is an elaboration of Margoliouth's
assumption and is based totally upon a wrong interpretation of the passage. The
meaning and implication of the passage have been noted earlier.> Here Bell's
arguments and observations are taken into consideration.

Bell translates ‘ayah 4 of the passage (‘allamabn shadid al-quwa) as: "There taught
him (or it) one strong in power." The plain translation of the '4yah should be:
"One strong in power taught him." There is nothing in the ‘4yah to warrant the
insertion of the wotd "there" at the beginning of the sentence; for the desctription
of what he calls the "vision" come after two more ‘dyabs, i.e., in ‘dyabs 7-9. Bell's
main argument, however, centres round ‘Zyah 10 of the passage which runs as: fa
‘awhd 'ild ‘abdibi md ‘awhi. He rejects what he calls the Muslim commentators' view
that the subject of the verb ‘awhi is Jibtil while the pronoun in ‘@bdibi is Allah,
saying that it is an unnatural use of language. He admits that Allah is indeed the
pronoun in ‘abdibi and then says that "this involves that Allah is also the subject
of the verb and in fact is being spoken of all through."?

It needs only to be pointed out here that unlike in English, in Arabic pronouns
do not always relate to the immediate antecedent, nor is the same subject
assumed in the cases of all the verbs in a single sentence. Instances of such use of
pronouns are abundant even in modern Arabic. Even in English this particular
grammatical rule is not always strictly observed and the meaning of an expression
can be properly understood only with reference to the context and with a

' MW, 1934, p.17.
2 Supra, 106-110.
Y MW, 1034, 148-149.
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background knowledge of the facts.'" So far as Arabic is concerned, however,
there would be no unnatural use of language if there is one pronoun for the verb
‘awhd in the ‘dyab in question and another pronoun for the expression @bdsbi in it.
There are many instances in the Qur’in of such use of different implied pronouns
in different verbs in a single sentence.

In fact the nature of the entity spoken of should be understood ptrimarily on
the basis of its description in ‘Zyabs 5-9, and not so much on the basis of "dyah 10
alone. It is desctibed in ‘dyahs 5-6 as "one strong in powet" and "endowed with
wisdom (or mental and physical fitness)". Bell himself acknowledges that the
term mirrah in ‘ayab 6 is taken to mean fitness either of figure or of intellect.”
These adjectives are cleatly relative in nature and can by no stretch of the
imagination be taken as attributes of Allah. Nowhere in the Qur'dn is God
described in such terms and by such attributes. On the other hand, angels are
described, among others, by the adjective shadid and its plural shidid’ Thus, even
if the traditions on the subject are not brought in to bear on the passage, its
internal evidence decisively militates against any assumption that the entity
spoken of is Allah. On the contrary, keeping the descriptive phrases in mind and
relating this description to ‘gyah 18 of the same sdrah which speaks of what is seen
as "one of the greatest signs of his Lord", and not the Lord Himself, the
unavoidable meaning is that the entity spoken of is the angel. This is further clear
from the Qur’anic passage 81:19-27 which should be taken into consideration in
this connection and which speaks of the entity as a "noble messenger", besides
describing him as one "possessing power" (db? guwwab). Bell of course suggests
that ‘dyab 18 of surat al-Najm and the passage 81:19-27, and the angel Jibril, are all
subsequent introductions. But the grounds on which these assumptions are made,
as will be seen presently, are all untenable.

Bell seeks to support his assumption by suggesting that the Prophet, having
claimed that he had seen Allah, subsequently realized the mistake and also faced
objections to it. As evidence of this supposed "uneasiness" and "objections" Bell
cites 17:60[62] which reads, in Bell's translation: "We appointed the vision which
We showed thee simply as a test for the people."Bell argues that this 'dyab refers

! See for instance this statement: "Perhaps his [Al-Zubayr's] relationship to Khadfjah through his father and to
Muhammad through his mother made conversion easy." (Watt, M. af M., 92) One not knowing the facts might take the
last "his" in the sentence to refer to the immediate antecedent, Muhammad (peb.h.), and the "mother" spoken of to be his
rather than Al-Zubayr's, but it is the latter which is meant here.

? MW, 1934, p. 145, n.4.

* Q. 66:6 and 72:8.
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not to isrd’ and mi‘rdj alluded to in 17:1, as the Muslim commentators hold, but to
the "vision" narrated in s#rat al-Najm; for, according to him, 17:1 does not speak
of any "vision".! This ;irgument of Bell's is, however, not at all tenable; for 17:1
does speak of a vision and also qualifies it as a vision of some of the "signs" of
Allah - /& nuriyabu min “dyitind - "in order that We might show him some of Out
signs". Thus, the very argument on which Bell builds up his assumption of
"uneasiness" and "objections" about the "vision" in sdrat al-Najm is wrong.

Proceeding on the basis of these two faulty assumptions, namely, that in sérat
al-Nagjm the Prophet first claimed to have seen Allah and that there was
"uneasiness" and "objections" about that claim, Bell suggests that the Prophet
thetefore subsequently modified his position; and this modification is noticeable
in "dyahs 11-18 of the sirah. Bell translates its ‘@yah 11 - md kadbaba al-fu’éd mi ra’ -
as: "The heart did not falsify what it saw", and says that the Prophet thus
attempted to give the impression of a "spiritual appearance"’.

Here again Bell makes a mistake about pronouns. The pronoun implicit in the
vetb md ra’d is the Prophet, not "it", i.e., the heart; for the simple reason that it
does not make sense to say that the heart did not falsify, i.e., invent the vision, if
the intention was to stress that it was only a mental vision. On the contraty, since
the "vision" was very much corporeal it was emphasized that the heatt did not
"falsify" it, ie., it was no mistaken impression, no mere imagination, no
hallucination on his part about what he saw. Far from mystifying the "vision", the
statement here only emphasizes the reality of the experience. The pronoun in 4
ra’d is thus the Prophet. That the experience was one of physical sight is
indicated again in ‘gyah 13 which speaks of its happening at another "descent"
and, further, in 'dyah 17 which specifically mentions bagar, ie., eye, as the
instrument of the sight. Had the intention been to mystify and modify, neither the
expression "another descent" nor basar would have been mentioned in
connection with the so-called modifying statements. The alleged modification is
totally groundless and the ‘dyahs 13, 17, and 18 do not at all modify anything.

Moteovet, as already pointed out, the passage 53:1-18 should be interpreted in
connection with 81:19-27 (sdrat al-Takwir) which speaks of an "honourable
messenger", i.e., an angel, as the conveyer of wahy. Bell suggests that this passage
should not be allowed to influence the interpretation of 53:1-18. His reasons for
this suggestion are: (a) that it is not until the Madinan period that Jibril is

' MW, 1934, p.151.
* Ibid.
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mentioned in this connection and (b) that when the Makkan unbelievers raised
the objection, in Bell's words, "that an angel should have been sent as messenger
or that at least an angel should have been conjoined with him", the Prophet's
reply was "not that an angel was actually conveying the message to him, but
simply that all former messengers had been men, xvi:45, or that if an angel had
been sent, that would have been the end of the matter, and there would have
been no respite, vi:8."! Bell further states that the "whole new world" of angels
"opened up" to the Prophet much subsequently — "note the phrase in xxv:1, 'He
addeth in the creation what He pleaseth' as indicating that the creatures there
spoken of were new to Muhammad."? Thus arguing, Bell concludes that "the
angel messenget of surah Ixxxi must be later than the description of the visions in
surah liii, and should not be allowed to influence its interpretation."’

Now, Bell is very much wrong in all his assumptions here, namely, (a) that the
Prophet became aware of the existence of angels at a later date than his utterance
of sdrat al-Najm; (b) the assumption about the nature of the Makkan unbelievers'
demand for an angel messenger and (c) the assumption that Jibril was mentioned
as conveyer of wahy only at Madina.

As regards the first assumption it is decisively disproved by the very argument
which Bell himself adduces to support his thesis. The fact that the Makkans asked
for an angel messenger or an angel coadjutor with the Prophet shows that the
Makkan unbelievers, not to speak of the Prophet himself, were very much aware
of the existence of angels. In fact, at three places in sdrat al-Najm itself the
unbelievers' misconception about angels are corrected. Thus ‘dyah 21 points out
their mistake in thinking that angels are Allah's daughters. ’Ayah 26 says that
thete are indeed many angels in the heaven but their intercession would be of no
avail to anyone except with Allah's leave and pleasure;’ and ‘dyah 27 states that
"those who believe not in the hereafter name the angels with female names.’
There are a large number of early Makkan passages in the Qur’an showing that
knowledge about the existence of angels had been fairly common in Arabia,
particularly at Makka, since pre-Islamic times.” Hence, nothing could be farther

MW, 1934, p. 149.

Ibid., 154.
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from the truth and more misleading than the assertion that the existence of angels
dawned on Muhammad (p.b.h.) at a later stage of his career.

Similarly Bell misconstrues the passages 16:45 and 6:8 which relate to the
unbelievers' demand for an angel to be sent as messenger to them and the replies
given to that demand. It should be noted that these two are not the only passages
in the Qur’an dealing with the matter. There are at least ten more such passages
relating to it." These passages do in no way suggest that the Prophet was avoiding
the question whether there were angels or not, nor whether an angel had brought
to him Allah's word. A cursory glance at these passages would make it
unmistakably clear that the unbelievers' demand arose out of a two-fold attitude
on their part. They refused to believe that a human being like themselves could
have been a messenger of Allah. They also sought to discredit the Prophet by
saying in effect that if indeed an angel had delivered Allah's word to him, why not
an angel instead was sent to them as His messenger or at least as a co-warner with
him. It may also be noted that the Makkan unbelievers could not by themselves
have conceived the idea of an angel messenger being sent to them; for , hitherto
they only imagined that angels were Allah's daughters and that their primary
function, as Allah's favoured ones, was to intercede with Him on behalf of
human beings. The idea that an angel could be sent as Allah's messenger
therefore appears to have dawned on them only when the Prophet had made the
claim that an angel had actually delivered to him Allah's words. At any rate, their
demand was clearly a counter-claim arising out of what the Prophet had assetted.

The nature of the unbelievers' objection and challenge may be gleaned from
15:6-7 (sérat al-Hijr) and 25:7 (sdrat al-Furgdn). They run respectively as follows:

codball e ST OF AL Ll L ) L0 pad S S e J5 sl Ll 41,6
"And they say: 'O the one on whom the text has been sent down! Truly you are mad. Why not
bring to us the angels, if you are of the truthful?” (15:6-7)

ki aan 0,5 e WV J5TY ) BmY 3 iy pladall ST o SHIAS L1 G
"And they say: "What sort of a messenger is this, who eats food and walks in the markets? Why has
not an angel been sent down to him to be a warner along with him?" (25:7)

While the second passage shows that the unbelievers could not persuade
themselves that a human being could be Allah's messenger, the first passage
illustrates the retorting nature of their demand. The form of the unbelievers'
address in the first passage, "O the one on whom the text has been sent down", is
very significant. It in no way suggests that they believed in it. It is only a taunting

! See for instance Q. 6:111; 6:158; 15:7-8; 16:33; 17:95; 23:24; 25:7; 25:21-22; 41:14; 43:53.
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tepetition of what they were told, namely, that Allah's word had been "sent
down" to him.' The phrase m#jila (has been sent down) implies that some
intermediary had been mentioned as the conveyer of the text. This is further clear
from the succeeding ‘dyah 15:7 which demands of the Prophet to produce the
angels if he was "truthful", that is, if he had spoken the truth in stating that an
angel had delivered to him the divine text. The form of the Prophet's claim is
discernible from the nature of the retort itself. Surely the unbelievers could not
have asked for the angels to be produced before them if the Prophet had stated
to them that he had received the text directly from Allah. Thus the very question
which Bell raises and the Qur’anic passages relating to them decisively disprove
both the assumptions that the Prophet had initially claimed to have received the
text directly from Allah and that he became aware of the existence of angels only
at a subsequent stage of his career.

Again, while noticing two of the replies given to the unbelievers' demand, Bell
does not mention the other very pertinent reply stated in the 'dyah immediately
following the one he cites, namely, 6:9. This ‘4yah points out that were an angel
sent to them he would still have been sent in the form of a human being and in
that case they would have been in no less confusion. The folly in their demand is
further pointed out in 17:95 where it is stated that had the earth been inhabited
by angels walking about there in peace and quietness, certainly an angel would
have been sent as a messenger. In all these passages the objection which is being
combated is not whether angels did exist or not but, if an angel did really deliver
Allah's word to Muhammad (p.b.h.), why did one not physically appear before
them as Allah's messenger or at least as co-messenger with him? In other words,
why did Muhammad (p.b.h.) not ask the angel to come up to vouchsafe for him
before his people?

Thus, the suggestion that the Prophet had initially claimed to have seen Allah
because he was unaware of the existence of angels at that stage of his career and
because the passage 53:1-18 contains indications of such a "vision" and its
subsequent "modifications" is totally unwarranted and untenable. Before leaving
this particular assumption, however, one more item in Bell's argument may be
noted. While maintaining that the traditions regarding the coming of waly are
later inventions Bell at the same time does not refrain from invoking Jabir ibn
‘Abd Allah's report on the subject given in Bukhdri to support his assumption.

' See also Q. 38:8 which says: s e S ale J5IT — "What! has the récit been sent down to him of all of us?"
2 Bukhdri, nos. 4992-4995.
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He says that Jabir's report implies "that the vision was one of Allah", adding that
as it is "contrary to orthodox sentiment", it "must have come into existence
before orthodox tradition was fixed."" Bell says so on the basis of the expression:
Fa-idhi huwa jalis ‘ald knrsiy occurring in the report. He translates this expression
as : "and there He was sitting upon the Throne" and argues that the "throne" is
"appropriate" to Allah.?

Now, it needs to be pointed out only that the word &u#rsiy is in the indefinite
form in the report in question, meaning "a chair", and not in the definite form
meaning "the Throne", as Bell mistranslates it. There is thus no question of its
being exclusively "appropriate” to Allah. It may further be noted that in two of
the versions of the same report in Bukbiri (i.e. nos. 4994 and 4995) it is
specifically mentioned that the entity seen was "the very angel who had come to
me at Hitd" (Fa idba al-malak alladi ja’ani bi-Hird"). Bell is of course aware of this
fact; but he attempts to explain it away by saying that Jibzil was imported into the
story "fairly early."’ This is an unwarranted statement. He does not even explain
what he means by "fairly eatly". Does he mean to say that it had happened before
this specific version of Jabir's report came into existence? But even that would
not resolve all the difficulty; for Jabir was an’ansir? (helper, d. 74 H.) and came
into contact with the Prophet after his migration to Madina. Jabir also specifically
states that he received his information from the Prophet himself. Now, as Bell
says that the Prophet had modified his initial account of the "vision" in view of
the objections to it, which obviously took place at Makka, he could not have
given an impression of having seen Allah to Jabir after having migrated to
Madina. In fact none of the versions of Jabir's report implies that the "vision" was
one of Allah. Also Bell's statements that the so-called "orthodox tradition" had
been formed after Jabir's report had come into existence and that Jibtil was
introduced "fairly early" in the story are somewhat self-contradictory and
confusing; for, according to Bell's own assumption the Prophet had supposedly
modified his position before the migration. Hence there was no question of the
so-called "orthodox tradition” having been formed subsequently to the coming
into existence of Jabir's account. All the four forms of Jabir's report, taken
together, clearly show that the entity seen was an angel, Jibtil, not Allah.

' MW.., 1934, 17-18.
% Tbid,
* Ibid 18.
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V. THE ASSUMPTION ABOUT JIBRIL

Bell's fifth assumption, namely, that the passage 81:19-27 which speaks of a
"noble messenger" as the conveyer of wahy was given out by the Prophet at a later
stage of his career and therefore it should not be allowed to influence the
interpretation of 53:1-18, has already been shown to be wrong; for the two props
on which this assumption is made to stand, namely, that the Prophet was not
initially aware of the existence of angels and that he avoided telling the
unbelievers that an angel had delivered to him Allah's words are totally wrong,.
The passage 81:19-27 should therefore be taken into consideration in interpreting
the passage 53:1-18.

This brings us to the last item in the series of Bell's assumptions, namely, that
Jibtil was introduced as the conveyer of wapy only at Madina. Now, it has been
seen:

(1) that angels had been known to the Prophet and his contemporaries at
Makka at least since the beginning of his mission;

(2) that they were spoken of as messengers between Allah and His Prophets;

(3) that it was specifically stated at Makka that a "noble messenger" had
brought the divine text to the Prophet;

(4) that it was because of this claim that the Makkan unbelievers came forward
with the counter-claim that an angel should have been sent as a messenger or
joined as co-messenger with Muhammad (p.b.h.);

(5) that the traditions relating to the coming of wahy and specifically
mentioning Jibzil as its conveyer are not later fabrications, as Bell supposes; and

(6) that even the Christians at Makka and elsewhere in Arabia believed and
knew that Jibtil was the angel who conveyed Allah's revelation to His Prophets.

In view of all these proven facts it is just not reasonable to suppose that Jibril
came to be known to the Prophet only after he had come over to Madina.

True, Jibzil is mentioned by that very name only three times in the Qut’an and
all these are Madinan passages, namely, 2:97, 2:98 and 66:4. Of these, it is only in
2:97 where that angel is spoken of as the conveyer of wahy. The wording of the
passage clearly shows that it is a reply to objections raised about Jibril in some
quarters and that some talk had already been going on before this ‘4yah was given
out. In fact, all the reports regarding the occasion of revelation of this passage
agree in stating that when the Jews at Madina came to know that the Prophet
claimed that the angel Jibril brought revelations to him they expressed their
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antipathy towards that angel and said that had the Prophet said that the angel
Mikhael was the conveyer of wahy they would have followed him (the Prophet).
Thereupon this passage was tevealed in reply to their objection.! The passage
itself and its context as known from the reports do not in any way indicate that
Jibril was being spoken of here for the first time as the conveyer of revelations.

Moteovert, the fact that Jibril is spoken of by that very name in the Madinan
passages only does not mean that there is no reference to him in the Makkan
sArabs. In fact, the expression rasil karim ( a noble messenger) in 81:19 and shadid
al-quwa (one strong in power) in 53:3 are taken by all commentators to mean the
angel Jibzil. It would even seem that the expression shadid al-quwa and the term
Jibril are coterminous; for, according to one authority, Jibril is a compound word
made up of Jabr and I/, meaning a "brave one of God" or "servant of God". Jabr
in Hebrew is Geber which means "a servant”, and I/ means "the mighty", "the
powerful".? Also the expression R#b al-Quds (the spirit of holiness)® in 16:102 and
al-Rih al-’Amin (the trustworthy spirit) in 26:102 are unanimously taken by the
commentators to refer to Jibril. It may also be noted that the term Nimids
occurring in the tradition means the trusted or the confidential angel.* Thus, both
the Qur'in and the traditions, which should not be kept out of consideration,
show that Jibril was mentioned as conveyer of wahy from the very beginning of
the Prophet's mission.

VI. BELL's CONCEPT OF WAHY

This brings us to Bell's assumptions about the nature and implications of
waky. He points out some of the various senses in which the term wahy and its
derivatives are used in the Qur'in and on that basis asserts that the general
meaning of the word is "suggestion", "prompting" or "inspiration”. He then cites
some of the instances of wapy where Allah gave directive to His Prophets to do
some particular things, such as to Nih to build the ark, to Misi to set out with
his people by night and to strike the rock with his staff and to Muhammad
(p-b.h.) to follow the religion of Ibrdhim. On the basis of such instances Bell
concludes that wahy means God's suggestions or promptings to His Prophets "for
a practical line of conduct."

! See for instance Al-Tabari, Tafsir, 1, 36 and Ibn Kathir, Tafisr, 1, 185-191.

* Wilkam Geseneus, Hebrew English Lexicon, cited in Malik Ghulam Farid, The Holy Qunian English Transiation and
Commentary, Rabwah (Pakistan), 1969, p. 46, n.123.

* Not "Holy Spirit", for the construction is muddf-muddf ‘ilayhi, not sifit-mawsif.

* See the term in the Lisdn al-’Arab.
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Now, before taking up the meaning of waby in general and of Qur’inic wahy in
particular, some general faults in Bell's analysis may be pointed out. To begin
with, when he argues that wahy in general and of Qur’anic wapy in particular, some
general faults in Bell's analysis may be pointed out. To begin with, when he argues
that wahy means suggestions for a practical line of conduct, Bell does not go the
whole way and does not explain how the suggestion or prompting, as he prefers
to call it, could have been communicated to the Prophet. Also, if he had not been
too inclined to use the terms "suggestions" and "prompting" he would have easily
seen that the instances he cites are clearly God's "commands" and directives to
His Prophets, and not merely suggestions. These commands and directives for
the practical conduct, it may be pointed out, constitute God's words. The
command 7gra’, which Bell admits to be the earliest passage of the Qut’an, is
God's word.

Bell seems to acknowledge this fact when he says that the "practical
suggestions are indeed often formulated in direct speech” and that there are
"cases in which the formula has reference to doctrine rather than to conduct."”
Yet, he insists that these formulations are "always quite short, the sort of phrase...
which might flash into a person's mind after a consideration of a question, as the
summing up of the matter."> One may only remark here that if in the ultimate
analysis wahy means "the sort of phrase" which flashes into one's mind after
consideration of a question as the decision and summing up of the matter, then
there is no need for importing God or any external being into the scene and no
sense in adding, as Bell does a few lines further on, that wapy means "suggestion",
"prompting” or "inspiration" which comes into a person's mind apparently from
outside himself.* The fact is that wahy, in its technical sense, does not mean
suggestion, prompting or inspiration, nor a person's intuition and conclusion after
consideration of a matter, but divine communication to His Prophets and
Messengerts.

Continuing his analysis Bell says that waby means, "at any rate in the eatly
portions of the Qur’in", not that it had been conveyed to the Prophet verbally,
but "that the idea of composing a Qur’an" had been "suggested" to him. Bell next
states that as the Prophet's "theory of revelation developed” he "extended the
signification of the word to cover the communication of long passages in verbal

Y Ibid, 147.
2 Tbid
7
* Ihid., 148.
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form"; for "there are some passages in which this would be #he natural implication”,
such as 11:40, 12:102. 18:27 and 20:45." Thus would Bell appear to suggest that
patts of the Qur’an are God's verbal communications and parts are not so. But he
would not really commit himself to that position; for having made the above
statement he attempts to neutralize its effect by saying that the passages referred
to "ate probably fairly late, and in all of them it would be at least possible to avoid
giving the word the sense of actual verbal communication."? Clearly, Bell here
betrays his ultimate intention to "avoid", by any means, "giving the word the
sense of actual verbal communication". One may only observe that it is of course
possible to twist and "avoid" that sense, but that is "their natural implication", as
Bell admits, perhaps unguardedly.

It may also be noted in this connection that whenever a Qur’anic passage runs
counter to his assumption Bell attempts to assign it a late date or an eatlier one, as
it suits his purpose. The passages cited are all Makkan. Even if for argument's
sake it is admitted that they are "probably fairly late", Bell does not appear
consistent in his assertion that as the Prophet's theory of revelation developed he
extended the signification of the word to cover verbal communication. For
having said so he cites 42:50 (in fact 42:51) which says: "It is not for man that
Allah speaks to him except by wafpy, or from behind a veil or He sends a
messenger who communicates by His order what He wills..."* And a little further
on he states that in this passage "one almost sees Muhammad's conception of
how the revelation came to him, gtowing befote our eyes..."* Thus Bell would
have us believe in the same breath that as the Prophet's conception of wapy
developed he extended its meaning to cover verbal communication, and that at
the same time he said that wa}y could not be vetbal communication! The fact is
that neither was the Prophet nor is the Qur’an so inconsistent. It is Bell himself
who has misunderstood the sense of wafy as given by the Qut’in. He has also
misunderstood the meaning of the passage 12:51. It does in no way mean that
wafy cannot be verbal communication; it merely desctibes the manner and methods
of communicating Allah's words to man. It would seem that as the passage says
that Allah does not speak to man directly, i.e., face to face, Bell takes wahy to
means Allah's "indirect speech” in the English grammatical sense!

' Ibid. The italicization is mine.

2 Ibid,

* The passage runs as follows:... sty b 63b oy Yy do 5 ol o5 0 of Ly W alll addS 0F 2 057 L0
* MW.., 1934, p. 148.
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That Bell puts that English grammatical sense of "indirect speech" is further
clear from what he observes next, saying that the passage 42:51 is a confession
that the "direct speech of Allah in some of the Qur’inic passages where He
speaks "in His proper person in the first person singular" is wrong. Bell writes:
"There are still one or two passages in the Qur’in in which Allah is made to speak
in His own proper person in the first person singular; c.f. 1i:56-58, Ixxiv:11-15. If
this direct speech of Allah to the Prophet was wrong, as the above passage seems
to confess, how much more the claim to have actually seen Him."!

It should at once be pointed out that the passage 42:51 does not say that wahy
cannot be verbal communication; it does not confess that the statements in the
Qur’an in "direct speech" of Allah (in the English grammatical sense) is wrong.
Bell's assumption throughout that the Qur’an is the Prophet's own composition is
wrong and it 7s the point at issue. Not only the "one or two passages"” cited above
by Bell, nor even those admitted by Bell to imply verbal communication, but the
entire Qur’dn, whether a passage is formulated in "direct speech” or in "indirect
speech", is verbal communication of Allah's words. Also the assumption that the
Prophet initially claimed to have seen Allah is wrong. It remains to see what
actually is the signification of wapy glimpsed from the Qur’in itself and how and
where Bell has erred in thinking that waby means "suggestion" or "inspiration".

To anyone who has a knowledge of the Qur’an it should be obvious that Bell's
survey of the Qur’dnic use of the word wapy is not at all comprehensive, nor even
objective. He has selected only such passages as he thinks would support his view
that the word does not mean verbal communication of a text; for that is what he
confessedly intends to "avoid" even where that sense is the "natural" one. Even
then, the meanings he puts on the word do not appear to be adequate or
appropriate in respect of all the instances he has cited. Thus, in the instances of
wahy to the Prophets for what he calls practical lines of conduct the meaning of
the term should be, as pointed out eatlier, command or directive and not simply
suggestion or prompting as such. Again, the ’igra’ passage, where of course the
term wahy does not occur but which Bell himself acknowledges to be part of the
Qur’anic wahy, is a command, and not suggestion. More specifically, the wahy to
be given to the earth on the doomsday will not be a suggestion or prompting. Bell
in fact commits a mistake in saying that the earth would be prompted to give up
its dead — the meaning of the ‘dyahs 99:4-5 is: "On that day she shall speak out her

' Ibid.
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affairs, because your Lord will wahy her." Cleatly the sense here is that Allah will
command the earth, together with giving her the speaking power, to speak out
her affairs. Wahy here bears this dual sense; for every one knows that the earth as
it is at present has no speaking power, and no simple suggestion or prompting
will make her speak. To give just one instance outside Bell's survey. "That is some
of the tidings of things unseen which We wahy to you", so runs 3:44." Here the
term wafy cleatly means the communication of some unseen (unknown) affair,
and not at all suggestion or inspiration about some unknown affair. Thus the
meanings suggested by Bell do not appropriately and adequately convey the sense
of the term even in respect of the instances he has cited. If indeed a common
English equivalent for wajy must needs be found out, it should be
"communication", rather than suggestion, prompting, etc. This expression would
probably fit in all the situations.

Since the word waby is used in various senses in connection with different
subjects and situations the proper course in understanding the sense of the term
in relation to any particular subject is to examine the uses made of it in
connection only with that subject. It is on that basis that in Islamic religious
patlance the term wapy is applied to Allah's communications to His Prophets and
Messengers. In other words, the #echnical meaning of wapy, apart from its general
meanings, is Allah's communications to His Prophets and Messengers. And just
like the English word 'communication’, wapy means both the act or process of
communicating (i.e. as verb) and also that which is communicated (i.e., the
subject mattet). As such wahy may be of various types in accordance with the
manners or processes of its communication, as well as in accordance with the
nature of the subject which is communicated.

The passage 42:51 noticed above speaks about the manners or processes of
the coming of wahy to the Prophets. The 'Zyab mentions three ways in which
Allah's words are made to reach His chosen man, namely, (a) by means of wapy,
(b) from behind the veil and (c) by sending a messenger (the angel Jibril) who "by
His order communicates (y#h#) what He wills". It may be observed that the nature
of the first category is not further elaborated here. Obviously it includes all the
vatious processes besides the other two. An example of the second category is
the famous incident of Allah's speaking to Mlsi while remaining unseen. The
third type is self-explanatory and is mentioned also in the New Testament.

! The text runs as:....4) o> 5 o0 200 e 23 See also Q. 12:102.
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Similarly wahy may be of different types depending on the nature of the matter
communicated. And of such various types according to subject-matter only one
particular type of wahy forms the scripture, the Book or Recitation (Qur’an). Thus,
when Misa was commanded to follow what is called a practical line of conduct,
such as striking the rock with his staff, that was of course wapy, but not the Torih.
Only that which was specifically communicated as Tordh was Torih. Likewise, of
the various types of wahy made to Muhammad (p.b.h.)) only that which was
communicated as Qur’in is Qur’dn. And only this type is to be called the
Qut’inic wahy. Hence, while each and every word of the Qur’an is undoubtedly
wahy, each and every wahy to Muhammad is not the Qur'dn. There are many
examples of non-Qut’inic wahy to him, such as badith qudsi, the information given
him in dream about the nature of the place of his migration, etc.

It should be clear from the above that to understand the nature of Qur’anic
wahy it is necessary to concentrate our attention upon such passages of the Qut’dn
as speak of its communication to the Prophet, and not upon all the passages
where the term wajy occurs in its general sense. If we did so, it would be seen that
there are a number of such passages which, while speaking about the delivery of
the Qur’an to the Prophet, also use the specific term wahy. There are, howevet, a
large number of passages which very much speak about the coming of the Qut’an
to the Prophet but which do not employ the term wapy. In fact, it is this latter
group of passages that contain more significant expressions elucidating the nature
of Qur’inic wahy.

Thete are some forty passages in the Qur’an wherein the term wahy occurs in
connection with its coming to the Prophet. While in the majority of such passages
there is no particular indication of the nature of Qur’anic wahy, there are at least a
dozen of them that contain expressions explaining its nature. An examination of
these passages yields the following facts:

(1) The Qut’anic wahy itself, and not anything else, which is to be recited/read
out. Thus 13:30 states:

...w;»,fguawspﬁfwww.ua,T@:suL,)fg,U.\f

"Thus have We sent you (as Messenger) among a people before whom (other) peoples have
passed away, in order that yox recite unto them that which We have waly-ied to you ...".

Here the clear implication is, it is that type of wahy which is to be read out. That
means, it is in the form of a readable text and not simply a suggestion which is to
be worked out and presented in the form of a reading material. And it is precisely
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because this type of wahy is to be recited and read out, its other name is Qur’an,
the Reading or Recitation.

(2) It is a scripture (Book) which is wahy-ied and which is to be recited. Thus,
18:27 states:
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"And recite what I wahy to you of the Book of your Lord. No one can change His words..."

Similarly 29:45 states:
oS e B @-)TLAJ;\

"Recite what I wahy to you of the Book...."

Again, 35:31 states:
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"And that which I have wahy-ied to you of the Book is the truth...."

Thus, what was communicated (wahy-ied) to the Prophet was a Book, not that it
was suggested to him to produce a Book. It is also noteworthy that the first
passage in this series speaks of the Qur'anic wahy as Allah's "words" (kalimitibi),
emphasizing that there is none to change His words.

(3) That which was wahy-ied is a "Recitation - Qur’an", and in a specific
language. Thus, 42:7 states:

\:;}9 U‘;}&U‘ t?)TdJJJ{}

"Thus have We wahy-ied to you a Qur'an (Recitation) in Arabic.

The same fact is stressed 12:2 where the term ‘anjalni (We have sent down),
instead of ‘awhayni (We have communicated) is used. Thus , it is a "Recitation"
which had been wahy-ied to the Prophet, not that he was wapy-ied to produce a
recitation.

(4) That the Prophet was first to listen to what was being wahy-ied to him, and
not to hasten to repeating/reciting it before the completion of its
communication. Thus 20:114 states:

camy S 2k OF 5 e Ol iy e Y

"And be not in haste with the Qur'an (Recitation) before its waby-ing is completed.”

(5) That the Qur’anic wahy, and not simply the Qur’dn as such, consists of
narrations/accounts. 12:3 thus states:

Ol e S L of Ly e @) el Slle a5 o

"We natrate unto you the best of narratives as we waby to you this Qur'an."
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Here "the best of narratives" is a description of the waby which is communicated
as Qur’in. Indeed the verbs nagussu (We narrate) and ‘awhayni (We wahy) used in
the passage are more or less coterminous.

(6) To the same effect are the passages that say that the Qur'anic wapy itself,
not simply the Qur’dn as such, consists of tidings/repotts of events and affairs.
Thus 11:49 states:
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"Those are the tidings of the unseen that We »afy to you..."

Similarly 12:102 states:
SRR WPV SO X W PRI

"That is one of the tidings of the unseen which We wapy to you..."

(7) Last but not least, it is specifically stressed that the Qur’an ‘is no
composition of the Prophet himself and that nothing could be a graver sin on his
part than to give out as Allah's words that which was not actually communicated
to him as such. 6:93 states this very emphatically as follows:

el ST e Jl B e gt A o o g Sl JB T LIS e 6 B e e BT e

"And who could be a worse transgressor than the one who forges a lie against Allah or claims:

"It has been wahy-ied to me', while nothing has been »ahy-ied to him, and the one who says: 'T shall
bring down the like of what Allah has sent down ...?»"

In the passages cited above the word wahy has not been translated but left as it
is, with the suffixes 'ied' or 'ing' to indicate the tense in English. The meaning
should be clear from the context of the sentence. It should also be clear from the
above mentioned passages that it is a description of the Qur’anic wapy itself that
(a) it is some specific text which is to be recited,; (b) that it is the Book which is
communicated and which is Allah's words (kalimaitibi); (c) that it is communicated
in Arabic language; (d) that the Prophet is to listen to it carefully before hastening
to repeat it; (¢) that sometimes it consists of "narratives” and "reports” and (f)
that it is no composition of the Prophet himself and that nothing could be a
gravet sin on his part than to compose a text and then give it out as one from
Allah. All these facts unmistakably emphasize textual and verbal communication
and not at all communication of ideas or thoughts nor what is called "suggestion,
"prompting", "inspiration”, "intuition", etc.

These facts are drawn only from such passages as contain the term wapy (in its
various forms) in connection with the communication of the Qur'an to the
Prophet. These are, however, very strongly supplemented and corroborated by a
far larger number of passages dealing with the same subject but not using the
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term wahy and showing clearly that the Quran was delivered to the Prophet
verbatim and in the form of specific texts. These passages will be considered a
little later on in connection with the discussion on the views of Watt who, it will
be seen, attempts in his own way merely to substantiate the views of Bell." It
should be clear from the above, howevet, that Bell's confusion and mistakes arise
from: (a) his having concentrated his attention on the general use of the term wapy
in the Qur’dn; (b) his having failed to notice that the meanings he has suggested
for the word do not properly convey its sense even in the cases he has cited (e.g.,
wahy to the earth); (c) his having made no distinction between the general sense
and the technical sense of the term; (d) his not having recognized the distinction
between the Qur’anic wahy on the one hand and the other types of wafy to the
Prophet, on the other; (e) his not having taken proper account of even those
passages that use the term wapy in speaking about the transmission of the Qur’an
to the Prophet, and, finally, (f) his not having at all taken into consideration the
vast number of passages that deal with the same subject without using the term
wahy but employing a number of other expressions that very cleatly and
unequivocally elucidate the nature of Qur’inic wapy. In fine, it may once again be
pointed out that one is of course free to believe or not to believe that the Qur’in
is Allah's words; but if one attempts to pronounce a judgement on its nature on
the basis of the Qur’anic evidence, one must take into account the whole range of
evidences and should not simply satisfy oneself with those that are not quite to
the point and, further, should not twist or misinterpret, instead of admitting the
"natural" sense of any expression or statement.

' Infra, chap. VI and VIL



CHAPTER VI )
THE ORIENTALISTS ON THE QUR’ANIC WAHY:

III. WATT'S TREATMENT OF AL-ZUHRI'S REPORT
ON THE COMING OF WAHY

I PRELIMINARY REMARKS

Watt takes over from his predecessors, particularly from Margoliouth and Bell,
and attempts to support mainly their assumptions. Thus he reiterates (a) that the
Prophet had initially claimed to have seen Allah; (b) that Jibril was introduced at a
later stage as the conveyer of wahy, (c) that wahy does not mean verbal
communication of a text, but "suggestion" or "inspiration" to follow a practical
line of conduct or to give out the Qur’4n and (d) that the Qut’4nic wahy is in some
form or other part of Muhammad's (p.b.h.) consciousness.

In reproducing his predecessors' views, however, Watt does not always recite
their premises and grounds. Thus, while Bell would discount the traditions
concerning the coming of wapy as fabrications of a later age and would not take
them into consideration in this connection, Watt would not do so. He would
rather try to support the Margoliouth-Bell assumptions by having recourse to
both the Qur’in and the traditions. In doing so, however, he would select only
such traditions as he thinks support his views. In such a case he would not go
into the question of the authenticity of the particular tradition and would simply
dispose of the matter by observing that much is not to be gained by discussing
the isndd. Even then he would not abide by the information supplied by his
chosen piece of the report as a whole but would accept only those parts of it as
suit his purpose and would reject the other parts as of doubtful validity. He also
advances some further arguments, not quite his own, to support the
Margoliouth-Bell theory. Thus he uses the expressions a/rip and al-hagq, as
mentioned in the Qur’dn and the traditions in connection with the coming of
wahy, and interprets them as being coterminous with Allah. Again, while
Margoliouth uses the writing of Podmore, Watt has recourse to that of A. Poulain
to provide a psychological/mystical explanation of the phenomena of waby.

Another remarkable feature of Watt's approach is that unlike his predecessots
he makes a specific claim to impartiality in theological matters and to academic
objectivity. He even castigates the previous European writes in general for their
lack of sympathetic understanding of Islam and its Prophet. Such declarations of
impartiality and neutrality, besides being uncalled for, are sharply at odds with the
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practical line of approach he adopts; for he in fact and essence reiterates mainly
his predecessors' views and assumptions, and that too with no discernible degree
of greater sympathy towards Islam and the Prophet.

II. WATT'Ss SEGMENTATION OF AL-ZUHRI'S REPORT

Watt starts his discussion on the coming of wahy by quoting what he calls
Al-Zuhri's report. This report, it may be pointed out, is in fact ‘A’ishah's (r.a.)
report coming through Al-Zuhri and reproduced in various works including
Bukhiri and the work of Al-Tabari. It is to be noted at the outset that the version
in Bukhari is the most authentic and reliable. Watt, however, prefers Al-Tabati's
version saying that it "has not been tewritten, as has Ibn Hishdm's version."" He
does not mention Bukhdri at all in this connection. In Al-Tabari's work Al-Zuhti's
report consists of some three paragraphs, the first two being a continuous
account and the third being in the nature of an independent report reproduced by
Al-Tabati a couple of pages subsequent to the first two paragraphs. Watt
reproduces this text in his own translation. In doing so, however, he breaks the
three paragraphs into as many as 12 "passages", which he numbers alphabetically
from A to L, stating that he has done so "for convenience" and that the divisions
"come at breaks in az-Zuhri's material, as indicated by the change of narrator."?
In order to enable the reader the better to understand Watt's treatment we
teproduce in the footnote Al-Tabari's text in Arabic, indicating in round brackets
the portions that are broken into 12 passages by Watt and numbered respectively
from A to L.

! Watt, M. @t M., 40.
2 Tbid,
* The Arabic text runs as follows:
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The following is a summary of Watt's translation of the twelve passages into
which he divides Al-Tabati's version of Al-Zuhti's report:

A. In this passage Watt places the first part of ‘A’ishah's (r.a.) report which
says that the beginning of revelation was with alm’yi al-sidigah which he
translates as "true vision". "It used to come like the breaking of dawn."

B. In the second passage Watt places the portion of the report which
immediately follows the above and which says that afterwards solitude became
dear to the Prophet and he went to Hird’ for fahannath, ending with the statement:
"At length, unexpectedly, the Truth came to him and said, O Muhammad, thou
art the Messenger of God."

C. In the third passage Watt places the portion which comes immediately after
the above and wherein the Messenger of Allah says he had been standing but fell
on his knees, then he went to Khadijah (r.a.) and asked her to cover him, which
was done, until his panic was over, ending with the statement: "Then he came to
me and said, O Muhammad, thou art the Messenger of God.".

D. In the fourth passage are placed the succeeding few lines of the report
wherein the Messenger of Allah is stated to have said that he had been meditating
throwing himself from a mountain crag, but while he was so meditating, "he
appeared to me and said, O Muhammad, I am Gabriel, and thou art the
Messenger of God."

E. In the fifth passage are placed the few succeeding lines of the report that
natrate the angel's saying to the Messenger of Allah: "Recite", and his teplying: "I
cannot recite (ot "what shall I recite")"; then the angel's squeezing him thrice and
then saying: "Recite in the name of thy Lotd who created. And I recited."

F. In the sixth passage are placed a few more succeeding lines of the report
that speak of the Messenger of Allah's returning to Khadijah (r.a.), expressing
anxiety about himself and her words of consolation to him, ending with the
statement: "You succour the agents of the truth(?)."

G. In the seventh passage are placed a few further lines of the report that
speak of Khadjijah's (r.a.) taking her husband to Waraqah ibn Nawfal, his listening
to the Messenger of Allah's experience and then remarking : "This is the ndmids
which was sent down (or revealed) to Miasa", adding that the Messenger of Allah
would be expelled by his tribe together with the Messenger of Allah's surprise at
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that, etc., ending with Waraqah's remark that if he lived long he would help him
valiantly.

H. In the eighth passage are placed the next few lines of the report wherein
the Messenger of Allah is stated to have said that the first part of the Qur’an to be
revealed was sdrab 96 (al-'Alag), shrab 68:1-5 (al-Qalam), sirah T4:1-2
(al-Muddaththir) and sdrah 93:1-2 (al-Duhd).

L. In the ninth passage is reproduced part of Al-Zuhri's teport about the fatrah
(pause) in the coming of wahy, which is given by Al-Tabati a couple of pages
subsequently and which says that the Messenger of Allah became so sad at the
cessation of wahy that he used to go to the mountain tops to throw himself down
from them and that each time he was about to do so the angel Jibril appeared
before him and said: "Thou art the Prophet of Allah. At this his restlessness
would cease..."

J. In the tenth passage a few more lines of the above mentioned report which
says that speaking about the fafrah the Messenger of Allah said "While I was
walking one day, I saw the angel who used to come to me at Hird’ on a throne
(kursi) between heaven and earth. I was stricken with fear of him, and returned to
Khadijah and said: cover me."

K. In the eleventh passage is placed the continuing lines of the report that say:
"So we covered him, that is we put a dathar on.... and God the most high sent
down, O thou clothed in dathar.... Thy garments purify."

L. In the twelfth passage are placed the remaining lines of the report in which
Al-Zuhti states that the first revelation to the Prophet was: Recite in the name of
thy Lotd who created.... up to what he did not know."

Watt also gives the summary of Al-Zuhii's report from Jabir ibn 'Abd Allah
al-’Ansati about fatrah and the revelation of the first part of sdrat al-Muddaththir.
Thus having reproduced Al-Zuhri's report Watt proceeds to consider what he
calls "the internal evidence of the passages” and the "various features of the
stories". He does so under seven sub-headings and a final section. The
sub-headings are as follows:

(a) Muhammad's visions"

(b) "The visit to Hird’; tabannath"

(c) "Thou art the Messenger of God"

(d) "Recite"

(e) "Sdrat al-Muddaththir; the fatrah"
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(f) "Muhammad's fear and despait"

(g) Encouragement from Khadijah and Waragah"

The final section is entitled: "The form of Muhammad's Prophetic
consciousness". These are discussed below.

A. "MUHAMMAD'S VISIONS"

Watt starts his discussion under this first sub-heading of his by referring to
that part of Al-Zuhiri's report which he places in his passage A. He says that there
are no good grounds for doubting that Muhammad's (p.b.h)) prophetic
experience began with "true vision" and observes that this "is quite distinct from
dreams" and that "visions are mentioned also in B and ] (apart from the
appearances of Gabriel in D and I)."’

It may at once be pointed out that Watt adopts here simply Bell's translation
of the expression al-ru’yi al-sidigah. The faults in Bell's assumption have already
been pointed out and it has been shown that the expression means "true dreams"
and not "true vision".” It may also be recalled that Al-Zuhri's, or rather ‘A’ishah's
(r.a.) report in Bukhdri which Bell quotes contains the expression "in sleep” after
"true dreams". Al-Tabari's version of the report, which is not quite accurate and
which Watt adopts, does not of course contain the expression "in sleep", but it is
clear from the internal evidence of even this version that al-ru’yi al-sddigah which
is stated as the beginning of the Prophetic experience is a stage quite distinct
from, and prior to, the one that followed, namely, zapannath at the cave of Hird’
and the experience which came in its wake. The unequivocal statement of the
report, which Watt places at the start of his passage B, is: "Afterwatds solitude
became dear to him, and he would go to a cave on Hird’ to engage in tahannuth..."
Watt disregards this clear distinction between the two types of experiences
described in the report, adopts the faulty or rather tendentious translation of Bell
and thus equates the expression alru’yi al sidigah with the other type of
experience described in his passages B and J, thus doing violence to the tenor and
purport of the text he himself adopts. The post-fapannuth expetience is nowhere
described in the traditions, nor in the Qur’an as ai-ru’d al-sidigah. A moment's
reflection also makes it clear that the addition of the adjective al-sddigab to the act,
al-rw’yé, indicates that it is a description of that type of viewing which is usually

' Watt, M. at M., 42.
* Supra, pp. 117-120.
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and normally not "true", that is dream. No one would bother to add the adjective
"true" to the act of physical viewing with one's eyes.

Watt's purpose is, however, to bring the so-called "vision" in line with what is
described in sdrat alNajm, and thus support the Margoliouth-Bell theory
discussed in the previous chapters. Hence, immediately after having made the
above noted statements Watt cites that sérah as supportive evidence of the
"vision" and quotes its first 18 ‘dyahs (omitting ‘Gyabs 11 and 12) in his own
translation. He then observes that "there are good grounds for thinking that
Muhammad originally interpreted these as visions of God Himself."' The grounds
mentioned by Watt are:

(i) "There is no mention of Jibril in the Qur’an until the Medinan period."

(i) The subject of the verbs in verse 10 of the s#rat al-Najm should be God, or
else the construction becomes "awkward".

(iii) "The phrase at the end of passage B, 'the Truth came to him and said..." is
similar in import," for "the Truth is a way of referring to God."

(iv) Jabir ibn ’Abd Allah's tradition, which is referred to by Bell, quotes the
Prophet as saying, in Bell's translation: "...I heard a voice calling me, and I looked
all around but could see no one; then I looked above my head and there he was
sitting upon the throne..."?

In translating the passage of sdrat a/-Najm Watt adopts Bell's rendering of the
terms waphy and ‘awhd as "suggestions" and "suggested". These meanings, as
pointed out in the previous chapter, are not at all correct for Qur’dnic wahy.
Moreover, Watt's statement, "Muhammad originally interpreted” etc. suggests
that the passage of sdrat al-Najm, on which Watt obviously bases his statement, is
an "interpretation", that is, a composition by Muhammad (p.b.h.), a view which
is common to all the orientalists, though Watt appears not to avow it openly.

As regards the grounds mentioned by Watt all, except iii, are simply Bell's.
These assertions of his and their premises have already been examined and it has
been shown that each item of the assumptions is untenable. In iv Watt does not
specifically reiterate Bell's mistaken claim that "the throne" is appropriate to Allah
and leaves the reader to understand it. The mistake in this particular assumption
has also been pointed out.’ As regards Jabir ibn ’Abd Allah al-’Ansasi's report,
which Watt himself cites,* it may be noted that it unequivocally points out that

' Wart, M. at M., 42.

2 Ibid.

* See the previous chapter.
Y WaTT, M. at M., 41.
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the Messenger of Allah "saw the angel" who used to come to him at Hir4’, "on a
chair between the sky and the earth."'

Regarding Watt's own addition to the stock of arguments, namely iii above,
two things need to be noted. First, the version of Al-Zuhti's report in Bukhdri and
other works is slightly different at this point. In these works the text runs as: batté
J&'abu al-hagq wa huwa fi ghir Hird’ fa ji'abu al-malak fa géla..., meaning "tll the
truth came to him while he was in the cave of Hira’. The angel came to him and
said...." In Al-Tabari's version, which Watt quotes, the expression is : fz ja’abu
al-haqq fa ‘atébu fa qila..., meaning "Till the truth surprised him. He came to him
and said..." Thus the expression fz ja'abu is replaced by fa ji'ahu, and there is no
mention of the angel at this point. Butit is to be noted that fz ja'abu al-pagq is one
sentence, and fa2 ‘atihu fa qila is another sentence. Watt, however, does not
translate this part of the report quite faithfully. He combines the two sentences
into one, translating it as: "At length unexpectedly the Truth came to him and
said..." The Arabic equivalent of this translation would be: fz jé@'abn al-hagq fa
gdla. Watt has thus omitted the expression fz ‘atihu, which is the beginning of an
independent sentence. He has also capitalized the first letter of "truth" so that the
meaning is more in line with his suggestion. If this was not done, and if due
attention was paid to the specific mention of the angel at two places in the text
which is continuous here in the original but which he has broken into as many as
seven passages "for convenience", it would have been clear that the subject of the
vetb fa ‘atibu is the angel. Even after such division of a continuous text Watt
recognizes that the angel Jibril is mentioned by name not very far away from this
part, i.e., in what he chops into passage D.

Further, it is to be noticed that in the original Arabic text, which is continuous,
the appearance of the entity is mentioned three times thus: fz ‘atibu fa qala....
thumma ‘atini fa qéla.... fa tabaddé k.. fa qdla yé Mupammad ‘and Jibril, meaning: "So
he came to me and said... Then he came to me and said... Thereupon he
appeared before me... and said: O Muhammad, I am Jibril." The prepositions fa,
thumma and fa prefixed to the verbs show conclusively that the same entity is
spoken of throughout. Up to this point in the report there is no break in the
narrative nor any change of narrator. The sole narrator here is ‘A’ishah (r.a.) who
is giving the account sometimes in her own words and sometimes in the words of
the Prophet himself. Watt himself seems to recognize this fact when he says:

! See Al-Taban, Tarikh, p. 1156.
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"Passages A to H were presumably continuous in az-Zuhri, but they need not all
have come from ‘A’ishah."' The manoeuvre thus made here to create doubt
about ‘A’ishah (r.a.) being the narrator is obvious but not justifiable. Passage H of
course comes in Al-Tabari in a separate paragraph, and it need not have come
from her; but there can be no doubt that the section previous to H is a
continuous narrative and the sole narrator is ‘A’ishah (r.a.). Watt makes another
attempt to confuse the issue here. He says that the fact "that Ibn Ishiq breaks off
‘A’ishah's narrative after the first sentence of B [i.e., "Afterwards solitude became
dear to him"] is probably due to his having other versions of the remainder which
he preferred, and does not necessarily indicate a break in the source at that
point."? The remark is curious because if Ibn Ishiq's having preferred "other
versions" does not "necessarily indicate a break in the source at that point", why
then this emphasis on his breaking off of ‘A’ishah's narrative? The remark is also
inappropriate, because we are concerned here with ‘A’ishah's  (Al-Zuhri's)
account as given in Al-Tabari, and not with Ibn Ishiq's version which Watt
himself does not adopt because, according to him, it has been rewritten. It
appears that while dividing Al-Zuhri's account into so many passages on the
ground of what he calls breaks in the material indicated by change of narrator,
Watt cannot at the same time conceal the fact that there really is no break in the
narrative in its greater and most material part, nor any change of narrator there,
and that the divisions made by him are arbitrary and not even in accordance with
the grounds he has advanced for his doing so.

It seems that the real reason for his having sliced Al-Zuhti's account into so
many passages is to suggest, as he does shortly afterwards, that the speaker to
Muhammad (p.b.h.) in passage B is "the Truth", in C "merely he" and in D and I
Jibril.® Watt also intends to maintain that Jibtil, who is mentioned by name in two
of the passages, need not be taken into account in connection with the coming of
wahy to Muhammad (p.b.h.). It must not, however, be lost sight of that Al-Zuhti's
account is very much continuous and that even after the divisions introduced on
purpose by Watt the existence of the prepositions fa, thumma and fa with the verbs
that follow the sentence fa ja'abu al-hagq shows that it is the same entity, Jibril,
who is spoken of throughout and who is mentioned by name at the end. The
sequence of the description as well as grammatical rules require that Jibril should

Y Warr, Mat M, 41..
2 Ibid.
> Ibid, 45.
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be the subject of the verb fz ‘atdhu with which the natration starts here and which
Watt omits from his translation .

The third thing to note in this connection is the relation of the sentence fa
Jja'abu al-hagg (Suddenly the truth came to him) with what follows in the text, as
well as the meaning of the expression albagg. It may be recalled that the
expression in other versions of the report is fu jé'ahu al-haqq (Then the truth came
to him". There is, however, little difference in the sense in either form. What
follows in the text is of course a description of how "the truth" came to the
Prophet; but neither does a/-hagg mean Allah, nor is it, as shown above, the
subject of the verbs that occur in the description which follows. Watt puts the
meaning of Allah upon the expression because, according to him, "this is a way of
referring to God."' His reasoning itself betrays an admission that there are other
senses in which the term a/-hagq is used. Indeed, it occurs motre than 260 times in
the Qur'an in more than 20 different senses.” Nowhere in the Qut’4n, however,
does al-hagq appear independently to denote Allah. It is only at 9 places that it
comes as an attribute of Him, but always along with the mention of Allah or rab,
such as at 10:30, 10:32, 20:114, 23:116, 24:25, etc.” On the other hand, it has been
used in the sense of Quranic wahy more than fifty times., being the largest single
majority of instances in which it has been used in a particular sense, and that also
almost always with the verb j4'z. Some of the instances ate as follows:

(1) ceor o i 011G Gikie g ot pomelr Ll

"When al-hagq came to them from Us they said: This is indeed evident sorcery” (10:76)

(2) el oo 5SS Ny pr 5 Dol

"A/-hagq has indeed come to you from your Lord. So be in no wise of those in doubt." (10:94)

(B) e Gl e Gl Y P16 bk n Gl sl L

"But when a/-bagq has come to them from Ourselves, they say: Why is he not given the like of
what Miisa was given?" (28:48)

(4) e dgms 5 5o prelor o sl 5 eV ga e s

"Rather I have given good things to these people and their ancestors, till @/hagq has come to
them, and a Messenger making things clear." (43:29)

(5) 03 Ul g e 1Ae 1JG ol el Ly
"And when alhagq came to them they said: This is sorcery and we reject it." (43:30)

' Tbid, 42.

? See for instance ‘Abd al-Rabhman al-Riwi, Kulimat al-Hagqq Ff al-Qur'dn, 2 Vols, Imam Muhammad University, Riyadh,
1409 H.

* The expressions respectively at these places are: Libum al-Haqq, rabbukum al-Haqq, Allabu al-Malik al-Hagyq (at 20:114
and 20:116) and Alubu Huwa al-Hagq. The other places are 18:44, 22:6, 22:62 and 31:30.
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(6) = s ay r I ISt

And that which has been sent down to you from your Lord is a/hagq." (34:6)

(7) o= 32 S o SL) mof sy

"And that which We have communicated to you of the Book is a/-hagq." (35:31)

Thus, a reference to the Qur’an (as well as to the traditions) makes it clear that
the most frequent use of alpagq is in the sense of Qur’anic wahy and that the
term, though undoubtedly an attribute of Allah, has never been used
independently to denote Allah. The expression fz ja'abu al-haqq ot fa ji'abu al-hagq
in the account under discussion therefore means the coming of wahy and not, as
Watt would have us believe, the appearance of Allah before the Prophet.

Having attempted to show from Al-Zuhti's account and sérat al-Najm that the
Prophet claimed to have a "vision" of Allah, Watt proceeds to state that if this
was "Muhammad's original interpretation of the vision, it could hardly have been
his final one, for it contradicts 6:103 which says 'sight reacheth not Him"."! In this
connection Watt also refers to ‘dyab 11 of the sdrah (al-Najm) which he quotes in
Bell's translation as "the heart did not falsify what it saw" and states that this ‘zyab
was "pethaps added later."? One may easily detect that here Watt merely
teproduces Bell's views that Muhammad (p.b.h.) first claimed to have seen Allah
and then, as he realized his mistake, modified his position and introduced the
‘@yah in question in the s#rah to give an impression of a spiritual or mental vision.
The premises on which these assumptions are based have already been examined
and shown to be untenable. It may once again be emphasized that neither
Al-Zuhti's account nor sddrat al-INajm speaks of a "vision of Allah", so that there
is no question of contradiction with another Qur’anic passage such as 6:103, nor
of subsequent modification in the ‘Zyabs of sérat al-Najm. The "vision" of Allah is
a groundless surmise, on which is based a further incorrect assumption of
contradiction and a still further conjecture of modification, all of which are wrong
and untenable.

It may be recalled that 'Zyah 18 of sirat al-Najm, which speaks of the Prophet's
having seen with his own eyes (basar) "one of the greatest signs of his Lord", runs
countet to the theory of mental or spiritual vision as also of a vision of Allah. Bell
silently passes over this '4yah when he presents his theory. Watt, however,
undertakes to fill this lacuna in Bell's presentation and attempts to bring the ‘zyab
in line with the theory of spiritual vision. Hence, referring to this 'dyah he

' Watt, M. ar M., 43.
% Ibid,
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observes that this "might be taken to mean that what Muhammad had seen was a
sign or symbol of the glory and majesty of God". Watt then relates it to ‘dyah 11,
which he translates as "the heart did not falsify what it saw" and says that this
suggests "that while the eyes perceived the sign or symbol, the heart perceived the
thing symbolized." Thus, continues Watt, though Muhammad's (p.b.h.) original
interpretation of the "vision as a direct vision of God" was "not quite accurate, in
essentials he was not mistaken. Perhaps the verse ought to be translated: 'the
heart was not mistaken in respect of what he, the man saw."'

The above remarks are clearly based on the faulty assumption that the Prophet
had "originally interpreted the vision as a direct vision of God". He did no# do so;
nor does the passage of sérat al-Najm bear that meaning. Hence there is no
conflict between the ‘dyabs of the surah and therefore no need to advance such an
interpretation as would bring them into agreement. The interpretation is in fact
an unwarranted twist in the meaning of the ‘ayah 11, for Watt says: "while the
eyes perceived the sign or symbol, the heart perceived the thing symbolized", that
is, Allah. This ‘4yab in no way suggests that the eyes perceived one thing, that is a
sign of Allah, and the heart saw or perceived another thing, that is Allah. The plain
meaning of the 'gyah is that the heart and the eyes were in unison — it was no
mistake of the heart, that is, no mistaken impression of the Prophet's about what
he saw with his eyes. "The heart was not mistaken", as Watt translates it
alternatively, "in respect of what he, the man saw." The whole emphasis is on the
very antithesis of a mental or spiritual vision.

Watt's aim in giving this twist in the sense is, as he plainly states, "to avoid
making it a vision of Gabriel, which would be unhistorical, and also to avoid
contradicting the view of Islamic orthodoxy that Muhammad had not seen
God."* The question arises: why this eagerness to prove that it was not Jibtil who
appeared before the Prophet, if the clear meaning of the passage of sdrat al-Najm
is, as Watt and Bell would have us believe, that Muhammad (p.b.h.) originally
mistook it to be a direct vision of God and subsequently rectified the mistake by
giving the impression of a mental vision? Watt's avowed object rather betrays an
awareness on his part of the fact that the interpretation he puts on the passage of
shrat al-Najm is not quite its plain meaning. Also the reason given, namely, that a
vision of Jibril "would be unhistorical”, is cleatly based on the old plea that Jibril
is not mentioned by name in the Makkan passages of the Qur’dn. That plea has

' Watt, M. at M., 43.
 Ibid.
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already been shown to be untenable and incorrect.' The plea is also inconsistent
on Watt's part; for, unlike Bell, he does not seem to hold the view that the
traditions should not be taken into consideration in this connection. Watt
recognizes that there is clear mention of Jibril in Al-Zuhsi's report, particularly in
what he puts in his passages D and 1. Watt attempts to get rid of these passages
by observing that the mention of Jibril therein is suspicious, thus implying that
those parts of the report have been tampered with by subsequent narrators. The
implication is also inconsistent with the very ground on which he prefers this
version of Al-Zuhti's report, namely, that it has not been rewritten as, according
to him, has Ibn Ishiq's been. If subsequent reporters had modified those portions
of the report, they would have modified also its initial part where the coming of
the truth is mentioned; for, according to Watt, that term means the appearance of
God before the Prophet and that is contrary to what he calls the Islamic
orthodoxy. The fact is that neither those parts of the report that mention Jibril are
later interpolations, nor does the coming of the truth mean the appearance of
Allah. It may also be recalled that the passage of sirat al-Najm is not the only
Qur’inic information regarding the coming of wahy to the Prophet and that the
passage should be understood in combination with similar passages in the Qur’an,
particularly 81:19-23, as explained eatlier.”

Watt is of course aware of the existence of other Qur’dnic passages in this
trespect. Before noticing how he deals with them it is necessary to refer to the
second motive in his above mentioned interpretation of the passage of sirat
al-Najm, namely, as he says, "to avoid contradicting the view of Islamic orthodoxy
that Muhammad had not seen God." A glance at the previous chapter of the
present wotk would make it clear that this statement of Watt's is based on the
totally groundless assumption of Bell that the so-called orthodox Islamic belief in
this respect was a development subsequent to the time of the Prophet's and that
it is at variance with what Bell thinks the Qur’anic testimony to the effect that
Muhammad (p.b.h.) had originally claimed to have seen Allah. The question thus
once again turns upon the interpretation of the sérat a/-Najm, and once again it
should be pointed out that the interpretation given by Bell and Watt is wrong.

As regards the other Qur’anic passages bearing on the question Watt disposes
of them by invoking the opinion of Karl Ahrens who says that there is no
mention of Jibril in the Makkan passages of the Qur’an, that the rasd/ karim of

' Supra, pp. 124-125.
* Supra, pp. 118-120.
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81:19 was originally identified with a/-r4j, and that angels are mentioned in the
Makkan passages in the plural only. Watt also calls attention in this connection to
26:193 — "with which hath come down the Faithful Spirit" — and says that this
would "fit in with the view here developed",’ that is, the view that the Prophet
had a spiritual vision of God.

Karl Ahrens is right in saying that the ras#/ karim of 81:19 is identifiable with
al-rih (as in 97:4); but it is not correct that al-rih ot al-rih al-’amin (the faithful
spirit) is other than Jibril or that it fits in with the view of a spititual vision of
God. Nor is it correct that angels are mentioned only in the plural in the Makkan
passages of the Qur’an.’

Let us now consider the three Qur’anic passages cited here, namely, 81:19,
97:4 and 26:193. As regards the first passage,’ four points need to be noted
carefully. (a) The rasél karim (noble messenger) here is mentioned specifically as a
conveyer of the Quranic wahy. (b) The very fact that he is described as a noble
messenger militates against his being identical with God; he is simply His
messenger. (c) The same nature of his is emphasized in the immediately
following ‘gyah , 81:20, wherein it is said that he has his position "near the Lord of
the Throne". That means he is not in any way to be confused with the "Lotd of
the Throne" (i.e. God). It is further stated in this '4yab that he is a possessor of
strength ( db? guwwah). The similarity of this phrase with the description "strong in
powet" (shadid al-quwa) in sérat al-Najm is striking. (d) He is described in the next
‘gyah, 81:21, as "one obeyed" (mautd’) and "faithful" (‘amin). As he is not the Lord
of the Throne, the expression "one obeyed" must have reference to the others
like him who obeyed him, i.e., he has only a position of ptimacy among his
compeers. In other words, he is some one "special" among a group of similar
beings. It is also noteworthy that the adjective ‘amin is strikingly the same as
given to alrip in 26:193 — "the faithful spirit". Karl Ahrens, and with him Watt,
agree in saying that the rasi/ karim of 81:19 is identifiable with a/7i). Thus, by the
internal evidence of the passage 81:19-21 and by their admission the rasé/ karim is
the same as alrdh al-’amin and he is different from God and, moteover, is a
conveyer of waphy.

As regards the second passage, 97:4, the expression here is of course simply
al-rdh along with al-mald’ikab (the angels). Karl Ahrens and Watt seem to imply

' Watt, M. at M., 43.
* See for instance Q. 6:8, 9:50, 11:12, 11:31, 12:31, 17:95,32:11, 53:26 and 69:178.
* See also supra, pp. 118-120.
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that a/-réh is different in nature from a/-mali’ikab; but that is not correct. It is a
trecognized style in Arabic language to mention the special one (#4ds) separately
from a general body of a particular group when they are to be mentioned
together. Instances of such mention of the &Ads separately along with the general
body (‘4m) are numerous in Arabic literature. But apart from this rule of the
Arabic language, the internal evidence of the passage clearly marks out a/-réh to
be different from God; for the sentence says that the angels (a/mali’ikah) and
al-rith come down "by permission of their Lord" (bi-dbn rabbikim). Thetefore, the
Lotd of both the angels and a/-r4 is different from them. Cleatly a/-r#h here is not
identical with the Lord. And as he is mentioned specially along with the angels, he
and they all coming down by permission of their Lord, the unavoidable meaning
is that he, a/rih, is a special one of them. And since the ras#/ karim in 81:19 is
marked out as a special one and as the conveyer of wafy, and since both Katl
Ahtens and Watt agree in saying that the ras4/ karim is identical with a/-réij, he is
the same being who brings wahy and who is an angel. The identification of the
ras#l karim as an angel is supported by 31:1 which speaks of Allah's employing
messengers (r#sul) from among the angels. It is also to be noted that while the
reference here is to the taking of angels as messengers in general, it is only a
particular messenger in the singular who is always spoken of as the conveyer of
wahy.

Similatly the third passage, 26:193, clearly mentions "the faithful spirit" as the
one who brings down wahy ( nagala bibi al-rih al-’amin). For the same reasons as
stated above this alrdh al-'amin is the same as the rasi/ karim, who is desctibed as
‘amin (faithful) and as the conveyer of wahy. The internal evidence here also
distinguishes alrdh al-'amin from God; for, in the previous 'dyah, 26:192, the
Qur’dn (or Qur'anic wahy) is spoken of as "tangil, i.e., something sent down, by
the Lord of all the wotlds" (wa innabu la-tanzil rabb al-‘dlamin ). The causative
nature of the expression #angi/ shows clearly that the "Lord of all the worlds" sent
it down, not that He came down with it. The succeeding ‘dyab, 26:193, clarifies
the position further and says that it is @/-ré} al-'amin who came down with it.

Thus the rasdl/ karim and al-rdh al-’amin, both of whom are mentioned as the
conveyer of wapy, are one and the same individual. That he is an angel is shown
by (a) the mention of a4/-ri} along with angels as a special one among them (i.e. in
70:4, 78:38 and 97:4); (b) the mention of angels as having been employed as
messengers by Allah (as in 35:1); (c) the mention of the conveyer of wahy as a noble
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messenger, i.e., a special one from among the angels who are taken as messenger;
(d) the specific mention of him by name, Jibsil, as the conveyer of wahy in 2:97
and (e) the mention of him by name in the traditions also as the conveyer of wapy.

The name Jibril of course occurs only three times in the Madinan passages of
the Qur’in; but that does not mean that there is no reference to him in the
Makkan passages. Nor that someone else is spoken of as the conveyer of wapy in
the Makkan passages. For one thing, the expressions alrih ot al-riih al’amin, not to
speak of the rasil karim, can by no stretch of the imagination be taken in the
Christian sense of the Spirit or Holy Spirit, which is what Watt seems to suggest.
The expressions al-ribh, al-rih al-'amin and rih al-qudus occut some 21 times in the
Qurin.' In none of the places it is used in the sense of Allah or His attribute. In
six out of the twenty-one places it is used in connection with ‘Isa (Jesus) and his
mother Maryam;” but at each of these places it has the meaning of either the spirit
of life or the angel (Jibril). In any case, at none of these places is the word
coterminous with the Divine Being; for the unmistakable tenor and putport of
each of the passages is to contradict the concept of the Trinity or to deny the
supposed divinity of Is4.’

B. "THE VISIT TO HIRA’; TAHANNUTH"

After presenting his views about what he calls "Muhammad's visions" Watt
passes on to the second of his sub-titles: "The visit to Hird’; zabannuth”. It must
not be supposed that the subject of the "visions" is left behind. It indeed forms a
constant theme in all the sections of his treatment of the subject; and Watt's aim
is all along to suggest that the "vision", indeed wafy, is something mental,
psychological or psycho-intellectual to the Prophet.

As regards the visit to Hird’ and tahannath, Watt differs from his preceptor Bell
who denies the authenticity of the reports about them. Watt says that there "is no
improbability in Muhammad's going to Hira."* He then presents what one scholar
very aptly calls "a compound version of the views " of others.” Watt states that
Muhammad's (p.b.h.) going to Hird’ "might be a method of escaping from the

' Q. 2:87; 2:253; 4:171; 5:110; 16:2; 15:29 16:102; 17:85 (two times); 19:17; 21:91; 26:193; 32:9; 38:72; 40:15; 42:51;
58:22:66:12; 70:4; 78:38 and 97:4.

2 Q. 2:87; 2:253; 4:171; 5:110; 21:91; 66:12.

*  See for a detailed discussion on r#h IBN AL-QAYYIM, Kitdb al-Rih, Hyderabad, 1324 H. See for its summary in M.V, ,
1935, pp. 129-144. Cf. D. B. MacDONALD, "The development of the idea of spirit in Islam", M.W., 1932, pp. 25-42 and
153-168.

*Warr, M. at M., 44.

* See M.J. KISTER, "Al-Tahannuth: An Enquiry into the meaning of a term", B.S.0.A.S., XXXI, 1968, p.229.
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heat of Mecca in an unpleasant season for those who could not afford to go to
at-T#’if." Having said that Watt adds immediately: "Judaeo-Christian influence,
such as the example of monks, or a little personal experience” would have shown
Muhammad (p.b.h.) "the need and desirability of solitude."!

Watt's two consecutive sentences quoted above in fact represent two different
views. The first view, that the resort to Hird’ was something of a poor man's
summer holiday was first suggested by Aloy Sprenger in the mid-nineteenth
century.? Ever since he had made that suggestion, however, no European writer
of note adopted that view or treated it as a reasonable explanation of the affair.
Watt, however, adopts and reproduces it, without referring to Sprenger in any
way. Neither Sprenger nor Watt asks himself the very pertinent questions whether
the climate of Hird’ differs in any way from that of the town of Makka in any
season and why, of all the neighbouring hills, Hird” in particular should have been
chosen as the supposed summer resort? If they had asked themselves these
preliminary questions about the geography of Makka they would surely have
given a second thought to this novel suggestion of theirs.

The second view, that of Judaeo-Christian influence, specially the instance of
Christian monks, suggesting "the need and desirability of solitude", is indeed the
suggestion of a number of Watt's predecessors, notably J. Herschfield *and Tor
Andrae.* The unsoundness of the general assumption of Judaeo-Chtistian
influence upon the evolution of Muhammad's (p.b.h.) thought has been noted
earlier.> It may be observed here, however, that the two views thus put forth in
two consecutive sentences are incompatible. If the retirement at Hird’ was a sort
of a summer holiday, there is no need to invoke Judaeo-Christian influence in the
matter. If, on the other hand, it was done in imitation of the practice of the
Christian monks, the summer holiday theory is both unnecessary and irrelevant.

After having made the above noted remarks about the retirement at Hird’
Watt refers to the origin and meaning of the term zahannuth. In doing so he
generally follows what Bell and Herschfield suggest, namely, that the term means
either prayer for God's favour or "doing some work to escape from sin or crime".
Watt then proceeds to "fill out hypothetically”, as he says, the account of what
actually transpired. He says that Muhammad (p.b.h.) had, from an early age, been

' WaTT, M. at M., 44.

2 A. SPRENGER, Das Leben und dse Lebre des Mobammed, 1, Berlin, 1860, pp. 295-296.

* H. HerscHFILED, New Researches into the Composition and Exegesis of the Qoran, London, 1902, p. 10.
* Tor ANDRAE, Mobammed, Sein Leben und Glaube, Gottingen, 1932, pp. 34-35.

* Supra, Chapter 1L
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aware of the social and religious problems of Makka. His being an orphan made
him all the more alive to those problems. He also imbibed the "vague
monotheism found among the most enlightened Makkans." He also looked for
some reform "and all the circumstances suggested that this reform must be
primarily religious." In this state of mind he "deliberately sought solitude to
reflect on Divine things and to perform some acts of worship, perhaps an
expiation for sins."’

Watt thus in effect himself nullifies what he says previously about summer
holidaying by Muhammad (p.b.h.) and his probable imitation of the practice of
the Christian monks. For, if he looked for some kind of reform in Makka and if
"all the circumstances suggested that this reform must be primatily religious" and
therefore he "deliberately sought solitude to reflect on Divine things" etc., both
the surmises are unnecessary to explain Muhammad's (p.b.h.) solitary retirement
to Hird’. Watt's remarks are, however, based on two distinct suggestions made by
his predecessors, notably by Muir and Margoliouth. The one is the suggestion of
ambition and preparation on Muhammad's (p.b.h.) part to play the role of a
prophet-reformer.” The other is the theoty that the political, religious and cultural
situation in Arabia and the neighbouring Christian Byzantine state suggested that
the contemplated reform should take on a religious character and that therefore
Muhammad (p.b.h.) decided to assume the role of a prophet. Also the remark
that in his retitement he probably performed some act in "expiation of sins" is
reminiscent of the Muir-Margoliouth views about his previous beliefs and
practices.

All these views are faulty and debatable. The Prophet did of course retire into
the cave of Hird’ to reflect on Divine things; but there is no indication in the
sources that he did so for discovering a framework for his contemplated
socio-religious reform. Watt's story, as he himself points out, is hypothetical and,
as we have pointed out, based in essence on the views of his predecessors.
Whatever the Prophet's motive in secking solitude at Hird’, the coming of the
revelation to him was by all accounts something sudden and unexpected. His
bewilderment at what happened at Hird’ and the subsequent consultation with
Waraqgah ibn Nawfal only emphasize this unexpectedness and unpreparedness on
the Prophet's part. These facts thus run directly counter to the assumption of
contemplated reform, indeed of ambition and preparation. In order to sustain the

Y Watt, M. at M., 44.
* Supra, Chapter L.
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theoty of contemplated reform it is necessary therefore to dismantle the fact of
the suddenness of the affair, or at least to create doubt about it. This is exactly
what Watt seems to aim at. Thus, immediately after having hypothetically filled
out the account, he observes that though the traditional accounts "suggest that
the vision came during the retreat", the "comparative dates of the different
features of Muhammad's call are uncertain. Sometimes the appearance is said to
be unexpected, and sometimes Khadijah seems to have been not far away."’

It should at once be pointed out that whatever may be the uncertainty about
what is called "the comparative dates of the different features" of the call, there is
no uncertainty whatsoever about the order of its main features, nor about its
suddenness and unexpectedness. By all the accounts the "call" took place in the
wake of the retitement at Hird’ and the "appearance" or "vision" was a
simultaneous, indeed an inseparable feature of the call. Whether Khadijah (r.a.)
was near the Prophet at Hird’, as stated in one of the reports reproduced by Ibn
Ishiq, ot the Prophet was at home near her, as said in the version of Al-Zuhti's
report quoted by Watt, the "appearance [of Jibril] was in every case sudden and
unexpected. It is #ot "sometimes" that "the appearance is said to be unexpected";
it is always so in the reports. The emphasis on the suddenness and
unexpectedness of the "call" and the "vision" is constant throughout all the
reports in all their versions, despite their differences in matters of detail. Watt
himself uses this sudden appearance of "the truth", as we have seen just a little
while ago, to support his assumption of the "vision of God". But now he realizes
that the facts of the suddenness of the "call" and the "vision", and the consequent
bewilderment and uncertainty on the Prophet's part are strongly against the
theory of his having planned and contemplated socio-religious reforms. Hence
Watt attempts to create doubt about the suddenness of the "call" and to show
that it was something independent of the "vision". In fact, in the remaining
sections of his discussion on the subject Watt isolates the "vision" from the "call"
and suggests that the Prophet, though he was uncertain about his position,
nonetheless continued to receive revelations and to give them out to the public
for about three years when, after the period of fafrah and of "sectet” preaching he

saw the "visions" or the first "vision".2

' WaTT, M. at M., 44.
2 See below, text.
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C."THOU ART THE MESSENGER OF GOD"

Watt thus takes up the subjects of "the call" and the "visions" under his above
mentioned third sub-title. He starts by saying that in B, C, D and I of "the
passages from az-Zuhri" the words "Thou art the Messenger of God" occur four
times — in the first passage the speaker is "the truth", in the second "merely 'he"
and in the last Jibsil. He then says that the circumstances are different in the four
passages and raises the question whether these are "four versions of one event,
that somehow or other have developed different features?" Watt observes that
the mention of Jibtil "at this eatly stage" is "suspicious" since he "is not
mentioned in the Qur'dn until much later" and adds that the "experiences"
desctibed in the passages belong to two types — those in the first two (B & C)
describe Muhammad's (p.b.h.) "original call to be a Messenger", and those in the
other two (D & I') "appear to be reaffirmation of this to assute him in a time of
anxiety."'

It is to be noted once again that what Watt calls "the passages from az-Zuhri"
are in fact passages made by Watt out of Al-Zuhti's rather continuous account.
By making such divisions in the text Watt has thought, or attempted to show, that
the "speakers" in the passages B through D and further on are different. As noted
above, neither the context, nor the grammatical rules of the language support this
assumption. The speaker is throughout Jibtil. Similarly the plea that the mention
of Jibril at this stage is suspicious because he is not mentioned in the Qut’in until
much later is also untenable. It is also inconsistent with Watt's own approach; for
he reproduces only Al-Tabari's version of Al-Zuhri's report to the exclusion of all
the other versions on the ground that it has not been "rewritten", i.e., modified by
others. His now casting doubt on part of this version and, indeed, his reliance on
the Qur’dnic evidence only regarding Jibril, which he also misconceives, is
glaringly inconsistent.

Watt's putpose is, howevet, to isolate "the call" from the "vision". Hence,
immediately after having made the above mentioned statements he begins
another paragraph by asking: "If B refers to the original call, what is its relation to
the visions?" The question is cleatly confusing. The passage B, as Watt has
hitherto said, desctibes the "appearance” ot the "vision" and he has attempted to
suggest a little while ago that "the truth" mentioned in it should be understood in
the sense of God. But now he slips away from that position and attempts to

! Watt, M. at M., 45.
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suggest that the passage only describes the original call to be a Messenger,
implying that this is different from the "vision" so that the relationship between
the two should be determined. It should at once be pointed out that what he calls
a description of the "original call" is nothing but what happened in the "vision"
described in the passage B. His question thus really amounts to a queer one,
namely, "What is the relation of the vision to the vision?"

After putting the above mentioned question Watt refers to the passage of
shrat al-Najm ( 53:1-18) and reiterates in effect what Bell says in this connection,
namely, that the desctiption of "the first vision" in that s#rabh was given out in
response to the Makkan unbelievers' objections to the genuineness of the
revelations and that therefore at least one or several revelations had been
proclaimed before the narration of the vision in that s#rah. Watt says further that
the vision which was narrated "must have something to do" with the receipt of
revelations; yet, "there is nothing to show that the receiving of specific passages
accompanied the vision..." !

In making this last statement Watt obviously changes his ground again, and
that in two ways. He slips away from the Qur’dnic evidence and seems to
concentrate only on the evidence of the report he cites. Secondly, he now also
implies that the passage B of that report describes a "vision" but does not
mention the delivery of any specific passage; for, otherwise, there is no ground
for his making the statement that "there is nothing to show that the receiving of
specific passages accompanied the vision."

Now, the text which Watt assigns to the passage B and which he seems to
have in view does of course only speak about the entity's addressing Muhammad
(p-b.h.) as "thou art the Messenger of God" and does not mention the delivery of
any specific Qur’anic passage. But, as already pointed out, Watt's passages A to G
are all continuous in Al-Zuhri's account as given in Al-Tabari, and the narration
up to the end of passage E speaks of the different circumstances attending the
"call" and the delivery of the 7gra’ passage. In Watt's own translation the passage
starts thus: "Then he said, Recite. I said, I cannot recite..." The expression "Then
he" unmistakably relates to Jibril who is mentioned in the previous passage D.
Watt of course doubts the mention of Jibxil at this stage; but he (Watt) does not,
and cannot, deny that the passage D speaks of an "appearance" or "vision" and
that both the passages D and E together speak of a "vision" and the delivery of

' Tbid.
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the zgra’ passage which, elsewhere, Watt recognizes to be the first Qut’anic
passage to be delivered.! Thus, his statement that "there is nothing to show that
the receiving of specific passages accompanied the vision" is untenable and
contrary to the very evidence he relies on.

The statement is contrary also to the Qur’anic evidence; for whatever may be
the view of Bell and Watt about the entity appearing in the "vision" described in
shrat al-Najm, it categorically says that it was that entity, the shadid al-guwa and dbi
mirrah, who drew nearer than "two bow-lengths" and delivered to the Prophet
what he was giving out as wapy (‘dyahs 4-10). The same fact is emphasized in
81:19-23 which says that it was a "saying" (gaw)), 1. e., a text, which was delivered
by the "noble messenger" whom the Prophet had seen in "the clear horizon".
Both the passages speak of a past event, and their reference is cleatly to the initial
wahy which the Prophet had given out to the Makkans and which both the
passages emphasize was delivered by the entity he saw.

Also, the other versions of Al-Zuhri's report, particularly that in Bukbdiri,
clearly speak of the delivery of the zgra’ passage by Jibril who appeared before the
Prophet for the purpose. Watt withholds from his readers this and other versions
of the report. In fact by doing so, and by all the other devices, namely, by
atbitrarily dividing the version which he cites into so many artificial passages, by
isolating the "call" from the "vision", by raising the queer question of their
relationship and by making the untenable statement that no specific text was
delivered during the "vision" Watt drives at his predecessors' main theory that the
Qur’anic revelation was not verbal but only in the nature of suggestions or ideas
that came to the Prophet. Hence he further states that the "practical outcome of
the vision" would be something like a "conviction that the passages wete
messages from God" and that the Prophet "was called upon to proclaim them
publicly."?

Note the expression: "the passages were messages from God"; that is, the
passages themselves were not from God, but only their messages were so. It is
not explained by Watt how the "messages" could have been received prior to the
"vision", nor why Muhammad (p.b.h.), before he was even sutre that they were
from God, should have formulated them into "passages". Nor does Watt mention
any such pre-vision passage. He simply argues backward from his assumption,
namely, that since the "vision" imparted a "conviction that the passages were

U Ibid.
* Ibid, 45.
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messages from God", this "would presuppose that Muhammad had already
received some revelations" but had not been sure about their nature; "now he is
informed or given an assurance about that."' One may easily detect that this is
merely a repetition, in another form, of the Muir-Margoliouth theory of the
Prophet's having received other pre-Qur’dnic revelations prior to the igra’
passage.”

"Alternatively", continues Watt, "the vision might be taken as a call to seek
tevelations, and Muhammad might have known something about methods of
inducing them." The theory of "inducing" of revelations, it may be recalled, is
Margoliouth's.” He of coutse relates it to the physical hardships and other
symptoms that at times attended the coming of revelations to the Prophet. Watt
does not refer to Margoliouth and introduces the allegation at the first
opportunity, that of the beginning of the "call" and the "vision", with the absurd
implication that Muhammad (p.b.h.), before he hardly began his mission, had
already "known something of methods of inducing" revelations!

Watt does not, however, press this suggestion here; for, as we shall see
presently, he reverts to it subsequently. After having simply introduced the
allegation he observes that "the former of the alternatives”, that is, the outcome
of the vision being only a conviction that the "passages" wete "messages" from
God, "is more probable"; for it is in line with the view, and here Watt specifically
cites Bell, "that what was inspired or suggested to him was a 'practical line of
conduct' which he in fact followed."* It may at once be pointed out that it is not
only this particular expression, but the whole theory that the Qur’anic wapy does
not mean verbal communication of a text, but "suggestion", or "inspiration", etc.,
which is Bell's and others' and which Watt simply undertakes to substantiate by
some means or other. So far as this particular view is concerned, howevert, its
untenability has been demonstrated eatlier.’

Watt finally says that if "the purport of the vision was something general",
that would agree with passage B. He then says that the words "Thou art the
Messenger of God" were probably "not an extetior locution", nor even "an
imaginative locution, but an intellectual locution”, meaning that it was a

' Ibid.

* Supra, pp. 93-96, 114-117.
¥ Supru, p.100.

* Infra, ch. VIL

5 WaTT, M. at M., 45.

¢ Supra, pp. 122-133.
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"communication" which was made "without words". The form of the words may
even be much later than the actual vision."!

These statements in fact constitute an admission on Watt's part that the
"original call" and the "vision" are not really two distinct events, as he has
hitherto implied, but are aspects of the same incident described in passage B. And
as he recognizes this, he realizes that the "expression "Thou art the Messenger of
God", though not a passage of the Qur’in, nonetheless consists of "words"
constituting a statement which was communicated to the Prophet during the
"vision" described in the passage B. Hence he hastens to say that these words
wete probably "an intellectual locution". Now, observe his peculiar logic. He
asserts that there is nothing to show that the communication of any specific text
accompanied the "vision"; but now that he cannot deny that the passage B, which
he has isolated from the rest of the account, also speaks of the communication of
some "words", he tells his readers that these "words" were communicated
"without words" — an intellectual locution! The fact is that his statement that the
communication of no specific text accompanied the "vision" is belied and
contradicted even by his passage B. Moreover, by saying that the "form of the
words may even be much later than the actual vision" he makes an arbitrary
assumption which is nowhere warranted by the sources, neither directly nor
indirectly. In doing so he also casts doubt on the authenticity of his passage B. As
we have seen, he casts doubt on passages D and I because they mention Jibril
which fact does not fit in with his assumption. Now he implies incorrectness even
on his passage B because there is the mention of the communication of "Thou art
the Messenger of God", which fact contradicts his other assumption. Yet he
would have us believe that his assumptions are supported by these very passages!

Even after such manoeuvres Watt cannot escape the fact that the igra’ passage,
including his passages D and E, was by all accounts communicated during the
"vision". Hence he proceeds to deal with it under his fourth sub-heading which is
as follows.

D. "RECITE"
Under this sub-heading Watt attempts to make three points in three successive
paragraphs. In the first he refers to what he calls the "numerous versions of the
tradition" regarding the revelation of sérat al-‘alaq and then, with reference to

! WATT, gp.cit., 45-46. He refers here to the work of A Poulain and to section 5 of his chapter where the expression
"intellectual locution” is explained.
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Al-Zuhri's account, says that the words ma agra’s occurring therein "must be
translated 'T cannot read (or recite)'"; for there is the variant, md ‘and bi-qéri’in in
other versions and because, also, Ibn Hishim makes a distinction between md
‘agra’u and mé dhé ‘agra’s, the latter expression meaning "What shall I recite?"
Having said this Watt asserts: "This latter is also the more natural meaning for m4
agra’s" In support of this statement he levels an allegation against the
traditionists in general saying: "It is almost certain that the later traditionists
avoided the natural meaning of the words" in order to sustain the "dogma that
Muhammad could not write, which was an important part of the proof of the
miraculous nature of the Qur’an."" He also cites ‘Abd Allah ibn Shaddad's report
given in Al-Tabarl's safiir saying that that "text requires that the md be taken as
'what', since it is preceded by 'and'."*

In the second paragraph Watt reproduces Bell's views that the words gara’a
and qur'dn are taken from the religious vocabulary of the Syrian Christians and
that Qur’an means "reading" and "Scripture lesson".”> Watt adds that while the
verb igra’ "later came to mean "read", in this s#rab it presumably means 'recite
from memory', namely, from the memory of what had been supernaturally
communicated to him."*

Then, in the last paragraph of his text under this sub-heading Watt says that
there "are no effective objections to the almost universal view of Muslim scholars
that this is the first of the Qur’dn to be revealed". He then interprets this passage
as "a command to worship" and, differing from Bell, who says that the passage
was revealed when the Prophet had already gathered some followers, says that "it
may very well belong to a stage before he began to preach to others."
Nevertheless, insists Watt, the "possibility cannot be excluded" that the Prophet
"had already received other passages which he did not regard as part of the
Qur’an; one example would be the words in the traditions "Thou art the
Messenger of God."*

Now, as regards the first point, it is clear that all that Watt says in this
connection is indeed to discredit the fact that the Prophet could not read or write.
The question of his illiteracy and the orientalists' views about it, including the
views of Watt, have already been discussed.’ It may only be pointed out here that

' Thid., 46.

* Thid.

> Ibid., 47, citing Bell, Onigin exc., 90 ff.
* Watt, gp.ait., 47.

5 Ibid.
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the allegation of the later traditionists' having avoided what is called the "natural
meaning" of the words méd ‘agra’u is totally unwatranted. Nor is it a fact that the
so-called "dogma" about the Prophet's illiteracy is a later development. The
Qur’an itself states: wa ma kunta tatli nmun qablibi min kitdh wa Ii takbuttubu
bi-yaminika idban lartdba al-mubtilin , meaning: "You were not used before this (i.e.
the giving out of the Qur’an) to reading any book, nor to writing it with your
right hand. In that case the detractors could have reason for doubting." (29:48).
What is called the "dogma" about the Prophet's illiteracy is thus based on this and
other clear statements of the Qur’dn itself. The dogma is 7z #o way a later
invention. Also, it is not true to say that the later traditionists avoided the
so-called natural meaning of the words. Many of them indeed consideted the
different versions and the differences in the meanings of the expressions. Watt
himself, as seen a little earlier, cites one such different meaning given in the
commentary of Al-Tabari. Watt's insistence of what he calls the natural meaning
of the words seems to have arisen from a confusion about the negative »4 and
the interrogative 74 in the two versions.

What Watt says in his first paragraph is in effect rendered irrelevant by what
he says in his second paragraph dealing with the origin and meaning of ‘igra’. We
need not dilate here on the question whether the terms %gra’ and Qut’an are
derived from the religious vocabulary of the Syrian Christians. Even according to
Bell, whom he quotes, Qur’dn means "reading" or "Scripture lesson". But if, as
Watt would have us believe, the verb %graz’ only "later came to mean 'read™, and if
this passage of sérat al-‘alag is only a command to the Prophet to "recite from
memory" what "had been communicated to him supernaturally”, then the whole
of Watt's previous remarks about the Prophet's illiteracy and the allegations
against the traditionists are both irrelevant and unnecessary; for no reading ot
writing capacity is called for if the task is simply to recite from memory.
Obviously, Watt first assumes the meaning of reading for the verb and on that
basis makes his above mentioned comments. He then changes his ground, rejects
that meaning for the word and suggests that it only means a command to recite
from memory, etc. Once again, he does not explain how Muhammad (p.b.h.)
received the supernatural communications prior to the communication of the
igra’ passage, and what were those supposed pre-7gra’ passages or "messages for
the passages" that were required to be recited from memory. Clearly, Watt simply

' Supra, pp. 15-25.
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reiterates in another form the old assumption of the receipt of revelations by the
Prophet prior to what is called the "vision".

But once again Watt somewhat contradicts in his third paragraph what he says
in the second. He states that thete is no effective objections to the view that the
‘igra’ passage was the first of the Qur’an to be revealed. A strict adherence to this
statement requires the rejection of the suggestion that there were pre-‘igra’
passages revealed to the Prophet. Watt seems to have recognized the difficulty
arising out of this last statement of his. Hence he attempts to escape from it in
two ways. ‘He interprets the passage to mean that it formed "a command to
worship" and that it may "very well belong to a stage before" the Prophet began
to preach to others. Secondly, Watt insists at the end of the paragraph that
Muhammad (p.b.h.) had of course "already received other messages which he did
not regard as patt of the Qur’in", an example of that being the words "Thou art
the Messenger of God".! This last statement is obviously an attempt to side-track
the issue. The discussion here is about the receipt of pre-gra’ passages or
messages that formed part of the Qur'dn and that the Prophet was supposedly
asked in the %gra’ passage to recite from memory, and not about what Watt
recognizes to be no part of the Qur’an (‘reading' or 'Scripture lesson’). Moreover,
if wahy, as he and his preceptor Bell suggest, was only "inspiration" or
"suggestion" for a "practical line of conduct" which the Prophet in fact followed,
that could not conceivably be something to be "recited from memory"! The
climax of contradictions comes, however, a couple of pages subsequently in
Watt's work where he states that the "vision" and the address "Thou art the
Messenger of God" took place not before the revelation of the ‘gra’ passage but
some three years affer the "original call” which, as Watt says here, is described in
his passage B of Al-Zuhii's account!

E. "SURAT AL-MUDDATHTHIR: THE EATRAH"

Watt then passes on to his fifth sub-title. He starts this section by referring to
Jabir ibn ‘Abd Allah al-’Ansari's tradition which says that the opening 'dyahs of
shrat al-Muddaththir wete the first revelation. Watt states that this could have been
so only "if Muhammad entered abruptly on his public ministry without any
period of preparation”; for the passage contains the words "Rise and Warn",
wheteas the gra’ passage does not contain any such directive and does not
therefore "imply a public ministry". He therefore observes that "the most

Y Watt, op.air., 47.
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probable view" is that the passage of sérat al-Muddaththir "marks the beginning of
public ministry". In support of this statement he cites what Ibn Ishiq says that
the Prophet was ordered after three years of his commission to declare openly
what had come to him from Allah." As another evidence Watt refers to the
tradition which says that for the first three years it was the angel "Asrafil" [IsrAfi]]
who, in Watt's word, "mediated" the revelation to the Prophet. In this connection
Watt refers to "fatrah or gap in the revelation" and says that "az-Zuhri introduces
the fatrah in order to reconcile this tradition with the view that sérat al-‘alag came
first."”

The distinction made by Watt between the "non-public ministry" and "public
ministry" is clearly based on the distinction made by the Muslim scholars between
nubwwwah ( call to Prophethood) and risdlah ( commission to preach). Muslim
scholarly opinion is also more or less unanimous in saying that the opening
passage of sdrat al-Muddaththir marks the inception of risé/ab. But the identification
of this distinction with what Ibn Ishdq says about open preaching and with the
Isréfil tradition is misleading. Ibn Ishiq's statement is made not with reference to
the distinction between nubuwwah and risilah but with reference to what he
suggests to be the initial period of unobtrusive or private preaching followed by
the period of open preaching. The work of preaching is implied in both the
periods. Nor does he relate his statement with the revelation of sdrat
al-Muddaththir but with two other passages of the Qur’an (i.e., 15:94 and 26:214).
It may be noted that his characterization of the initial period as a period of secret
preaching is not based on any specific authority, but on the vague assertion of
"what we have come to know" ( ff md balaghand). Both aspects of his statement,
namely, the nature of the initial period of preaching and its length need
re-examination in the light of the other relevant facts.

Watt makes a mistake in taking Ibn Ishiq's statement as having been made
with reference to the distinction between what is called "non-public ministry" and
"public ministry". He seems to realize the difficulty arising out of this
identification. Hence he states that "the precise nature of the difference" between
the two, that is non-public and public ministry, "is more difficult to say, since the
first converts are said to have been made during the first period." There is in fact
no difficulty in the matter. The difficulty is created by Watt's own faulty
identification and, to a greater extent, by a faulty English rendeting of the

' Ibid, 48. See also Inn HisHAwm, I, 262.
* Watt, gp.cit., 48.
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essentially technical terms #ubuwwab and risélab as "non-public ministry” and
"public ministry" respectively. It is to be noted that #ubuwwah is no "ministry” as
such. The use of this term only illustrates the risk involved in transferring
Christian theological terms to technical Islamic expressions.

The reference to the Israfil tradition in this connection is also inappropriate.
Whatever the tradition in question is worth, it relates neither to the distinction
between nabuwwah and risdlah nor to what is called the period of secret preaching.
It is also misleading to state, as Watt does, that the angel Israfil used to "mediate",
i.e., deliver, revelation to the Prophet for the first three years of his commission.
The text of the tradition simply says that Israfil was "attached" (gurina bi) to the
Prophet. There is no mention that that angel used to bring any wapy. On the
contrary it is specifically mentioned that the angel was so attached to the Prophet
prior to the coming of wahy (qabla ‘an yiihi 'ilayhi)." The tradition in question is,
however, marsal, i.e., its authority does not go up to the time of the Prophet.
Al-Wiagqidi, who also mentions this tradition, categorically states that it is not
reliable.?

Having thus spoken of the distinction between the "non-public" and "public
ministry" Watt deals with the term a/Muddaththir. He says that it is commonly
taken to mean "wrapped in dithdr (ot dathdr), that is , a cloak" and that it had some
connection with the receiving of revelations. As such, he observes, the act of
being wrapped "may either be to induce revelations, or, more probably, to protect
the human recipient from the danger of Divine appearance.” It must at once be
pointed out that in none of the traditions is the act of being wrapped indicated to
be what is called a means of "inducing revelations" or "to protect the human
recipient from the danger of the Divine appearance.” Watt simply twists the term
to import in it the theory of "inducing revelations" and of "the vision of God".

More remarkable is Watt's suggestion about the metaphorical meaning of
al-Muddathir. He says that it means "a man who is obscute and of no teputation”
and attempts to substantiate this implication by referring to what he calls "the
standards by which the rich Meccans judged" him as "a comparatively
unimportant person."’ The allusion is obviously to the Qur'dnic passage 43:31
wherein reference is made to the rich Makkans' attempt to belittle the Prophet
when he began to preach the truth to them. True, he was not one of the leaders

' AL-TaBARI, Tdrikh, 1,1249.
2 IBNSAD, 1, 191. Also quoted in AL-TABARI, gp.cit.
* Watt, gp.ci#.,49.
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of his society when "the call" took place; but the term a/-Muddaththir by no means
implies "an obscure person". Nor was he in any way an "obscure” person before
"the call". It is common knowledge that a cognate word may acquire a
metaphortical sense. The rule in such a case is that the metaphorical meaning is
strictly confined to the particular form, and not to any other form or detivative
from the root, since the root word does not have that sense. Now, one of the
forms derived from dathar is dathdr. This form does sometime bear the sense of an
obscure person;' but it would be a violence to the rules of the language to transfer
that sense to another derivation such as muddaththir. In none of the standard
Arabic dictionaries is that sense given to this form. Moreover, it is quite contrary
to common sense that in the '%yah under reference Allah would address His
Messenger in such a derogatory term, or that the Prophet would apply it to
himself!

Thus having dealt with the question of "non-public" and "public ministry", the
petiod of fatrah and the meaning of al-muddaththir Watt "summarizes" the
"picture” as follows. He says that there was a "preparatory stage in Muhammad's
career as prophet, lasting three years." During this period he received the first
patt of sirat al-‘Alaq, sirat al-Dubhi and other revelations of "a more ptivate
character". Watt again refers here to the Israfil tradition. He then says that the
Jfatrah might be placed at the end of this period and that then the "visions" or the
first of them took place, together with the giving of the title "Messenger of God"
and the revelation of sdrat al-Muddaththir?

Thus does Watt completely reverse the position with which he started. He
started by saying that a/-ru’yi al-sidigab in the pre-Hird’ period was the same type
of "vision" as that experienced by the Prophet subsequently. Then Watt says that
the "vision" at Hird’, which is described in passage B of Al-Zuhti's account, was a
"vision of God" because, among other things, there is the mention of a/-pagq in
that connection, which he interprets as a reference to God. Then he states that
passage B describes the "original call' and implies that the "vision" was
something independent of "the call", taking place subsequently and that its
purport was something general, namely, reassuring the Prophet of his new
position and imparting to him the conviction that "the passages were messages
from God". Yet, on the basis of this supposed purport of the "vision" Watt says
that it would "fit in well with passage B", thereby once again implying that the

' See Tdj al-‘Arts, 111, 202.
2 WaTT, gp.cit, 49.
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subject matter of that passage is "the vision" and that it was incidental to "the
original call". It is also on that basis that he asserts, a little while ago, that the
address "Thou art the Messenger of God" was the sort of non-Qur’inic
tevelation which the Prophet had received prior to the receipt of the ‘grs
passage. And now Watt completely reverses the position saying that even the
"first" vision took place after three years of the Prophet's career as such and that
the title Messenger of God was given then, that is, the communication "Thou art
the Messenger of God" took place not before that of the %gra’ passage but long
after it!

These confusion and inconsistencies could easily have been averted if Watt
had not set his mind from the start to prove that the so-called "vision" and also
wahy wete only matters of the Prophet's mind and intellect, for which purpose
Watt has divided Al-Zuhti's rather continuous account into so many artificial
passages and, among other devices, has equated n#bawwabh and risdlab with
"non-public ministry" and "public ministry" respectively, identifying the former
with the so-called period of secret preaching mentioned by Ibn Ishiq and with
the dubious period of Israfil's alleged companionship with the Prophet. It is
because of this wrong identification that Watt finds it difficult to understand the
real nature of what he calls the period of non-public ministry because there were
"conversions before Muhammad publicly claimed to be God's Messenget". And
on account of this difficulty of his own creation Watt proceeds to entertain
"suspicion that too much is ascribed to the preparatory stage in the traditional
accounts."” If Watt had not attempted to misinterpret and "tendentially" shape
the sources for the above mentioned purpose he could have seen that despite the
variations in the reports "the call" and "the vision" took place simultaneously,
that the Qur’anic wahy was verbal communication of specific texts, that the fatrah
ot pause in the coming of wahy was an event of the initial period, that it lasted not
for years but only for days or weeks and that the risd/ah or commission to preach
and the revelation of su#rat al-Muddaththir and other sdrabs took place not very long
after the original call. There is thus no need to be suspicious about the
conversions that took place during the first three years or so of the Prophet's
career.

' Ibid.
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F."MUHAMMAD'S FEAR AND DESPAIR"

Watt next passes on to his sixth sub-title given above. He starts by saying that
"the passages from az-Zuhri" speak of two types of fear and despair. "Firstly, fear
because of the appearance or presence of the Divine (C, F, J); and despair which
led to thoughts of suicide (D, I)."'

Before proceeding further with Watt's other statements in this connection it
should be observed at the outset that the passages, though they undoubtedly
speak about "fear", do in no way speak about "the appearance or presence of the
Divine." Passage J, for instance, which Watt cites here as indicating the
appearance of the Divine, unequivocally says, in Watt's own translation. "...I saw
the angel who used to come to me at Hird’ on a throne (kursi) between the
heaven and the eatth. I was stricken with fear of him."? Therefore it was the sight
of the angel, not of the Divine, which caused the fear. It would be manifestly
inconsistent to adduce the evidence of the passage in speaking of the
"appearance" or "presence" which caused fear and then to assume, in disregard of
the clear statement of that very passage, that the entity appearing was something
else. Secondly, in interpreting the passage of sérat al-Najm Watt states, as we have
seen, that while Muhammad's (p.b.h.) eyes saw "one of the greatest signs of his
Lotd", the "heart perceived the thing symbolized". We have pointed out the
mistake in this interpretation; but according to Watt's own admission, what the
Prophet had seen with his eyes was a "sign" or "symbol" of the Divine, not the
Divine Being Himself. It was this physical sight, this ocular experience, of the
great sign or symbol of the Divine, i.e., the angel, which caused the fear. After all,
what is spititual or intellectual, or what the "heart perceived”, could not have
been a matter for fear. Thirdly, both Bell and Watt say that the Prophet, after
having mistakenly claimed to have had a "vision" of God, subsequently modified
his position not only in sérat al-Najm but also elsewhere holding that human sight
cannot reach God. Now, the passages from Al-Zuhri, whether regarded as a
narration of ‘A’ishah's or others', are obviously subsequent to the supposed
modification of his position by the Prophet. Hence neither *A’ishah (r.a.) nor any
other reporter could have got the impression that the "vision" was in any way that
of God. To interpret the passages as giving that impression would thus be simply
anachronistic.

' Ibid., 48.
* Ibid., 49-50.
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To proceed with Watt's other statements. He says in connection with the
question of fear caused supposedly by the appearance or presence of the Divine
that according to the testimony of the Old Testament the fear of the near
approach of the Divine has deep roots in the Semitic consciousness. The passages
C and ] which mention this fear, he observes, "seem to be mainly" explanations
of the expression almugzammil in 73:1 and they suggest "that the later exegetes
were merely inferring the presence of fear from the Qur’dn, and had no
information about it apart from the Qurdn."' Watt further says that the
"awkward transition from gammiluni to muddaththir" shows that the exegetes
inferred the connection of almugzammil, which was not originally so, with the
story of Muhammad's (p.b.h.) call. If, therefore, argues Watt, "it seemed natural
to these later exegetes to take mugzammil in this way, this fear of the onset of the
Divine must have been widespread" and the Prophet "may well have shared in
it."z

Now, Watt says that the later exegetes merely inferred "the presence of fear
from the Qur’dn, and had no information about it apart from the Qut’an". There
is, however, no indication whatsoever in the Qur’an about the fear. All that the
surabs al-Muggammil and al-Muddaththir indicate is that the Prophet was addressed
by these titles and asked either to get up and pray at night or to rise up and warn,
etc. Even sdrat al-Najm, which speaks of the "vision", does not contain any
indication of the Prophet's having been at any time struck with fear. How could
the later exegetes then have inferred "the presence of fear from the Qur’an" if
they "had no information about it apart from the Qur'an"? The fact is that Watt
here implicitly slips into Bell's view that the traditions are fabrications of a later
age to explain the Qur’anic statements. At the same time Watt founds his remarks
on the fact of fear, information about which is supplied only by the traditions and
not at all by the Qur'an. Watt's argument is, however, fallacious and round-about.
It was the late exegetes who had no information about the fear, who inferred it
from the Qur’in and also inferred the connection of the expression mauggammil
with the story of the Prophet's "call", and since they made this inference, the
"fear of the onset of the Divine" must have been "wide-spread”; and as it was
supposedly wide-spread, "Muhammad may well have shared in it." Clearly Watt
here first makes an unwarranted and incorrect assumption and then argues
backward on the basis of that assumption to prove the existence of widespread

' Ibid, 50.
* Ibid.
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fear at the "onset" or "near-approach” of the Divine in which the Prophet might
have shared. In thus arguing Watt in effect turns the table on his preceptor Bell;
for the latter would have us believe that Muhammad (p.b.h.) in his "ignorance"
initially "claimed" that he had a vision of God; but Watt now tells us that the
notion of the onset or near-approach of the Divine and the attendant fear was
"widespread" and that the Prophet only shared in it!

We are not, however, concerned here with the Old Testament testimony about
the matter. We should only point out that in the second and third centuries of
Islam, when the exegetes are alleged to have invented the traditions to provide
explanations for the Qur’anic statements, the so-called Old Testament notion and
fear about the onset of the Divine could hardly have been prevailing, not to
speak of being widespread, in the Islamic land. And for the reasons mentioned
above, these exegetes could not have conceived the idea of a "vision" of God,
particularly as both Bell and Watt themselves take care to note that the "Islamic
orthodoxy" about it had already been crystallized by then. Nor can one
conceivably read back a supposedly widespread third-centutry notion into a petiod
prior even to the onset of that era.

As regards the second theme, namely, "despair" leading to "thoughts of
suicide" Watt finds also its parallel "among the Old Testament prophets and from
the lives of the Christian saints." To substantiate this parallelism he quotes what
A. Poulain reproduces from St. Teresa of Avila's feeling as to "whether the
locutions" she received "came from the devil or from the imagination" etc.' Watt
then observes that the thought of suicide could hardly have been attributed to
Muhammad (p.b.h.) "unless he said something which gave a basis" for it and that
such "a period of despair would fit in with the accounts of the fatrab."?

The analogy drawn here by Watt is completely inappropriate; for the statement
of St. Teresa of Avila, which he quotes from A. Poulain's work, speaks only of
her having hovered between faith and doubt as to whether the locutions she
received were from God, from the devil or from imagination and of her at last
being convinced that they were from God, "which she would have died to
defend." The "despair" which could be dimly discerned here relates to the doubt
about the real origin of the "locutions". Muhammad's (p.b.h.) despait, on the
other hand, was not at all due to any doubts about the origin of what he had
received, but solely because the coming of that thing had temporarily stopped.

' Thid,
* Ibid
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His case is thus completely different from that of St Teresa of Avila. The analogy
drawn by Watt with the Old Testament prophets and Christian saints seems to be
purposeful; for, as we shall presently see, he ultimately suggests that the Qur’anic
wahy is comparable to the "inspiration" of the Christian prophets and saints - they
received the "inspiration”, that is ideas and thoughts, from God and then wrote
down in their own words what they had understood from the "inspiration".
Needless to point out, the concept of Quranic wapy is totally different.
Incidentally, the quotation given here by Watt from A Poulain's work appears to
be another step towards using that writer's matrix to cast Qur’anic wapy into it, as
Watt eventually does.

As regards the remark that Muhammad (p.b.h.) must have said something
which provided a basis for the attribution of the thought of suicide to him, it has
already been seen' that this statement of Al-Zuhti's is a conjecture on his part.
Even Watt recognizes that Al-Zuhti's statement in connection with the fatrab is
his "conjecture".? The fatrah and the Prophet's despair on account of that are of
course facts. His having mentioned this despair and his frequenting the hills in
expectation of again meeting the angel appear to have provided the basis for this
conjectute. Whatever might have been the duration of the fafrab and the intensity
of the Prophet's despair on that account, they both emphatically illustrate the fact
that waby was not something emanating from his own consciousness — it was
none of his imaginative/intellectual locution. Had it been so, there would have
been no fatrah and no resultant despair.

G. "ENCOURAGEMENT FROM KHADi_]AH AND WARAQAH"

Under this last sub-heading Watt stresses first that there is "no reason for
rejecting the account of how Khadijah reassured Muhammad". It shows,
continues Watt, that "Muhammad was lacking in self-confidence at this stage".
He further says, contradicting in effect Bell's view on the subject, that "there is no
strong reason” for doubting the authenticity of the phrase about the ndnis. Its
use, "instead of the Qur’anic Tawrah", argues Watt, is an argument for its
genuineness. Watt then says that the reassurance from Waraqah was important. It
encouraged Muhammad (p.b.h) to "put the highest construction on his
experiences". As such it was "of great importance in his interior development." It
also shows that initially he "was of a hesitant nature". The rest of the stoty,

' Supra, p.
? Warr, gp.at., 49.
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observes Watt, "seems to be an attempt to explain why Waraqah, though he
approved Muhammad, did not become a Muslim."’

It has already been pointed out’ that the use of the expression ndmis is rather a
conclusive evidence in favour of the genuineness of the account. Watt does not
explain why the subsequent narrators or reporters should have been interested in
defending Waraqah and in explaining why he did not become a Muslim. If they
had really added to or modified the account, they would more naturally have
done so in respect of those aspects of it that, as Watt states, show the Prophet to
be "lacking in self-confidence" and "of a hesitant nature". The fact is that neither
the one nor the other part of the account is a later addition "from inference ot
imagination". The account as a whole illustrates the fact that, whatever might
have been the motive behind the Prophet's solitary stay at Hird’, and whatever
might have been the nature of tzhannuth, the coming of wahy was unexpected and
surprising to him and that he did neither plan nor make any preparations for
giving himself out as a Prophet.

Like Bell, Watt thinks that the word #dmds is derived from nomos and means
"the law or revealed scriptures". Waraqah's remarks, says Watt, would thus have
been made after Muhammad (p.b.h.) "had started to receive revelations" and they
meant that what had come to him "was to be identified or at least classed with the
Jewish or Christian scriptures” and that he "should be founder or legislator of a
community."

Waraqah's remarks were of course made after the Prophet had received the
first revelation, not "revelations". Had he already received a number of
revelations he would have been familiarised with the affair, the initial surprise or
uncertainty would have been over and there would have been no reason for his
going to Waraqah for consultation. On the other hand, if Waraqah had meant to
say what Watt thinks he had meant, then there were deeper reasons for his doing
so. It is just not conceivable that an intelligent, knowledgeable and expetienced
individual like Waraqah, after only listening to an unusual story from a junior
acquaintance and relative of his, would jump to the conclusion that a law or
scripture comparable to those of the Jews and Christians had started coming to
him. Waraqah must have been sure of two things before he made the reported
remarks. He must have got an impression from a study of the old scriptures that

' Ibid, 51.

* Supra, pp.
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they contained indications of the coming of another Messenger and of other
revelations upon him. Waraqah must also have been convinced, from a
knowledge of the character and antecedent of Muhammad (p.b.h.)) that he
possessed the quality of being such a Messenger. Hence, when he disclosed his
unusual experience to Waraqah, he immediately came to the conclusion that what
he had learnt from the old scriptures had come to pass and that Muhammad
(p-b.h.) the faithful, the trustworthy and the truthful was the recipient of that
divine commission and revelation.

Whatever the origin and meaning of the term ndnis, it , as used by Waraqah,
had no doubt reference to what had come to Muhammad (p.b.h.); and that
reference was not simply to the "words" he had received, but also to the unusual
circumstance in which they had been received. This unusual circumstance was the
appearance of the entity who had delivered the words. It was this "appearance”
which caused Muhammad's (p.b.h)) surprise and bewildetment and which
brought him and his wife to the wise man of the community in search of an
explanation. Had Muhammad (p.b.h.) simply "heard" the wotds, or had it been an
"intetior locution", imaginative or intellectual, there would hatrdly have been any
teason for surprise and fear. The "appearance” or "vision" is thus the central
feature of the beginning of "the call". Ndmis had reference to this feature as well as
to the words that were received.

Waraqah's use of the expression ndmis is significant in another respect. It is
clear from all the accounts that the very first persons to whom Muhammad
(p-b.h.) disclosed his unusual experience were Khadijah (r.a.) and Waraqah. Had
he "claimed" or "interpreted" or supposed his "vision" to be one of God,
Waraqah, with his knowledge of the Jewish and Christian scriptures, would have
straightway dismissed it as imagination and mistake and would not have left it for
Muhammad (p.b.h.) or for any twentieth century scholar to subsequently find out
the mistake. Noft is ndmis, whatever its origin and meaning, applicable to a vision
of God".

After having stressed the importance of Waraqah's reassurance Watt says that
the concluding words of the "first" revelation, "Who taught by the pen, Taught
man what he did not know", refer "almost certainly” to "previous revelations". By
"previous revelations" Watt means the Old and the New Testament and argues
that there is no point in telling the Prophet that God "taught the use of pen" if he
could neither read nor write. And since he was in close contact with Waraqah
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who "is outstanding for his study of the Christian scriptures”, Muhammad (p.b.h)
had learnt from him "much of a general character”. When, therefore, he repeated
the passage it must "have reminded him of what he owed to Waraqah." "Later
Islamic conceptions”, concludes Watt, may have been largely moulded by
Waraqah's ideas, e.g. of the relation of Muhammad's revelation to previous
revelations."’

There is rarely any orientalist who, whenever there is an occasion to refer to
the well-known story of the Prophet's consultation with Waraqah after the
receipt of the first revelation, fails to make use of it for pressing the view that the
former learnt much from the latter for producing the Qur’an and Islam. That
general theme of borrowing from the previous religious systems, particulatly from
Judaism and Christianity, has already been dealt with.> Here we may only make
some observations on Watt's above mentioned remarks. The statement "Who
taught by the pen" or "Who taught the use of pen" (there is very little difference
in the sense in the two forms of translation) is not meant simply to emphasize
that particular skill. The passages as a whole stress man's origin and creation on
the one hand, and the most important element in his mental and intellectual
development, namely, his knowledge and intelligence. Nothing could be a better
start for the revelation than to remind man that he owed his origin and creation,
as well as the quality which distinguished him from the rest of the creation, his
knowledge and intelligence, to Allah Alone. In this sense the mention of pen here
is figurative. On the other hand, it also signifies that what was being revealed to
the Prophet was the beginning of a "scripture” which was to be preserved and
transmitted by means of reading and recitation as well by means of the pen, it
mattered not whether the Prophet himself possessed the skill of writing or not.
Watt's main argument here, however, leads us nowhere. If the 7gra’ passage, as
Watt suggests, only reminded Muhammad (p.b.h.) when he repeated it "of what
he owed to Waraqah", then there would have been no reason for his going to
Waraqah for an explanation of the whole matter. On the other hand, if Waraqah
had taught so many things, he would not have made the remarks he did; he would
simply have said that this was what he had so long been teaching Muhammad
(p-b.h.) and that he had after all realized the truth. While suggesting that the
Prophet had learnt a good deal from Waraqah, Watt and the other orientalists do
not ask themselves this simple question: Why should Waraqah have been privy to

' Ibid, 51-52.
% Supra, Chapter I1.
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Muhammad's (p.b.h.) plans for producing a new scriptute and a new religion?
They seem to have avoided also the question whether it would not have been far
more sensible on the Prophet's part to learn reading and thus himself acquire a
knowledge of the old scriptures and make his own plans and preparations, than to
let others know his secrets? Again, if "later Islamic conceptions", such as "the
relation of Muhammad's revelation to previous revelations" were moulded by
Waraqah's ideas, such ideas the latter must have obtained from his study of the
previous scriptures. The Islamic conception would thus be only in line with the
teachings of the Old and the New Testament, and in that case the orientalists
should find no difficulty in acknowledging the truth and reasonableness of the
particular concept, namely, the fundamental unity and relationship of all the
revealed scriptures. If by "later Islamic conceptions” is meant that the conception
of the "relation of Muhammad's revelation to previous revelations" was
developed after the time of the Prophet, then the statement would be totally
wrong; for that relationship is very much emphasized in the Qur’dn itself, and
that also in such an early passage as 87:18-19 which clearly states: "Verily this is in
the eatly scriptutes, the scriptures of Ibrahim and Muasa." If, on the other hand,
by "later" is meant that the Prophet subsequently related his "tevelation to
previous revelations", then the point is very much admitted by himself, and there
is no need to take all the troubles to prove it. In fact, the need is far more to look
into the question of what he claimed to be different or new in the revelation he
had received or claimed that what he had received was also contained in the past
tevelations but had been lost on account of human fault or error.



CHAPTER VII X
THE ORIENTALISTS ON THE QUR’ANIC WAHY:
IV. WATT'S THEORY OF INTELLECTUAL LOCUTION

In the final section of his treatment of the subject under caption : The form of
Mubammad's prophetic consciousness, Watt summarises his as well as his ptedecessors'
views. As a preliminary to his doing this he points out the West's awareness since
the time of Catlyle of the Prophet's sincerity and, like Bell, stresses the need to
"hold firmly to the belief of his sincerity until the opposite is conclusively
proved." He then expresses his intention to remain neutral with regard to the
different views about the Qur’an held by the otthodox Muslim, the Western
secularist and the modern Christian, saying that he would, out of courtesy, use the
expression "the Qur’dn says" and not "Muhammad says", but if he speaks "of a
passage being revealed to Muhammad" this should not be taken as an acceptance
of the Muslim point of view and the reader should "supply 'as the Muslims say' or

1
some such phrase'."

I. WATT'S MATRIX: A. POULAIN'S THEORY

After these preliminaries Watt introduces A. Poulain's definitions of "locution"
and "vision" as given in his book Graces of Interior Prayer.” According to that writer,
says Watt, "locution" and "vision" may each be ecither "exterior" or "interior".
"Exterior locutions" are "words heard by the ear, though not produced naturally."
Similarly "exterior visions" are "visions of material objects, or what seem to be
such, petceived by the bodily eyes." "Interior locution" and "intetior vision" may
each be either "imaginative" or "intellectual”. "Imaginative locutions" are received
directly by the imaginative sense, without the assistance of the ear. An
"intellectual locution", on the other hand, is "a simple communication of thought
without words, and consequently without any definite language.’ With this
"equipment" Watt turns "to the Qur’in and the traditional accounts."

Before seeing how Watt uses this equipment it would be worthwhile to
indicate the inherent inconsistency in his approach. He professes to remain
neutral with regard to the theological questions and to refrain from expressing
any theological opinion. But having said so he immediately turns to what is

Warr, M. at M., 52-53.
2 London, 1928.
* Watt, gp.ait.,54, citing A. Poulain's work.
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avowedly a book on "mystical theology" dealing essentially with "intetior" prayer
and the experiences of Christian saints and mystics in order to explain Qut’inic
wahy or what he calls "the form of Muhammad's prophetic consciousness".
Secondly, he declares that he would not deny "any fundamental Islamic belief”. In
practice, however, he immediately proceeds to do just the opposite thing, that is
to show that the Qur’anic wapy fits in with A. Poulain's definition of "intellectual
locution", that s, it is a "simple communication of thought without words", etc.
This is nothing but a denial of, if not an affront to, the most fundamental Islamic
belief that the Qut’anic wahy is not a form of Muhammad's (p.b.h.) consciousness,
normal or supra-normal. The fact is that Watt has introduced A. Poulain's
equipment only to prove the usual Christian missionary and orientalist point of
view, more particularly the view of Bell, but only in an intellectual garb. It is
understandable that a believing Christian cannot conscientiously subsctibe to the
Muslim point of view. But being no doubt aware of what he actually wanted to
do it would have been better for Watt if he had not committed himself to
neutrality and undertaken not to deny any fundamental Islamic belief.

II. WATT'S APPLICATION OF THE THEORY CONSIDERED

Having introduced Poulain's definition Watt refers briefly to the "manners"
(kayfiyit) of revelation as mentioned in Al-Suylti's Itgdn' and other sources and
says that the main types are described, however, in the Qur’inic passage 42:50-52.
He translates this passage as: "It belongeth not to any human being that God
should speak to him except by suggestion (wahyan) or from behind a veil, or
sending a messenger to suggest (fz-y#hiya) by His permission what He pleaseth....
Thus We have suggested to thee a spitit belonging to Our affair (awhaynd)."*

"The first manner therefore", continues Watt, "is where God speaks by wahy".
He then states three things. He refers to Bell who, it is said, after studying the
various uses of the term wapy in the Qur'an has shown that at least in its eatly
portions the word means not verbal communication of a text, but "suggestion",
"prompting" or "inspiration" coming into a person's mind. Secondly, Watt says
that for "most of the Meccan period" wapy was "the work of the Spirit". He cites
in support of this statement the Qur’anic passage 26:192-194 which he translates
as: "Verily it is the revelation (tanzf)) of the Lord of the Worlds, With which has
come down (nagala bi-bi) the Faithful Spirit Upon thy heart, that thou mayest be

JALAL AL-DIN AL-SuvoTi, ALItgdn Fi Ulim al-Qur'in.
WATT, gp.cit, 54.
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of those who warn." Watt adds here that the mention of angels bearing a message
"is apparently later". Thirdly, he says that so far as he has noticed there is no
mention "during the Meccan period" of "the Prophet 'hearing' what is brought
down to him." On these grounds Watt says that "the Spirit" introduced "the
message into Muhammad's heart and mind by some method other than speaking
to him" and that this would then be "an intetior locution, and probably an
intellectual one".!

Now, the passage 42:51-52 does indeed describe the main manners in which
Allah communicates His words to His chosen men. Watt's translation of this
passage is, however, both inaccurate and misleading. The rendering of wapy and
awha as "suggestion" and "suggested" is, as we have seen’, wrong. Watt does well
to refer here to Bell and his conclusion about the meaning of the term wapy. We
have already discussed his article in detail and have shown that his suggestion of
"suggestion" etc. being the meaning of the term is very much wrong and
inapplicable in the case of Qur’dnic wapy. That the expression "suggestion"
cannot be appropriate in every place where the term wajy or its derivatives occur
would be evident even from the passage which Watt has translated here. Thus,
even if for argument's sake we employ "suggestion" for wapyan in the first clause
of the passage, the same expression cannot be accurate in translating fz y#hiya in
the second clause, ie, "by sending a messenger to suggest (?) by His
permission...." In this latter case what the messenger does, because he is only a
messenger and not a delegate or deputy, is really not that he "suggests" but only
conveys of delivers what is Allah's wapy. Thus ydhiya in this instance means
"conveys" or "delivers" and not "suggests", as Watt translates it. He is also
confusing in translating ‘4yah 52 as "Thus We have suggested to thee a spirit
belonging to Our affair"." How a "spirit belonging to Our affair" could be
"suggested" is not easily understandable. Nor would the meaning of the
expression be clear. The meaning of the phrase min ‘amrind here is "by Our
command". But even if we accept Watt's translation of this expression, 74} here is
admittedly the object of the verb ‘awhaynd, that is i} is something which has been
wahy-ied. In other words, r) here means wahy as object, not as verb. The nature
of the object is clarified in the concluding part of the '4yah which runs: "You did
not know what the Book is, nor the faith, but We have made it a light wherewith
We guide whomsoever of Our servants We will..."> This explanatory clause shows

Ibid., 55.
Supra, pp. 125 ff.
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clearly that the r4h mentioned previously is the Book, i.e., the text of the Book
(Qur’an), which was wapy-ied to the Prophet.

As regards Watt's second argument that for the most of the Makkan period
wahy was the "work of the Spirit" and that angels are mentioned as messengers
"apparently" later, he is mistaken in two ways. His citing of the passage
26:192-194 in this connection shows that he has misunderstood the sense of the
passage as a whole and also the meaning of "the faithful spitit" (alrih al-'amin).
Watt is speaking here about the first manner, ie., "where God speaks by wahy",
and not about the other manners, namely, speaking from "behind the veil" or by
"sending a messenger”". The passage in question, however, relates to this last
mentioned manner, and not at all to the first manner. It appears that Watt has
taken "the faithful spirit" here in the sense of God. Hence he has cited the
passage as illustrative of the first manner of wapy and has also capitalized the first
letters of the words "faithful" and "spirit". In doing so he appeats to have
imported a theological concept peculiar to Christianity into the explanation of a
Qur’4nic expression. He disregards or fails to understand the implication of the
first ‘gyab of the passage under reference. It speaks of the Qur’dn as a fangdl, i.e.,
something "sent-down", and the sender is the "Lord of the Worlds". The next
‘dyah mentions the agency which brought it down — "with which hath come down
(nagala bi-hi) the faithful spirit". The "faithful spirit" is thus the messenger who
brought it down. Incidentally, it may be observed that Watt has translated the
word fangfl, which clearly stands here for the Qur’dnic wahy, as "revelation",
apparently because he cannot by any stretch of the imagination apply the word
"suggestion" here. Even his proviso that the reader should supply "as the
Muslims say" or any such phrase is inapplicable in the present instance.

As regards the exptession "faithful spirit" it has already been shown® that it is
the same as rasé/ karim mentioned in 69:40 and 81:19. In the latter passage (i.e. , in
81:21) he is described also as ‘amin, and that he is very much an angel. This also
negatives Watt's claim that "angels" are spoken of as messengers only "later". It
should further be noted that nowhere in the Qur'an is a’’'amin (the faithful)
mentioned as an attribute or name of God; nor is the adjective "faithful" ever
applied to the "spirit" which the Christians consider as an aspect of the Trinity.
The term r4h has been used in the Qur’an in various senses, namely, spirit of life
or soul, angel and, as just seen in 42:50-52, in the sense of wahy as object.

! The text runs as follows:... Uske opr sLii a4 kg 1 g ol 5S35 SV Y 5 ST b (5,6 =87 L
> Supra, pp. 120-125; 144-148.
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Watt's third argument is that there is no mention in the Makkan period "of the
Prophet 'hearing' what is brought down to him." Of coutse neither in the Makkan
nor in the Madinan sérabs of the Qur'dn is there any mention that the Prophet
"heard" a revelation. This is so because the Quran is not the Prophet's
composition. But if one looks with a little care one would not miss that the
author of the Qur’an, Allah, instructs the Prophet at the very initial stage how to
receive revelations and repeatedly asks him to listen carefully to what is recited
unto him before hastening to recite and repeat it. "Do not move your tongue in
order to hasten with it. It is upon Us (to see to) its recollection and recitation. So
when We have it recited, then repeat its recitation/reading." (75:16-18) The same
instruction is repeated in 20:114 : "And be not in haste with the Qurén before its
communication to you is completed." Of similar import, again, is 87:6: "We shall
enable you to recite/read it; so you shall not forget it." These are all early Makkan
passages and contain unmistakable exhortations to the Prophet to first listen to
the recitation of the Qur’an (by the angel Jibzil) and then recite it. Indeed the
Qur’an, as both Bell and Watt recognize, means reading/recitation. Needless to
point out that nothing is suitable for reading or recitation, even if from memory,
but a specific text. And Allah unequivocally says that He has sent it down as a
"recitation/Qur’in" in Arabic, not as a suggestion to the Prophet to "compose"
the Qur'in — "Verily We have sent it down as a recitation/reading, in Arabic..."’

Watt seems to have taken the expression ‘@/ld qalbika (upon thy heart) in the
passage 26:192-193 to mean that wahy was some "suggestion" or idea that came
into the Prophet's mind. The expression in question does in no way imply that
sense; for it is immediately added that what is delivered is in "clear Arabic
tongue" (26:194 bi-lisanin ‘arabiyyin mubin), thus removing any ground for doubting
the nature of what is delivered. In fact, the expression ‘@/i qalbika is intended to
emphasize that the text thus delivered was transfixed in the Prophet's heart, i.e.,
mind and brain, by Allah's will so that he would not forget it. It has the same
sense as is expressed in 75:17 ( "It is upon Us its recollection and recitation") and
in 87:6 ("We shall enable you to read it, so you shall not forget it"). In fact, "to get
by heart " is a familiar English phrase for committing to memory. All our
knowledge of mother or foreign tongue, not to speak of any specific text or
group of words, is in the ultimate analysis such gesting by heart of each and every
word of the vocabulaty, or rather each and every letter of the alphabet of the

' Q. 12:2. See also 39:28; 41:3; 42:7 and 43:3.
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respective language or languages, as makes us not feel, when we see or use them,
that we are merely reproducing them from our memory (i.e. heart). The
expression ‘@ld qalbika in the passage under reference has this sense of transfixing
in the Prophet's 'heart', and not the sense of "suggestion" or ideas communicated
to him.

In connection with this discussion about the first manner of wahy Watt cites
the padith of Al-Harith ibn Hishim' in which the Prophet is reported as saying
that sometimes wajy used to come to him like the reverberation of a bell (sa/salat
aljaras). Watt says that this is "quite compatible" with the first manner and that it
was "doubtless an imaginative experience", "an intellectual locution". He further
says that there is in this report no mention of the Prophet's "hearing anyone
speaking or of hearing words spoken, not even imaginatively. On the contrary, at
the end of the experience he appears simply to find the words of the revelation in
his heart. It is faitly clear that ... this is a description of an intellectual locution."?

It should at once be pointed out that Watt is not quite correct in thus relating
this manner of wapy to what he calls the first manner, i.e., wahy coming without
the instrumentality of the angel; for in another version of the same report in
Bukhdri it is specifically mentioned that this was also a manner in which wafy was
delivered by the angel.” Watt also misstates the case when he says: "The hearing
of the bell is doubtless an imaginative experience..." It was no hearing of the bell;
it was wahy which the Prophet heard /ke the sounding of the bell. The expression
mithla (like) used along with salsalah makes this quite clear. Nor was it an
"imaginative expetience”, as Watt terms it; for the Prophet unequivocally
mentions that it was "the hardest on me", thereby saying that it was very much a
physical expetience on his part. The same thing is emphasized by ‘A’isha (r.a.)
when she says that she saw him, at the coming down of wahy upon him, "on an
extremely cold day, with his forehead running down with perspiration." It is
strange that Watt, after having quoted this teport verbatim (the words in
quotation are his) suggests that it was an "imaginative experience"!

A second grave mistake on Watt's part lies in his statement: "... there is no
mention of hearing anyone speaking or of hearing words spoken, not even
imaginatively." Now, the material clause here in the report is: wa gad wa'aytn ‘anhu
md qéla, which means: "and I committed to memory/got by heart from him what

U Bukhbiri, no.2.
? WATT, p.cit, 55-56.
® Bukhbdri, no. 3215.
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he said." The fact of something having been said to him is thus cleatly stated in
the report. Watt ignores this significant statement in the report and asserts that
"there is no mention" of "anyone speaking" on the occasion. He seems to think
that the verb wa‘aytu does not bear any sense of hearing and that it means simply
to understand something within one's own self. This is quite a wrong supposition.
The primary meaning of the verb wa’ is to hold, to contain, to retain in memory,
to remember, to listen carefully and remember, etc.' More particularly, when it is
used with the expression md gdla (what he said) it invariably means listening
carefully and getting by heart what is said. Watt himself translates the clause as:
"... and I have understood from it what He (or "he") said." Even in English, when
it is said, "I have understood what he said", it does not exclude hearing of that
which is said. In the above noted translation of his, however, Watt commits
another mistake. He translates the word @nbu in the text as "from it". Obviously
he means by "it" what he conceives to be the sound of the bell; but this is not the
case. The pronoun h# here refers to the angel, not to salsalat aljaras; for in that
case it would have been framed in the feminine form A4, salsalah being feminine in
form.

In fact the verb wa%/ya? in its various forms is the appropriate term used in
hadith literature to mean listening carefully and getting by heart what is said or
stated by another person. The following three typical instances illustrate this
special meaning of the verb.

(a) The famous padith of ’AbG Hurayrah (r.a.) in which he said:

iy gy g o 3G 06T U gpee o lll e r e o g e o Al gy iy el T OIS L

".... None used to know more of the padith of the Messenger of Allah, may peace and blessings

of Allah be on him, than me except ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amr; for he used to write (it} down with his

hand and also get it by heart (ya 7 bi-qalbibi), while I used to get it by heart (kuntn ‘ahi bi-qalbi) and
did not write it with my hand..."*
(b) The badith of Khilid al-Udwini (r.a.):
LY B T3 o5 8 Ul el 3 e b JU L (o Byl slendly T3 winnd JU6
"... He said: Thus I heard him [the Prophet] read Wa al-Samd’ wa al-Tarig [sérah 86] till he
finished it. He said: So I committed it to memoty (wa aytubs) in the state of jéhikyyah while I had
been a polytheist; then I recited it in Islam ."*

(c) The hadith of ‘Abd Allah ibn Mas‘Gd (r.a.):

! See Lisin al-‘Arab, under wa',or any standard Arabic-English dictionary, for instance, Hans WeHR, 4 Dictionary of Modern
Written Arabic (ed. ]. Milton Cowan), under »uy.

2 Musnad, 11, 403.

* Musnad, IV, 335,



WATT'S THEORY OF INTELLECTUAL LOCUTION 179

(.5‘:"’- L;.U\ gL.g.l:J\ W .1;-|) quﬁ Cf g Y 5.
"... And I had committed to memory (wa gad wa'ayts) from evetryone of them the padith which
he narrated to me...."!

There are many other reports wherein the verb is used specifically to mean
listening carefully and retaining in memory what is said.? The same sense of the
verb is clearly borne out by the Qur’anic passage 69:12:

Bl y O3 g 35,505 o ST Lglamd. .
"...That We might make it a reminder for you and that the retaining ears might retain it (in

remembrance)."
Thus, Watt has erred in understanding the meaning of the verb wa'aytx

occutrring in the report and in supposing that there is no mention in it of anything
being said or heard and, further, that the Prophet at the end of the experience
"simply found the words of the revelation in his heart." A no less fundamental
defect in Watt's treatment of the report is that while it speaks of a single manner
of the coming of wahy, he bifurcates the process into two different types of
experiences — the one, the so-called "imaginative experience", and the other, the
so-called "intellectual locution". The text of the report in no way watrants such
bifurcation of the single process. The manner of the coming of way spoken of
here was neither an imaginative experience nor an intellectual locution. It was
very much a physical experience on the Prophet's part and a vocal
communication of a text which he heard and retained in memory.

Speaking about the second manner where Allah speaks "from behind a veil"
Watt says that this had reference primarily to some early experiences of the
Prophet, "such as that in passage B of the material from az-Zuhri", where "the
Truth came to him and said, O Muhammad, thou art the Messenger of God."
Watt further says that since the words "from behind the veil" suggest that there is
no vision of the speaker, it implies that in such a case only the "words are heard,
and that therefore this is an imaginative locution (or even an exterior locution)."*

In the above mentioned states Watt in effect admits his inconsistency, though
he does not seem to realize it. He has so long been utilizing the passage B of
Al-Zuhti's text, particularly the expression "the Truth came to him and said...", as
evidence of a "vision of God", or at least an ocular vision of a symbol of God (ot

Y Tbid V1, 194.

?  See for instance, Bukhdri, no. 2047; Tirmidbi, no. 2658; Diri#, Introduction, p. 24; Musnad, 11, 161, 475; TV, 254, 366,
etc.

¥ Warr, gp.cit., 56.

* Ibid.
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probably, as he assumes, a mental or imaginative vision of God). But now he cites
the passage to illustrate the manner of Allah's speaking "from behind a veil", ie.,
without being seen, and hence it was the case of only hearing the words without a
vision — "an imaginative" or "exterior locution". It is indeed difficult to keep pace
with Watt's inconsistencies! The only relieving feature is that he quickly adds that

this manner "was presumably not common" and conceivably "intended for a

description of Moses."!

Speaking about the third manner where Allah sends a messenger to deliver
wahy Watt says that Muslim scholars think that the messenger was Jibzil and it was
he who brought wahy from the beginning; but Western scholars note that he is
not mentioned &y name in the Qur’dn until the Medinan period, that "there is
much" both in the Qut’in and tradition "that is contrary to the common Muslim
view", and that the Muslim view "treads back later conceptions into the earlier
period."? Watt further says that duting the Medinan period revelations by means
of Jibtil might have been common; but even in "such cases the revelation was
ptesumably an imaginative locution", for the mention of Jibtil coming in the
"form of a man" suggests "an imaginative vision."?

It may be easily seen that Watt here reiterates the same old plea that Jibril is
not mentioned 4y name in the Qur’in until the Madinan period and states on that
basis that the Muslim view reads back later conceptions into the eatlier period.
This specific remark is an exact echo of what Bell says in this connection.* This
remark and the statement that the Muslim view is contrary to much of what is
contained in the Quran and tradition are obviously based on the above
mentioned plea and also on the other assumptions, namely, (a) that Al-Zuhri's
report speaks of "the truth" and not of Jibril bringing the revelation; (b) that the
passage of sdrat al-Najm speaks of a vision of God and (c) that the term waby as
used in the Quran does not mean verbal communication of a text. All these
assumptions have already been examined and shown to be wrong and untenable’.
Hence the above mentioned remarks of Watt are also untenable.

Watt admits that revelations by means of Jibril might have been common
throughout the Madinan period. Why then the same angel could not have been

the conveyer of wahy in the earlier period is not explained by Watt. His

7

* Tbid.

> Ibid, 57.

* See M.W,, 1934, p. 149.
* See the previous chapter.
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predecessor Bell of course suggests, as seen earlier, that Jibtil was introduced at
Madina because it was only then that the Prophet came to know about him (and
the angels)! The unreasonableness of this explanation has been pointed out
earlier. That Watt does not advance any explanation in this connection probably
indicates that he is aware of the weakness of Bell's explanation but intends
nonetheless to make use of the assumption.

While recognizing that during the Madinan period revelations by means of
Jibril could be common Watt says that in such cases these were "presumably
imaginative" locutions because the traditions mention Jibril appearing "in the
form of a man" which suggests that his appearance was "an imaginative vision".
Angels appearing in the form of human beings and delivering God's messages to
His chosen persons is a familiar theme in the Old and the New Testament. Also,
some Makkan passages of the Qur’an, as noted eatlier, say in reply to the Makkan
unbelievers' objections that if an angel was to be sent as Allah's messenger to
them he would still be sent in the form of a human being. The idea of an angel
appearing in the form of a human being is thus neither novel in the case of
Muhammad (p.b.h) nor is its information confined only to traditions of the
Madinan period. Why then the appearance of an angel in the form of a human
being should be only an "imaginative" affair is not explained by Watt. It may only
be pointed out here that the coming of Jibril to the Prophet was not always an
affair strictly private to him. Sometimes, as in the famous jadith relating to iman
and ‘ihsdn, the appearance of Jibril in the form of a man was very much a physical
affair noticed by the Prophet's companions. Therefore the matter cannot be
simply disposed of by saying that the angel's appearance was "presumably” an
"imaginative vision" on the Prophet's part..

It would have been observed that whatever the manner of wahy, Watt has
attempted to show it to be either an imaginative or an intellectual locution. Thus
the first manner of wahy, according to Watt, was an "interior", "probably an
intellectual" locution; the second manner, "an imaginative locution (ot even an
exterior locution)", and the third manner, "presumably an imaginative" locution.
The whole manoeuvre is directed towards showing that the Qur’inic wapy was a
matter of the Prophet's mind, "intellect” and " consciousness", a psychological
phenomenon, not verbal communication of any text made physically by any
agency. By such manoeuvres Watt seems to aim also at bringing Islamic
revelation in line with the Christian concept of "inspiration". Hence he asks his



182 THE QUR’AN AND THE ORIENTALISTS

readers not to confuse "visions" and "locutions" with hallucination, to take
seriously the "science" and "discipline”" of "mystical theology" as developed by
writers like A. Poulain and suggests that "it would undoubtedly be profitable to
make a full comparison of the phenomenal aspects of Muhammad's expetiences
with those of Christian saints and mystics."’

It should at once be pointed out that the analogy so far made by Watt between
the "manners" of Qur’anic wapy and the mystical concepts of A. Poulain is neither
convincing nor tenable. Nor are the manners of Qur’anic revelation compatable
with the experiences of the Christian saints and mystics who, being "inspired", are
said to have put down in their own words what they understood from the
"inspiration”.

Finally, Watt refers to "the physical accompaniments of the reception of
revelation" and to instances of the Prophet's putting on a dithdr and says that the
symptoms described could not be identical with epilepsy which allegation Watt
rejects as "completely unsound based on mere ignorance and prejudice." Having
done so, however, he harps on the allegation of the Prophet's having known
something of the method of "inducing" revelations "by 'listening' or
self-hypnotism or whatever we like to call it."? It is further alleged that the
Prophet knew the "way of emending the Qur’an; ... of discovering the correct
form of what had been revealed in incomplete or incorrect form." Earlier, while
speaking about what is called the Prophet's attempt to "induce emending
revelations", Watt observes that "it is patt of orthodox Muslim theory that some
revelations were abrogated by others."*

Now, it is to be noted that Watt here combines two different theories of his
predecessors into one theme. He reiterates, on the one hand, Margoliouth's
theory of the inducing of revelations by a sort of self-hypnotism etc., and, on the
other, relates it to Bell's theory of "revision" of the Qur’an by the Prophet. It may
be recalled that while Margoliouth bases his theory of "inducing" on what is
called "the physical accompaniments of the reception of revelation", Bell bases
his theory on the language-style of the Qur’dn and the theory of abrogation. So
far as the lattet's views are concerned, they are, as will be seen a little later on,
untenable.’ It may once again be pointed out that the concept of "abrogation"

Y Wartr, gp.at, 57.

* Ibid., 57-58.

* Ibid, 58.
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* See infra, chapter IX, section IL
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(naskh) relates not to the replacement of one ’4yah of the Qur’in by another ‘zyah
ot 'dyabs, but to the amendment of certain hukms or instructions and rules of
guidance. Watt combines the two themes by a subtle shift from the "physical
accompaniments” to what is called "the technique" which the Prophet is alleged
to have developed of "listening" and "discovering the missing verses", of
"emending the Qur’an", etc. The innuendo that apparently links the so-called
"inducing" of revelations on the one hand and the "technique" of emending or
revising the Qur’an on the other is that in both cases it was a skill and technique
acquired or attificially produced by the Prophet — a sort of "self-hypnotism or
whatever we like to call it." It is difficult to see how this innuendo is any the
better than the allegation of epilepsy which Watt so grandiloquently trejects. The
main reason for his rejection of the theory of epilepsy appears to be not an
intention to present the Prophet's image in a better form but a realization of the
fact, as Watt points out, that "that disease leads to physical and mental
degeneration, whereas Muhammad was in the fullest possession of his faculties to
the very end."' '

In making the alternative and no less serious reflection on the Prophet's
character and integrity Watt does not cite a single instance of when the Prophet
"induced" the "physical accompaniments" or applied the "technique" in
"emending the Quran" or in "discovering the missing verses". Watt simply
disposes of this basic requirement in substantiating the allegation by saying that
"the details must remain conjectural, but it would seem certain that Muhammad
had some way of emending the Qur’an..."* Thus does Watt present his conclusion
avowedly on the basis of what is "conjectural” and what would "seem to be
certain”. Yet he starts his discussion by reminding others that in the matter of the
Prophet's sincerity and integrity "conclusive proof is a2 much stricter requirement
than a show of plausibility". Clearly, Watt has sacrificed his professed objective at
the altar not even of plausibility but of conjecture savouring of prejudice.

Watt somewhat mollifies his conclusion by adding that the fact that
"Muhammad sometimes induced his experiences of revelation" is not relevant "to
the theologian's judgement of validity."> The statement is unnecessary because
Watt professes not to express any theological opinion. But whether the question
is relevant ot not for the theologian's judgement, it is very much relevant to the

' WarT, gp.at, 57.
* Ibid, 58.
¥ Ibid.
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historian's quest for the truth. By merely reproducing his predecessors' views that
the Prophet sometimes "induced", that is, artificially produced the revelation or
made emendation of the Qur’in, by self-hypnotism or the like, the historian Watt
has obviously slipped away from his stand as historian and has simply failed to act
up to the standard he had set for himself at the beginning.

It appears that Watt here labours under a difficulty. Having concentrated his
attention almost exclusively on the objective of casting the "experiences of
revelation" into Poulain's mould of "imaginative" and "intellectual" locutions he
at last finds himself confronted with the facts of physical hardships that
undoubtedly sometimes accompanied the coming of wahy to the Prophet. Watt
finds it impossible to fit them in the theory of intellectual or imaginative
locutions. Hence he simply dumps them into the dustbin of the Margoliouth-Bell
theories of inducing of revelations and emendation of the Qur’an. He seems to
have persuaded himself that since the theory of disease (epilepsy) does not wotk,
that of deliberate fraud, namely, artificially producing and inducing the symptoms
of revelations would. If Watt had considered the facts really objectively he would
not have missed the point that "the physical accompaniments of the reception of
revelation" strongly militate against the theory of intellectual or imaginative
locution. After all, the Chtistian saints and mystics whom Poulain has chiefly in
view do not appear to have had the physical accompaniments of revelation
experienced by the Prophet. Hence his case is very much different from that of
the saints and the mystics. Whatever the nature of their "interior prayer" and
"inspiration", their situation cannot simply be transferred to the Prophet.

The instances of the physical accompaniments of the reception of revelation
mentioned in the sources are indeed very few. If, therefore, wapy was for most of
the time what is called intellectual or imaginative locutions, as Watt says, it is not
understandable why the Prophet should at all have had recourse to the method of
"inducing”, i.e., artificially producing the symptoms of revelations. The question
of inducing the symptoms arises only if they are a constant feature or
concomitant of the coming of wapy. But that is not at all the case. Hence, neither
were the symptoms ever induced by the Prophet nor was the coming of wahy
without those symptoms merely intellectual or imaginative locutions.

The expression "imaginative locution”" ot "intellectual locution" is in fact a
contradiction in terms. "Locution" means "style of speech", "way of using
words", "phrase or idiom". Poulain says that while "imaginative locution" is
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received by the imaginative sense without the assistance of ear, "intellectual
locution" is "a simple communication of thought without words, and
consequently without any definite language". Now, thoughts and ideas, however
abstract, could be conceived or communicated only by means of words and
language, these being their only vehicle. Words are thus inseparable from
thoughts and ideas. Any person, whatever his language, thinks and dreams in his
own language, whether he expresses them vocally or not, or whether he uses the
same set of words or the same language while expressing them. Any person who
has no language can have no idea and no thought. Poulain's definition of
"intellectual locution" as "simple communication of thought" without wotds and
without language thus appears to be a high-sounding nonsense.

Whatever the sense Poulain and Watt assume for the expressions, the act of
conceiving something, whether intellectually or imaginatively, presupposes the
existence of its essence in the sub-conscious mind of the person concerned. He
must have obtained its impression, idea or image somehow or other at some stage
or other of his life. In the case of the Prophet, despite all the theories of his
having allegedly learnt a good deal from Waraqah ibn Nawfal and other people in
the markets of Makka and elsewhere, it cannot be proved that he had previously
obtained the ideas and information about all that is mentioned or dealt with in the
Qur’an. If, on the other hand, this pre-requisite of the existence of sub-conscious
knowledge or idea is dispensed with, it becomes necessary to import the role of
the "supernatural” in the matter. Watt of course once says that the Prophet might
have received communications "supernaturally".! In applying the theory of
intellectual and imaginative locutions to the case of the Qur’anic wapy, however,
Watt does not at all mention the "supernatural”, nor does he identify its
relationship with the process of intellectual and imaginative locutions. In fact, if
the role of the "supernatural” is faithfully and consistently acknowledged, there
would be no need to utilize the "equipment” supplied by Poulain.

It should be clear from the above discussion that Watt has attempted to
substantiate essentially the views of Bell regarding the Qur’dnic wahy by adopting,
on the one hand, the latter's interpretation of the term waby occurring in the
Qur’dn and of the Qur’anic passages 53:4-14 and 42:50-52 and, on the other, by
twisting ‘A’ishah's (r.a) narration, which he calls Al-Zuhii's report, of the coming
of wajy to the Prophet and by having recourse to the "equipment” of "intellectual

Y Ibid, 47.
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locution" supplied by A. Poulain. That Bell is grossly mistaken in his
interpretations of the term wapy and of the Qur’inic passages he cites has already
been shown by an analysis of some of the Qut’4nic passages wherein this specific
term occurs in connection with the revelation of the Qur’an. There are, however,
a large number of Qur’inic passages that speak very cleatly about the nature of
Qur’anic revelation without employing the term wafy. Since neither Bell nor Watt
has taken into consideration these passages, it would be worthwhile to round off
the present discussion by noticing some of them.

III. FURTHER QUR’ANIC EVIDENCES ON THE NATURE OF THE QUR’ANIC WAHY

There are more than 125 passages in the Qur’dn which speak of its having
been "sent down" (tangél ‘anzalnd, munazzal, etc.) thereby stressing the fact that
what was delivered was a specific text; for an abstract thought or idea or
inspiration is not "sent down". In some of the passages, for instance 6:93, the
expressions ‘ungila and ‘angala are very much in apposition to the expressions
"dbiya and ‘awhd. Of the 125 or so times, it is mentioned at least 34 times that
Allah "sent down" (nagzals and ‘anzald).' Again, Allah Himself speaks in the first
person at least 33 times saying: "We have sent it down" (‘anjzaltu, ‘angalni,
nazzalnd). More than 40 times it is said in the passive voice that "it has been sent
down" ( ‘unzila, ‘ungilat, nugzila, nugglat, yunagzal, tunazzaly).’ And at least 14
times the Qur’An is described as "something sent down" (fanz#), munagzal). *Again,
to remove all doubts about it, Allah Himself bears witness on this point in
unequivocal terms as follows:
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"But Allah bears witness that what He has sent down to you He has sent down with His

knowledge (i.e., being fully aware of it); and the angels bear witness (to that); but Allah is enough
for a witness." (4:166)

It is similarly emphasized at least a dozen times that what has been
down" is in a specific language, in Arabic. For instance:
R PR P B T

"sent

! The passages are: 2:29; 2:170; 2:231; 3:4; 3.7; 4:61; 4:113; 4:136; 4:166; 5:4; 5:45; 5:47; 5:48; 5:49 (two times); 5:104; 6:91;
6:93; 6:114; 9:97; 16:2; 16:24; 16:30; 16:110; 18:1; 25:6; 31:21; 36:15; 42:15; 42:17; 47:9; 57:9; 65:5 and 65:9.

2 These passages are: 2:41; 2:99; 4:105; 4:174; 5:48; 6:92; 6:115; 10:94; 12:2; 13:37; 14:1; 16:44; 17:105; 17:106; 20:2; 20:113;
21:10; 21:50; 22:16; 24:1; 24:34; 24:46; 29:47; 29:51; 38:29; 39:2; 39:41; 44:3; 58:5; 59:21; 64:8; 76:23 and 97:1.

® These passages are: angala = 2:4; 2:91; 2:136; 2:185; 2:285; 3:72; 3:84; 3:199; 4:60; 4:162; 5:67; 5:70; 5:71; 5:84; 5:86;
6:156; 6:157; 7:2; 7:3; 7:157; 11:14; 13:1; 13:19; 13:36; 29:46; 34:6; 38:8; 39:55 and 46:30. “unzilat = 9:86; 9:124; 9:127; 28:87
and 47:20. nuzzila = 15:6; 16:44; 25:32; 43:31 and 47:2. nuzgilat = 47:20. yunaszaln = 2:105 and 5:104. tunagzalu = 9:64.

* These passages are : 6:114; 17:106; 20:4; 26:192; 32:2; 36:5; 39:1; 40:2; 41:42; 45:2; 46:2; 56:80; 69:43 and 76:23.
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"Surely We have sent it down, an Arabic Qur'an..." (12:2)

"And certainly it is a sent-down of the Lotrd of all beings ... in the clear Arabic tongue."
(26:192...195).1

Moteovet, that which has been sent down is collectively as well as severally
described as the Book (Kitdh) in more than a score of passages.” Some of these
passages are as follows:
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"The sending down of the Book, there is no doubt in it, is from the Lord of all the worlds."
(32:2)
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"The sending down of the Book is from Allah, the All-Powerful, the All-Wise. Verily 1t 1s We
Who have sent down the Book to you in truth..." (39:1-2).

e WS ot et 5l
"Allah sent down the best speech/text as a Book." (39:23)

It is to be noted that in the above quoted passage, what has been sent down is
also described as "speech" or "text" (hadith). The same description of the Qut’anic
wajy occurs in other passages as well. For instance:
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"So leave Me and the one who regards as false this text (hadith)...." (68:44)
e Bl 1187 01 alte gy 1500

"So let them then come up with a text (hadith) like it, if they are truthful." (52:34)°

Equally significant is that, what is sent down is described as Allah's "Decree"
(hukm), His "Command/Otdet" (‘amr). For instance:

l.,;ja (RS oL‘JJ'STg’JJif_,
"And thus We have sent it down as a decree/rescript in Arabic." (13:37)
PSP IV PO
"That is the Command of Allah; He has sent it down to you..." (65:5)
Again, what is "sent down" is specifically called a s#rab (chapter). For instance:
Sl Ol s Wil ls i g b pls ) .

"A sdrah, We have sent it down and have made it incumbent; and We have sent down in it

clear signs..." (24:1)

! See also Q. 13:37; 16:103; 19:97; 20:113; 39:28; 41:3; 42:7; 43:3; 44:58 and 46:12.

2 See for instance: 2:176; 2:231; 3:3; 3:7; 4:105; 4:113; 4:136; 4:140; 5:48; 6:7; 6:92; 6:114; 6:155; 7:2; 7:196; 14:1; 15:6;
15:9; 16:44; 16:64; 16:89; 17:106; 18:1; 20:2; 21:10; 29:47; 29:51; 38:29; 39:2; 39:41, 42:15; 42:17; 45:2; 46:2; 46:30.

* See also Q. 7:185; 18:6; 45:6; 53:59; 56:81 and 77:50.
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"The hypocrites fear lest a surah should be sent down against them" (9:64) '
Further, that which is "sent down" is termed dhikr (citation, account,
narrative, reminder, reminiscence, etc.). For instance:
Okl S GY g STHWH o U
"Verily it is We Who have sent down the dbikr; and it is We Who shall certainly preserve it."
(15:9)
Oyl Sl SI ade J5 s el L 16
"And they say: O the one on whom the dhikr has been sent down, you are indeed mad." (15:6)
ot O b Al d S U,
"And We have sent down to you the dhikr, in order that you explain to men what has been
sent down to them." (16:44) 2

Besides the expression "sending down" there are other terms as well used in
the Qur'an to denote Qur’anic wapy. An important term in this series is 7/g4’,
meaning delivering, throwing, flinging, dictating, which is used in a very eatly
passage, namely, 73:5 which runs as: nnd sa-nulgi ‘alayka qawlan thaqild (Vetily We
will soon throw on (deliver to) you a weighty word). Another very eatly passage
wherein the term occurs is 54:25 which states: ‘a-slgiya al-dhikr ‘alayhi min
baynina... (Has the dbikr been thrown on him, of all of us?"

Of similar import is the expression wassalna, meaning: "We have caused to
reach", used in connection with the delivery of Qur’dnic wahy. Thus 28:51 states:
wa lagad wassalnd labum al-qawla la‘allabum yatadhakkarin (And We have caused the
word (saying) to reach them so that they may receive admonition."

Similarly there are a number of passages wherein the expressions gasasna (We
narrated)/related) and nagussu (We narrate/relate) bear the same sense of ‘awhayni
(We communicated) and #»#)7 (We communicate). For instance : Tilka al-quri
nagussn ‘alayka min ‘anbd’iha (Those are the towns/settlements of which the
accounts We relate to you... 7:101). wa kullan naqussu ‘alayka min ‘anbi’ al-rusul...
(And all that We narrate to you of the accounts of the messengers... 11:120).
Napnu naqussn ‘alayka naba'abnm bi al-hagq (We narrate to you their accounts in
truth... 18:13).” It is noteworthy that in these passages what is narrated/related is
termed "accounts/reports" (naba’,'anbi’).

Of greater significance are the group of expressions that say "We have it read"
(nugri’s), "We have read" (gara’nd) and "We recite" (natld) in lieu of wihi and

! See also Q. 9:86; 9:127 and 47:20.

2 See also Q. 7:63; 7:69; 12:104; 21:2; 21:50; 26:5; 36:11; 36:69; 38:1; 38:8; 38:49; 38:87; 41:41; 43:5; 43:44; 54:25; 68:51;
68:52 and 81:27.

? Seealso Q. 4:164; 6:57; 11:100; 12:3; 16:118; 18:13; 20:99 and 40:78.
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‘awhaynd. For instance 87:6 states: sa-nugri'nka fa-li tansd (We shall have (it) read
unto you; so you shall not forget). Similarly 75:18 states: fa-%dhd qara’'nibu fattabi’
qur'anabu (So when We have it read/recited, then repeat its reading/recitation).
Again, 45:6 states: Tilka ‘dydt Allah natlihi ‘alayka bi al-hagq (Those are the signs of
Allah; We recite that unto you in truth. )’

It should also be noted that in 28:51, 54:25 and 73:5 quoted above, what is
deliveted to (nulgi ‘ala) or made to reach (wassalnd) the Prophet is called gawj i.e.,
saying or word of Allah.” This term has the same signification as those of hadith
(statement, saying, text) and kalkmdt (words) mentioned earlier. Besides, the
expression gu/ occurs at least 332 times in the Qur’dn, thus emphasizing that the
Messenger of Allah was given the dictation by Allah.

To sum up, there are at least half a dozen different terms used in the Qur’an in
lieu of wahy to denote the delivery of Qur’inic wahy to the Prophet. These terms,
to recapitulate, are :

(2) ‘Anzalna: "We sent down", in various forms of the root word, and repeated
statements that the Qur’an is something "sent down" (fanzél, munazzal).

(b) Wassalni : "We caused to reach”.

(c) Nugri'u/Qara’né : "We have (it) read".

(d) Natld : "We recite".

(€) Nulgi : "We throw/deliver".

() Nagussu : "We relate/narrate”.

All these terms cleatly show that what was delivered to the Prophet was in the
form of specific texts. But the evidence is not confined to the import of these
expressions alone. The passages containing them and also those containing the
term wahy jointly and severally state unequivocally that what was thus delivered
to the Prophet was:

(2) A Quran (Reading/Recitation);

(b) A Kitab (Book/Scriptute);

(c) A sdrah ( chapter);

(d) Hadith (statement/saying) of Allah;

() Qawl (saying/wotd) of Allah;

() Kalimét (words) of Allah;

(g) Hukm (a decree/order) of Allah;

(h) ‘Amr (command) of Allah;

! See also Q. 2:252; 3:28; 3:108.
? See also Q. 18:39; 23:68; 69:40; 81:19 and 86:13.
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(i) "Anba’ (accounts/narratives) given by Allah.

There are of course other terms and expressions in the Qur’an that refer to the
Qur’anic wapy. It should be clear from the above, however, that the divergence
between the Qur’inic evidence on the nature of Qut’dnic wahy and the
otientalists' assumptions about it is irreconcilable. Thus, for instance,: (a) The
Qur’an says (and authentic reports repeat the same facts) that Allah sent an
angel-messenger (Jibsil) with the Qur’anic wapy to the Prophet. The orientalist, on
the other hand, would have us believe that the coming of the angel to the
Prophet was "probably" and "intellectual” or even an "imaginaty" vision on his
part! (b) The Qur’dn says that in the initial stage of the receipt of Qut’anic wahy
the Prophet used hastily to move his tongue to repeat it; but he was asked not to
do so and was assured that Allah would enable him to remember and recite the
text. As against this, the orientalists would say that the Prophet's expetience was
"probably" an "extetiot" or even an "intellectual" locution! (c) The Qur’dn says
that it was Allah's "words" (kalimat), His "saying" (qawl/ hadith), a Book (Kitab),
etc., that were delivered to the Prophet and that also in the "clear Arabic tongue".
The otientalists would insist that the Prophet had only an "intellectual locution",
"without words" and even "without any specific language"! Cleatly, such
assumptions do not have any support in the Qur’in, whatever the "equipment”
with which these might have been framed.

Besides the passages containing the term wafpy and its equivalents, and the
other expressions on the point mentioned before, there are a number of further
facts mentioned in the Qur’an that bear clearly on the nature of Qur’dnic wahy
and show that it did in no way emanate from the Prophet himself, neither
"intellectually”, nor "imaginatively", nor lingually. Some of these facts are as
follows: ;

(1) The Qur’an itself, and therefore the Prophet also, strongly and repeatedly
deny the allegation made by the unbelievers that it was his own composition. Itis
further stated that none could be a worse sinner than the one who himself
composed a text and then falsely attributed it to Allah and that if the Prophet did
so he could not have averted severe punishment for that offence.’

(2) Closely connected with this repeated denial of the allegation 1s the
challenge which the Qur’an (and therefore the Prophet) throws to the detractors
of all time to come up with a text like that of the Qur’dn. It must be noted that

! Q. 3:94; 6:21; 6:93; 6:144; 7:37; 10:17; 10:37-38; 10:69; 11:13; 11:18; 11:35; 16:116; 18:15; 21:15; 25:4; 29:68; 32:3: 42:24;
46:8; 61:7 and 69:44-47. Se also supra, p.
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this challenge is not an item of the so-called subsequently developed Islamic
orthodoxy but very much in the Qur'an itself.! This challenge still remains open;
but the very fact that it was made at the time means that the Qur'in and the
Prophet denied the allegation of his having himself composed it.

(3) The Qur’an also shows that the unbelievers of the time indirectly admitted
that it was not really the Prophet's own composition; for when they realized that
he was incapable of composing it himself they came up with the alternative
allegation that others had composed it for him. That allegation too was quickly
rebutted.?

(4) Another indirect admission on their part was that though they asked the
Prophet to produce some specified miracles they could not conceal their surprise
at the extraordinary nature of the Qur’anic text. Thus, whenever a sdrabh or a
Qur’anic passage was given out to them they came out with the remark that it was
"a clear sorcery" (sibr mubin), "a magic"’ They even called him a
"magician/sorcerer" obviously on account of his giving out the Qur’an; for he
had not performed any other magic as such. This shows that they did not at all
consider the Qur’anic texts to be like the ordinary speeches of the Prophet, not
did they think them to be in any way comparable to the literary compositions they
were habituated to hearing,

(5) It is also noteworthy that the unbelievers repeatedly asked the Prophet to
give them a different Qur’dn or to change it. In reply he told them very clearly
that it was not within his power to change even a word of what was wapy-ied to
him and that he was himself to follow it to the word. With reference to this
demand of the unbelievers the Qur’in states:
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"And when Our clear ‘dydhs (signs, the Qur’anic texts) ate recited unto them, those who do

not hope to meet Us say: 'Bring us a Qur’an (reading/recitation) other than this, or change it.’ Say:

"It is not for me that I can change it from myself (on my own accord). I follow naught but what is
whay-ied to me." (10:15)

The last sentence of the above passage is also very significant. Not only that
the Prophet did not compose the Qur’dn nor was free to change a word of it, he
himself was subject to its dictates and injunctions.*

' Q. 2:23; 11:13; 52:34.

2 Q. 16:103.

¥ See for instance Q. 5:110; 6:7; 6:16; 10:76; 11:7; 21:3; 27:13; 34:43; 37:15; 43:30; 46:7; 52:2 and 74:24.
* See also Q. 6:106; 7:103 and 46:9.
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(6) Again, the pre-prophetic life of the Messenger of Allah is cited in bringing
home the fact that the Qur’in was none of his compositions. Thus the '4yab that
immediately follows the one quoted above states:
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"Say: 'If Allah had so willed, I would not have recited it unto you; nor would He have made it

known to you. A whole life-time before this have I spent among you. Do you not then
understand?" (10:16)

This 'dyab actually calls attention to three important facts. First, it refers to his
previous character and conduct in general, specially his acknowledged
truthfulness and integrity, thus stressing the fact that he was not the sort of a
person who would, all of a sudden, appear before his community with a false
claim about himself and also about the teachings he was giving out to them.
Second, it draws attention to the fact that for at least forty years of his life prior
to his call he had never shown any desire to be a leader of his people nor had
expressed any intention to carry out a socio-religious reform of his society. Third,
and most important of all, he had never exhibited any literary skill or ambition
and had never before the coming of wahy to him composed a single sentence of
literary Arabic. This fact is decisive; for it is common knowledge that a person
who has no literary experience or training cannot all of a sudden produce first
class, or rather incomparable literary compositions even if he is supplied with the
ideas and facts from another source.

(7) The Qur’an also contains a number of statements about scientific facts of
which the meaning and significance are becoming clear with the progress of
scientific knowledge in recent times." This shows that the Prophet or any one of
his alleged assistants could not have composed the texts.

Thus the Qur’in strongly and in various ways contradicts the assumption that
it was the Prophet's own composition based on "suggestions" or "inspiration"
received from another soutrce or an "intellectual locution" without any words or
definite language. In fact the modern orientalist's approach to the subject seems
to suffer from an inherent contradiction. He seems to profess belief in God and
His sending of angels with His words and messages to the Old and New
Testament Prophets and other chosen individuals; but in dealing with
Muhammad (p.b.h.) and the Qur’an he slips away from that position and takes a
secularist stance in that he in effect argues that since the phenomena of an angel's
coming with God's words to a Prophet or God's communicating His words to

' Supra, pp. 71-88.
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him in othet ways do not appear to be in accord with ordinaty human
understanding and experience, the Qur’in's and Muhammad's (p.b.h.) statements
to such effects should be interpreted with the help of "mystic", "psychological"
and "philosophical" equipment. Even then, the modern orientalist appears to be
aware that what he adduces as the proofs of the Qur’dn and the traditions about
the nature of Qur’inic wahy is mostly forced, unnatural and "tendential shaping"
of the texts and facts and that there still remains much in both the sources that
contradicts his assumptions. Hence, to make up the deficiency, he has had
tecourse to the advertisements of the Prophet's sincerity in order to deny the
truth of what he says. The Prophet was sincere, it is said, and he conscientiously
believed in what he said, but he was nonetheless mistaken in what he believed
and said. He said that the Qur’dnic wapy was a verbal communications of the texts
in Arabic. The orientalist says: "No, the Prophet only sincerely believed and
thought it to be so; but actually he received some ideas and thoughts — it was only
a matter of his mind and intellect, an aspect of his special consciousness, an
imaginative or intellectual locution. He even at times "induced" the receipt of
such suggestions and ideas. The statements of the Qur'an and of Muhammad
(p-b-h.) on the one hand, and those of the modern orientalist, on the other, are
thus poles apart. It is difficult to see how these views are in any way different
from what the Quryash unbelievers of Makka used to say before their acceptance
of Islam that the Qur’anic wapy was the Prophet's "medleys of dteams" (‘adghdth
‘ahléim),' or what William Muir said that it was the Prophet's "trance utterance" or
what Margoliouth said that it was the natural conclusion which comes into one's
mind after prolonged deliberation and consideration over a certain matter. In
their views regarding the Quran and the Qur’anic wahy, thus, the modern
orientalists stand in effect on the same plane where the Makkan unbelievers stood
some fourteen hundred years ago and where Willlam Muir and his
contemporaries stood a century and a half ago.

' Q. 2115
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CHAPTER VIII .
ON THE HISTORY OF THE QUR’AN:
L. THEODORE NOLDEKE'S ASSUMPTIONS

L. THE Basic racTs'

The sources make it clear that Muhammad, peace and blessings of Allah be
on him, received from Allah and gave out the Qur’an in instalments throughout
his mission for a period of twenty-three years between 610 and 632 C.E.
Sometimes he received and gave out a complete s4rab, sometimes only a part of it
consisting of a few ‘@yabs. Indeed, the very first instalment which he received and
gave out was ‘dyabs 1-5 of siirah 96 (al-‘alag). The sirabs and passages of sdrabs
were communicated to him by Allah through the angel Jibr#/ on suitable occasions
and circumstances of his mission giving the most appropriate guidance and
directives. As he received each piece of the Qur’an he gave it out immediately to his
people. The report of Khalid al-‘Udw4ni noted before® saying that he memorised
sirat al-Tdrig (86) while he was still an unbeliever by simply hearing the Prophet
recite it is very significant in this regard. Any impartial reader of the Qur’an,
whether he believes it to be divine in origin or not, cannot fail to be struck by the
absolute contemporaneity of its text with the mission and activities of the
Prophet and the development of the Muslim community under his leadership.
The Qur’dn itself contains indisputable evidence of its gradual but immediate
promulgation in parts as they were received. "A Qur’in We have sectionalized it
that you may recite it to the people at intervals; and We have sent it down in
gradual sending down", so runs “4yah 106 of sirabh 17. "And there say those who
disbelieve: "Why is not there sent down on him the Qut’an as a whole?' This is so
that We may make firm thereby your heart; and We have recited it in a regular
order", says ‘dyah 32 of sirah 25.* Yet another @yah, 10:15, states: "And when
recited to them are Our sings open and clear, there say those who do not look
forward to meeting Us: 'Bring us a Qur’dn other than this or alter it.' Say: 'It is not
for me that I can alter it of my own accord. I follow naught but what is
communicated to me." There are many ‘dyahs and sdrabs in the Qur’an

! See for a detailed account , M. M. Al-Azami, The History of the Qur'dnsc Text from Revelation to Compilation, Leicester, 2003.
* Sapra, p. 178.
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demonstrating the immediate promulgation of a sérab or a passage as it was
received by the Prophet.' Indeed the contemporaneity of the text of the Quran
with the life and activities of the Prophet is so glaring that an unbelieving reader
is apt to be misled into an impression that Muhammad, peace and blessings of
Allah be on him, himself composed and gave out the passages or s#rahs as the
situation and circumstances arose.

The receipt and giving out of the sérahs or parts of the sirahs were not
consecutive. This means that neither are the sérabs as they appear in the complete
Qur’in were given out in the same order, nor were the different passages of the
same sérahs, which contain separately promulgated passages, given out one after
another. Rather, different passages of different sdrabs were given out on different
occasions so that a passage given out earlier is sometimes joined with passages
given out later and are thus included in one s4rah, and vice versa. There are a few
sdrabs which are generally categorised as Makkan contain passages given out at
Madina. The order of the passages in each sérah, even if given out at different
times, as well as the order of the s#rahs in the complete Qur’an, be they Makkan
or Madinan, were both settled by the Prophet under divine directives and in
accordance with an arche-type preserved with Allah. These facts are attested,
besides a number of authentic reports, by the Qur’an itself. "Verily it is a noble
Quran, in a Book well-guarded", so declare its ‘dyabs 56:77-78. "Nay, this is a
Qur’in most sublime, in a tablet well-preserved"”, declare ‘dyahs 85:21-22. The
"tablet well-preserved" mentioned here may be well understood in terms of the
modern concept of a "hard disc". Again, the Prophet is assured by Allah about
his remembering the texts as well as their gathering and arrangement as follows:
"Move not with it your tongue to hasten with it. Verily upon Us is its collection
and recitation. So when We recite it follow its recitation."* The Prophet is here
asked not to move hurriedly his tongue to repeat and remember the texts as they
were being delivered to him and is assured that he will be enabled to remember
them and To collect and arrange them in their proper order.

The last mentioned passage informs us that the Prophet tried and was enabled
to remember each s4rah or passage as it was communicated to him. This is

! See for instance, 6:7; 8:31; 10:16; 19:73; 22:72; 29:51; 31:7; 33:34; 34:43; 45:7; 45:25; 46:7; 68:15; 73:13; and siruhs 58; 63;
80; 111.
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reiterated in anothetr 'dyab as follows: "We shall make you recite; so you shall not
forget."" In fact he committed to memory each and evety s#rab and passage of the
Qur’4n as they were communicated to him. So did many of his companions. The
necessity for doing so was that the daily prayers which the believers were from
the beginning commanded to perform consisted mainly of recitation of some
Qur’anic sdrabs ot passages together with bowing and prostration. An early
Qur’anic passage commands the Prophet to spend more or less a half of the night
standing in prayer and reciting the Qur’an in regular order.” And the last ‘4yab of
the same sérab confirms that he indeed used to spend two-thirds or so of the
night standing in prayer and reciting the Qur’an; and so did a group of his
companions.’ The Prophet himself taught many of his early followers the Qur’an.
In fact his preaching consisted mainly of the giving out of the texts of the Qur’an
as they were received and reciting and teaching them. Whenever a preacher was
sent to any place for preaching Islam he was invariably a Qur'an-teacher (mugr:)
who had memorized the Qur’an. Mus‘ab ibn ‘Umayr, who was sent to Madina
prior to the migration to preach Islam among its people was such a
Qur’in-teacher. The seventy of the Prophet's companions who were sent on a
mission to Bi’t Ma‘inah and were there treacherously killed by the inimical tribes
were all Quran-teachers (gurrd).* In the course of time the Prophet as well as
many of his followers had the entire Qur’dn committed to memory.® At intervals,
patticularly in the month of Ramadin, the Prophet used to recite the whole
Qur’dn, as far as it was received, to the angel Jibril; and during the last Ramadin
of his life he recited the entite Qur'an twice before that angel.’

Simultaneously with this process of memorization the Prophet also had the
shrabs and passages of the Qur’an, as they were communicated to him, written
down on suitable objects like tree-leaves, bones, hides, barks, stones and the like.
A number of his literate companions acted as his scribes in this respect.” Indeed
the impetus to have the texts written down was given in the very first passage
communicated him. It emphasizes, among other things, the acquisition and
preservation of knowledge by means of the pen.® In another early passage Allah

! 87:6 . The text runs as follows: s Y b s

73:1-4. The text runs as follows: 57 ol 5, y ade 55 51 b ae il ffaiai BV W13 Jojalitely
73:20. The text runs as follows: ... O R P RS RRR WL I R P -JUT PN S HT
Bukhiri, nos. 4088-4090

See Al-Dhahabi, Tadhkirat al-Huffiz, €d. ‘Abd al-Rahmdn tbn Yabyd al-Ma'lami, 3 vols., Makka, 1374 H.
Bukhdri, nos. 1902, 4997, 4998.

See M. M. *A‘zami, Kuttdb al-Nabi Sallabhabu ‘Alaybi wa sallama, (Arabic text), Beirut, 1394.
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swears "by the pen and what they write" (03w b 5 (& 5).2 Also, the Qur'an is
called at least seventy times in it as the Kizdb (Book, Scripture, Writing) and at one
place Allah swears by it as: " And by a Book, written down" (jshes o5 ).
Written records of the Qur’anic texts were kept with the Prophet as well as with
many of his followers. The story of Fitimah bint al-Khattib's having concealed a
written sheet of the Qur’anic text at the approach of her enraged brother, ‘Umar
ibn al-Khattdb's (r.a.) to her house and then of her having shown it to him when
he calmed down and his ultimate conversion to Islam on a perusal of it is
well-known to any student of Islamic history. After the migration to Madina four
of the ’angér were particularly employed for writing down the Qur’anic texts.* One
report has it that the Prophet once warned his companions not to write down all
his statements and utterances lest they should be mixed up with the texts of the
Quran.’®

The communication of the Qur’an was completed and the last instalment of it
was received by the Prophet only a few days before his death. When he died
written records of the Qur’an texts were in his house as well as with many of his
Companions. Besides, his scribes like Zayd ibn Thibit and many other
Companions had memorized the whole Qur’in. Almost immediately after the
Prophet's death a number of Arab tribes made an attempt to secede from the
authority of Madina. In the wars that followed, the riddah wars, many huffay
(retainers of the entire Qur’in in memory) died. Hence, at ‘Umar ibn al-Khattib's
suggestion the first &balifab AblG Bakr took steps to have the written records of
the Qut’anic texts arranged in the order of the s#rabs and sections as taught by the
Prophet and as learnt by the j#ffdz. The task was entrusted to Zayd ibn Thabit
and a public announcement was made for anyone having anything of the Qut’in
with him to come up with it and deliver it to either ‘Umar ibn al-Khattib and
Zayd ibn Thabit. The latter, though he was himself a j4fig (retainer of the entire
Qur’an in memory), was instructed not to accept anything merely because it was
written down but to compare it with the recitation of a pdfiy .° Zayd himself
states: "So I collected the Qur’an from palm leaves, thin stones and bones [i. e.,
on which the texts were written] and the hearts of men [i. e., comparing with the

' 96:4-5.

2671,

> 522,

* Bukhiri, nos. 3810, 3996, 5003, 5004; Muslim, no. 2465, Musnad, 111, 233, 277; Taydlis#, no. 2018.
5 Muskm, no. 3004.

¢ Al-Suyiiti, Allrgin, 1, p. 166.
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recitation of the huffig]; and 1 found the last ‘dyab of sérat al-tawbabh with *Abh
Khuzaymah al-Ansari. I did not find it with anyone else."" This last statement is
very significant. Zayd knew the 'dyah in question and retained it in memory; but
he did not include it in the collection until he found a written record of it with
’Abl Khuzaymah al-’Ansird. Even with regard to the written records nothing was
accepted unless it was attested by independent witnesses that it was written in the
presence of the Prophet.” Thus a master-copy of the Qur'dn was made and it was
kept with ’AbG Bakr during his life-time, then with ‘Umar and, after his death,
with his daughter "Umm al-Mu’minin Hafsah.?

During the &bildfah of ‘Uthman (24-35 H.) a tendency towards variant readings
of the Qur’an was detected in the far-flung provinces. Hence he took immediate
steps to make copies of the Qur’an from the master-copy in Hafsah's keeping and
to send them to the various provinces. He appointed a commission for this task
headed by the same Zayd ibn Thabit who was at that time the chief-justice of
Madina. The other members of the commission were ‘Abd Allah ibn Zubayr,
Sa9d ibn al-‘Ag and ‘Abd al-Rahmén ibn al-Harith ibn Hishim. They were
instructed to address themselves mainly to the variations that had crept up in the
tecitation, i. e., vocalization and pronunciation, and were asked, in case of
noticing any difference with regard to any 'dyab or expression, to find out any
person whom the Prophet had himself taught to recite the ‘4yab or expression in
question and to ascertain the correct mode of recitation. If no such person was
found with regard to any ‘4yah or expression and there existed a difference in its
mode of reading they were directed to adopt the reading or dialect of Quraysh,
for the Qur'dn was sent down in their dialect. The Commission meticulously
followed the procedure and made several copies of the Qur’in which wete sent to
the different provinces with instructions to withdraw and suppress any vatiation
in the reading found to exist anywhere.*

Since then the same Qur’in has been in circulation in writing as it has been
also preserved and transmitted from generation to generaton through
memorization of its entire text. The practice of memorization continues still
today in spite of the tremendous progress in the art of printing and in
photo-mechanical and electronic reproduction and retrieval systems. Indeed the
act of memorizing the Qur’an and of learning it and teaching it has been assigned

' Bukhiri, n.o. 4986.

> Al-Suyid, gp. ait.

* Bukhdri, nos. 4986, 4989, 7191.
* Al-Sayit, op. iz, pp. 168-171.
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great religious merit by the Prophet so that even today Muslims can count among
their ranks millions of A#ffag of the entire Qutr’an, whereas it is hard to find
among the votaries of other religious systems a single individual who can recite
from memory even a whole chapter from his sacred text. Also, since the
Prophet's time it has been the continual practice of Muslims for all climes to
complete the recitation of the whole Qur'an through the month-long special
nightly terdwih prayer during the month of Ramadin. No other people on earth
have shown so much avidity and taken so meticulous a care to preserve the purity
of their sacred Book as the Muslims have done.

It should be noted, however, that at the time of ‘Uthman (r.a.) the Atabic
script was not yet fully developed. The letters that have now-a-days dots above or
below them were without dots (n#gaf), there were no vowel signs (tashkil/ harakal)
and hamzahs were not written. These did not however cause any problem for the
Arabs; for they could recognize the specific letters from the context. So could the
barakdt be dispensed with for a person who knew the language. (Even in modern
times Arabic books and news papers are printed without parakdt .)The difficulties
that might be faced by non-Arabs in reading and reciting the Qur’an because of
the absence of these were however removed before long. Thus, during the &hilifah
of ‘Ali ibn ’Abi Tilib (r.a.) and under his instruction the famous Arabic
grammarian ’AbG al-Aswad al-Dv’ali (d. 69 H.) completed the task of putting
harakét on the Qur'anic text; while his two students, Nasr ibn ‘Asim (d. 89) and
Yahya ibn Ya‘mar (d. 100) completed the task of putting dots (##gaf) on the
letters during the &hilifzh of ‘Abd al-Malik ibn Marwin (d. 86 H.). ’Abl ‘Amt
Muhammad ibn Sa‘ld al-Dani, a fifth century scholar of Qut’anic studies, states
that he saw an old copy of the Qur’dn "written during the beginning of the
Caliphate of Hishim ibn ‘Abd al-Malik .... by Mughirah ibn Mina, in Rajab, in the
year 110 A.H. It had tashk7), the hamzahs and the dots...""

IT. NOLDEKE'S ASSUMPTIONS
Within the framework of the above mentioned facts the orientalists fit in their
assumptions and theories, sometimes twisting and misinterpreting them,
sometimes ignoring or casting doubts on them, but mostly making unwartanted
surmises and assumptions. The process in its modern phase started early in the
second half of the nineteenth century. In fact the main lines of the orientalists'

! Quoted in Abu Ammar Yasir Qadhi, An Introduction to the Sciences of the Qur'dn, Birmingham, 1999, p. 144.
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approach were indicated by Muir and Sprenger whose works were published in
the fifties and eatly sixties of the century. But the first systematic work on the
subject was the Geschichte des Qorans (History of the Qur’an) of Theodore Noldeke
which was published for the first time in 1860.! Drawing on the Islamic sources,
mainly on al-Tabari's commentaries* and al-Suyati's I#gén’, Néldeke concentrated
on the internal or textual history of the Qur’an. Taking his cue from the basic
facts of the gradual coming down of the Qur’anic texts, the composition of the
sdrahs by a combination of the passages received at different times and their
"occasions" as narrated in the Muslim sources Néldeke attempted to identify the
dates of the Qur’inic passages as well as of the s4rahs. In the process he discussed
what he conceived to be the Judaeo-Christian origins of the Qur’an, the nature of
the Qur’inic wahy, the nature and character of the Prophet and the literary merit
of the Qur’dn, reflecting and reiterating the usual orientalist views on these,
mainly those of George Sale, William Muir and Aloys Spremger. He also dealt
with the "collection” and publication of the entire Qur’4dn during the times of Aba
Bakr and Uthman (r.a.).

In tracing the dates of the Qur’anic passages (apart from the s#drahs) Noldeke
does not in most cases follow the occasions of revelations given in the Muslim
sources but proceeds on two main assumptions, namely, (a) that many of the long
shrahs are the result of an amalgamation of various originally distinct revelations
and, (b) the supposed differences in literary style, "abrupt" changes in the subject
matter and interruption in the connection of thought. On the basis of these two
assumptions he severs out many pieces of long sérahs as originally independent,
assigning them supposed dates. His object in doing so is to show that the Qut’an
is, as he sees it, a patchwork of incoherent themes and episodes.

He follows more or less the same logic in tracing the chronological order of
the sdrahs. Thus, he divides the sérabs into four periods, the early Makkan, the
mid-Makkan, the late Makkan and the Madinan, fixing the chronological order of
each group according to the length, theme, literary style and what he conceives to
be the "convulsive excitement" of the eatly group, the gradual diminishing of the
glow and fervour of the middle and late Makkan groups and the "prosaic" tone of
the Madinan group of sdrahs, using as far as it suits his purpose the known

! Subsequently edited and enlarged by Schwally, Pretzl and Bergstrasser and published in three volumes between 1909
and 1938.

> Al-Tabardi, Jami‘ al-Bayin fi Tafsir al-Qur'in.

P AL-Suyl, AlItgan fi Ulim al-Qur'an.
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"occasions" of revelations. Needless to say that his chronological order of the
shrabs differs considerably from that given by the Muslim soutces.

As regards the collection and publication of the Qur'an under ’Aba Bakr and
‘Uthmin (r. a.) Noldeke's main assumptions are that Zayd ibn Thabit collected
the texts, "edited/redacted" them, combined the many originally independent
passages into s#rabs and arranged them in the present order; and that nonetheless
the Qur’in is not complete.

Subsequently to the publication of his Geschichte Noldeke modified some of his
extreme and obviously untenable views. A good summary of his later views is his
article on the Qut’in which he wrote for the 1891 edition of the Encyclopaedia
Britannica.' His first notable modification is with regard to the severing of
passages from long sdrahs and assigning them separate dates. He now recognized
that although many long and even short sérahs contain passages revealed at
different dates, the "sifting operation” should not be cartied too far, "as", he
admits, " I now believe myself to have done in my earlier works, and as Sprenger
in his great book on Muhammad also sometimes seems to do." * He further
recognizes that some s#rabs of considerable length, such as XII, XVIII and XX,
are "perfectly homogeneous" and that even in the case of a s#rah containing
separate natrations we are to note "how readily the Koran passes from one
subject to another" and that therefore we are not at liberty "in every case where
the connection in the Koran is obscure, to say that it is really broken, and set it
down as the clumsy patchwork of a later hand... In short, ... in the majority of
cases the present suras are identical with the originals."’ It must at once be added
that had Noldeke been able to emancipate himself completely from the usual
orientalist's bias he could have seen that the Qur’an is not at all a heterogeneous
collection and that it is not only in the "majority of cases” but in all cases the
surabs are identical with the originals.

With regard to his classification of the s#rabs as eatly Makkan, Mid-Makkan,
late Makkan and Madinan Noéldeke does not much modify his earlier position;
but he now at least recognizes the difficulty involved in the task and the relative
ot subjective nature of his work. In particular he notes that "it is far easier to
arrange in some sort of chronological ordet" the Madinan s#rahs than the Makkan,
for "the revelations given in Medina frequently take notice of events about which

' Encyclgpacdia Britannica, 9th edition, 1891, Vol. 16, pp. 597 ff; reproduced in Tbn Warraq (ed.), The Origins of the Koran
Classic Essays on Llam's Holy Book, Prometheus Books, New York, 1998, pp. 36-63.

* Ibid, p. 38.

* Ibid, pp. 38-39.
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we have pretty accurate information” while, with regard to the Makkan
revelations, allusions to well-known events are not so clear.'! He further admits
that although a considerable number of the short s#rahs may be recognized as the
oldest and the othets may be classified as mid-Makkan and late Makkan, with
"regard to some suras, it may be doubtful whether they ought to be reckoned
among the middle group, or with one or the other of the extremes. And it is
altogether impossible, within these groups, to establish even a probable
chronological arrangement of the individual revelations.... It is better, therefore,
to rest satisfied with a merely relative determination of the order of even the three
great clusters of Meccan revelations."
III. EXAMINATION OF NOLDEKE'S ASSUMPTIONS

Thus, by Noldeke's own admission, his chronological arrangement of the
passages and sérabs is only probable and relative. Even the criteria employed by him
to make this admittedly uncertain and probable dating of the passages and sérabs
are wrong and illogical. He fixes his attention on what he supposes to be the
differences in the literary style of the various parts of the Qur’an and speaks of
the "convulsive excitement” of the early group of s#rabs and passages, the gradual
diminishing of the fervour and glow of the middle and late Makkan groups and
the "prosaic" tone of the Madinan group. In doing so he is mistaken in two ways.
He assumes that Muhammad, peace and blessings of Allah be on him, himself
composed the sdrabs and passages of the Qur'dn and that his literary style
gradually declined with the passage of time. This assumption is belied by the
literary history of any writer or language. If we look at the literary productions of
any notable writer, such as Shakespeare, Bernard Shaw or Rabindranath Tagore,
we seldom notice any gradual decline in their style and mode of writing over the
years. The special style and impress of each writer can be easily detected in his
early and later literary productions. If there is any change over the years, it is
usually in the reverse direction of gradual improvement in the mode of
expression and depth of thought. Any decline in the style of one's literary
productions, if it ever takes place, is almost invariably connected with one's
physical and mental decline. In the case of the Prophet nothing of the sort can be
assumed. Moreover, the Meccan period of his mission lasted for only twelve
years, coinciding with the prime of his life from the fortieth to the fifty-second
year of his age. It is highly unreasonable to assume that his presumed literary style

' Ibid,, pp. 49-50.
* Ibid., pp. 50-51.
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underwent such a shatp decline within one decade that three distinct groups
could be identified in his productions during this time!

Secondly, Noéldeke first assumes a gradual decline in the literary style of the
Qur’an and then applies this criterion for determining the dates of its passages
and s#rahs. Such a procedure is methodologically improper and factually incortect.
Proper methodology requires the taking into consideration of the reported
"occasions" of revelation of the different passages and s#rabs, as far as possible,
and collating it with other available data for the purpose. Néldeke has not done
so and has often allowed his assumption to override the known "occasions" of
the revelations. Factually, the generalization of gradual decline in the literary style
of the Qur’anic revelations is totally untenable. There are many passages of the
Qur’an identified by Noéldeke himself as Madinan that have similar rhyme,
thythm and strain as those of the Makkan s#rahs. There are of course differences
in the mode of expression and phraseology depending on the themes and subjects
dealt with; but throughout the Qur’an has a distinctive and unique literary style.
Any person having an acquaintance with the Quran and Arabic language can
easily distinguish any passage of the Qur’an from any passage of any other Arabic
literary production, medieval or modern. The utter untenability of Noldeke's
chronological arrangement of the Qur’anic passages and sdrabs is highlighted by
the fact that it is not accepted even by his fellow orientalists. Thus Rodwell came
forward with a different chronological arrangement of the s#rabs in his translation
of the Qur'dn which was published just one year after the first appearance of
Néldeke's work;' while William Muir made yet another chronological list a little
afterwards.” Further divergent dating of the passages and s#rahs have been made
by other subsequent otientalists. And all these are equally untenable and on
similar grounds. Nor is the purpose of such an exercise, namely, to trace the
psychological development of the Prophet by means of the Qur’in, is likely to be
fruitfully achieved; for, as N6ldeke further admits, "in such an undertaking one is
always apt to take subjective assumptions and/or mere fancies for established
data."

Most objectionable are, howevet, Noldeke's assumptions in connection with
the collection and publication of the Qur’in under ’Abud Bakr and ‘Uthmin (r.a.).
To begin with, he calls this work as the first and the second "redaction"

' J. M. Rodwell, The Koran: Translated from the Arabic, the surabs arranged in chronolagical order, with notes and index, London,
1861.

? See W. Muir, The Qur'an: Its composition and Teaching erc., London, 1897.

* Ibn Warraq, gp.dt., p. 50.
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respectively of the Qur’dn. It must at once be pointed out that the word
"redaction" has a wide meaning including editing, working into shape, reducing,
preparing a version and the like. Subsequent orientalists have not only adopted
this definition but have effected a transition from it to "recension", i. e., critical
revision of a text. No editing, revision or new version of the Qur'dn was ever
made, neither under ’Abé Bakr, nor under ‘Uthmin (r.a.), nor subsequently.
Néldeke's characterizing the work of collecting the texts in one compilation as
"redaction" is both incortect and misleading.

Noldeke so prefaces his account of the collection under ’Abtl Bakr (r.a.) as to
substantiate the notion of "redaction". Thus he says: "Many Muslims knew large
portions by heart, but certainly no one knew the whole; and a merely oral
propagation would have left the door open to all kinds of deliberate and
inadvertent alterations."' Earlier he says that it cannot be supposed that the
Prophet "knew the longer suras by heart so perfectly that he was able after a time
to lay his finger upon any particular passage."” And now Néldeke further states
that the Prophet "himself had never thought of an authentic collection of his
revelations," that "he was concerned only with the object of the moment" and
had no idea that these "would be destroyed unless he made provision for their
safe preservation" and that, being a "man destitute of literary culture”, had "some
difficulty in anticipating the fate of intellectual products."

Now, Néldeke is palpably wrong in each and every item of his above
mentioned remarks and obsetvations. First, he says that none of the Prophet's
companions, not even the Prophet himself, knew the whole Qur’in by heart. It is
further said that he did not even perfectly remember the long s#rahs. This
statement is grossly arbitrary and unwarranted. Many of the Prophet's
companions, and the Prophet himself, knew the whole Qur'an by heart. As
already mentioned, there are authentic reports to the effect that at intervals,
specially during the month of Ramadan, the Prophet used to recite the whole
Qur’an, as far as it was received, to the angel Jibril; and that during the last
Ramadén of his life he recited the entite Qur'an twice before that angel.* Néldeke
does not seem to be unawate of these reports; but he disregards these and does
not give his reasons for doing so. He simply assumes that the Prophet could not
have probably remembered the long sérzbs. In making this assumption Noldeke

' Ibid, p. 56.
2 [hid, p. 40.
> Ibid, p. 56.
* Bukhdri, nos. 1902, 4997, 4998,
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seems to have been influenced by the fact that none in the West cares to
remember any considerable part of his religious text and by his oversight of the
fact that even today many of an ordinary Muslim learns the entire Qur’an by heart
and recites it entirely during the month-Long nightly (fardwibh) prayer during
Ramadan.

Secondly, Noéldeke is equally wrong in saying that "a merely oral propagation
would have left the door open to all kinds of deliberate and inadvertent
alterations." As already mentioned, the Qur’dn was not propagated merely orally.
Simultaneously with oral transmission and memorization, it was preserved also in
writing. Noldeke himself notes a little earlier in his essay that at Makka the
Prophet "had already begun to have his oracles committed to writing."' Néldeke
is here so much eager to assail the Quran that he fails to see his own
inconsistency in making the downright false suggestion that the Qut’an was
propagated merely orally leaving the door open for all kinds of deliberate and
inadvertent alterations!

Thirdly, the undeniable fact that the Prophet had taken steps since an eatly
period of his mission to have the Qur’dnic revelations written down, and
Noldeke's admission of this fact both illustrate the inconsistency and
incorrectness of his other statement that the Prophet "himself had never thought
of an authentic collection of his revelations", that he "was concerned only with
the object of the moment" and had no idea that "these would be destroyed unless
he made provision for their preservation", and that, being a "man destitute of
literary culture" had "some difficulty in anticipating the fate of intellectual
products." It is not at all true that the Prophet was "concerned only with the
object of the moment". Not to mention his famous saying: "Convey from me
even if it be an ‘dyah", the Qur’an itself squarely belies this assumption. "And this
Qur’in has been communicated to me", says its ‘4yah 6:19, "that I may watn you
therewith and those whom it reaches (g o+ 5 4 #S,4Y OT& s 3~y 5). And
conscious of this fact he arranged for having each and every passage of the
Qur’an as it came down to him to be written down. Moteover, as an additional,
and under the circumstances safer mode of preservation, he committed to
memory each and every passage as it was revealed to him and taught his followers
to do so. In fact, of all the Prophets and religious teachers, he is the only one who
memorized his scripture and made it a religious duty for his followers to

! Ibn Warragq, ep. ait., p. 40.
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memorize at least a good portion of it; for the obligatory prayers of the Muslims
cannot be performed except on memorizing parts of the Qur'an. Also, great
religious merit was attached to memorizing the whole Quran. Such provision is
not to be found in the teachings of any other religious teacher. And as a result of
such behest of the Prophet, thousands of Muslims do in fact commit the entire
Qur’in to memory even today. Noldeke is totally wrong in saying that no Muslim,
not even the Prophet, knew the whole Qur’in by heart. As mentioned earlier, the
Prophet and many of his companions knew the whole Qur’adn by heart. When he
died, the whole Qut’in was preserved through systematic memorization as well as
in writing on suitable materials; though the written materials were not collected in
one compilation. The very fact that the Qurinic revelations continued to come
till the last few days of his life meant that the collection of the complete texts in
one compilation had to be effected only after his death. That is exactly what was
eventually done. Nothing could be farther from the truth than Noldeke's
statement that the "idea that the revelations would be destroyed" unless provision
was made for their safe preservation "did not enter" the Prophet's mind.

Noldeke also gives a twist to the account of Zayd ibn Thibit's work of
collection under Abd Bakr and says that Zayd collected the revelations from
copies written on flat stones, pieces of leather, ribs of palm-leaves and such-like
material, "but chiefly 'from the breasts of men', i. e., from their memory. From
these he wrote a fair copy, which he gave to Abu Bakr... This redaction,
commonly called as-suhuf (the leaves'), had from the first no canonical authority;
and its internal arrangement can only be conjectured."’ Cleatly the statement is
based on the famous statement of Zayd given in Bukhdri and noted eatlier; but
Noldeke gives a subtle twist by using the word "chiefly" before " from the breasts
of men, i. ,e., from their memory", thereby giving the impression that part of the
Qur’in was collected from written copies but mostly it was collected from
people's memory. This was not at all the case. There is no mention of "chiefly" or
any other expression to that effect before the phrase "the breasts of men"
mentioned in the report. The relevant part of the report runs as: "So I collected
the Qut’an from palm leaves, thin stones and bones and the heatts of men; and I
found the last ‘dyab of sédrat al-tawbah with ’AblG Khuzaymah al-Ansari. I did not
find it with anyone else." > It is noteworthy that Zayd does not say "and from the

' Ibid, p. 56.
* Bukhiri, n.o. 4986. The text runs as follows: 2t gl o 2y @ppm 2Tty 5 Jor ) g 5 Hallly onall pn amased OT 2 conzi
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hearts of men" but simply "and the hearts of men". As already mentioned,' he
was instructed to compare the memorized texts with the written copies and this
statement of his means that he made the collection by comparing the written
copies with the texts memorized by the Prophet's Companions. This is clear from
the last part of the statement which says that he found the last ‘dyab of sérat
al-Tawbah with AbG Khuzaymah al-Ansari which he did not find with anyone
else. Zayd himself knew the Qur’in by heart and knew that the dyab in question
was the last ‘Zyab of sdrat al-Tawbab; but he did not include it in the collection until
he found a written copy of it. This shows the extreme care taken in making the
collection and in ensuring that nothing but the texts preserved in writing as well
as in memory was included in it.

As regards the preparation and distribution of authorized copies of the Qur’an
during the &bildfah of ‘Uthman, Noldeke makes a number of assumptions. First,
he says that Zayd ibn Thébit and the other members of the commission who
were entrusted with the task "brought together as many copies as they could lay
their hands on, and prepared an edition which was to be canonical for all
Muslims.."” Then he says that "we have no trustworthy information" about how
they carried out the work. "It now seems to me highly probable", asserts Noldeke,
"that this second redaction took this simple form: Zaid read off from the codex
which he had previously written, and his associates, simultaneously or
successively, wrote one copy each to his dictation. These I suppose, were the
three copies which, we are informed, were sent to the capitals Damascus, Basra,
and Kufa..."

Now, these two statements of Noldeke are clearly confusing and inconsistent.
If Zayd and his associates got hold of as many codices as possible and prepared
an edition out of them, then the second statement that Zayd read out from the
codex previously made and his colleagues simply made copies on his dictation is
incorrect and confusing. In fact, as already mentioned, they used the previously
made copy to prepare authorized copies for sending them to the diffetent
provinces, making the spelling and vocalization uniform in order to eliminate the
differences in readings that had cropped up. It was neither a "second redaction”
nor "an edition" as Noéldeke calls it. No alteration of, addition to or subtraction
from the existing text was made. The sources describe the details of how the

' Supra, p. 200.
? Tbn Warraq, gp. dt, p. 57.
b Thid,
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wotk was done. Noldeke's statement that we have "no trustworthy information"
about it is not correct; and what he states under the proviso "It now seems to me
highly probable" is in fact only a contradiction of what he states earlier as the
preparation of an "edition" on the basis of as many codices as possible. Both his
contradictory statements are symptomatic of his attempts at confusing and
twisting the facts.

About the arrangement of the texts Noldeke observes that a subject-wise
classification was impracticable because of the variety of subjects dealt with in a
sérab; while a "chronological arrangement was out of the question, because the
chronology of the older pieces must have been imperfectly known, and because
in some cases passages of different dates had been joined together... The pieces
were accordingly arranged in indiscriminate order... The combination of pieces of
different origin may proceed partly from the possessors of the codices from
which Zaid compiled his first complete copy, partly from Zaid himself."

This last statement of Néldeke is a further admission on his part that the
so-called "codices", i. e., the written copies with the Companions, were used for
making the "first complete copy” under Abd Bakr, not what is called the "second
redaction" or "an edition" under ‘Uthmin. Also, Noldeke's present statement
about the impracticability of arranging the Qur’anic passages in chronological
order highlights the indefinite and conjectural nature of his own chronological
arrangement of the sdrahs and passages of the Quran. Be that as it may, his
statement that Zayd or the possessors of the codices arranged the Qur’anic pieces
in indiscriminate order or combined the pieces of different origin as they thought
fit is completely wrong and contrary to a number of well-established facts. First,
not only most short s#rabs and sérahs of medium length, but some of the long
shrahs wese revealed in full. Second, the Prophet had been giving out the Qut’dnic
passages and s#rabs to his followers for a period of twenty-three years, teaching
them to recite and memorize them and tepeatedly emphasizing that the s#rahs and
passages constituted a Kitdb (Scripture). He and the believers had also been
regularly saying the daily and weekly congregational prayers reciting the sdrahs . It
is therefore absurd to suppose that he washed his hands off by simply giving out
the passages and did not indicate how to arrange them in s#rahs and in the Book.

Third, Zayd and those whom Noldeke calls "possessors of the codices" were
none else than the Prophet's scribes and Companions to whom he gave out the

' Ibid., pp. 57-58.
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passages. It can by no means be supposed that they had no other interest in the
matter except their employment as scribes and did not enquire of the Prophet
whether the pieces they were required to write were each independent sérabs ot
patts of sdrahs, and if the latter, which pieces belonged to which sérahs and in
what order. In fact, there is a positive evidence that the Prophet, when he gave
out separate passages of the Qur’an, indicated the sérzbs and the order in which
they were to be placed.’

Fourth, and more positively, we have a number of reports mentioning the
specific sdrahs which the Prophet used to recite in full in some of the prayers.
Thus, one report says that sometimes he used to recite sérabs 50 (Qdf) and 54
(al-Qamar) in the Td prayers.” Another repott says that he used to recite sérabs 32
(al-Sajdak) and 76 (al-Insin) in the early dawn prayer and s#rabs 62 and 63
(al-Jumu'ah and al-Mundfigin) in the congregational prayer on Friday.’ Other
reports also mention the Prophet's recitation of sérat al-Bagarah (no. 2), sérat *Al
Tmrin (no. 3), sdrat al-Isrd’ (no. 17), sérat al-Kahf (no. 18), sdrat Mryam (no.19), sérat
Té-Ha (no. 20) and sdrat al-'Anbiyd’ (no. 21) completely and often consecutively in
different prayers.* Bint ‘Abd al-Rahman and Bint Harithah ibn al-Nu‘mén state
that they both memorized sérah 50 (Qdfj simply by listening to it from the
Prophet who used to recite it in his sermon (kbuthab) on Friday.’ These facts
indisputably establish the fact that the passages had been arranged into sdrabs
during the time of the Prophet.

Fifth, there are a number of reports that the Prophet mentioned the special
merits of reciting some sdrabs. Thus, he specially recommended the frequent
recitation of s#rat al-Bagarah and *Al Tmrin (nos. 2 and 3) saying that they would
be of immense merit for their reciters on the Day of Judgement.® Another group
of reports speak about the Prophet's having attached special merit for reciting
shrat al-Fitipah and the last three ‘dyabs of sirat al-Bagarah.” The very fact that the
first sérab of the Qur'an was called by the Prophet alFitihah or Fatibat al-Kitib
(the Opener or the Opening Chapter of the Book) proves that he had arranged
the order of the sdrahs in the Book. A yet another report speaks about the
Prophet's mentioning the metits of reciting sdrat a/-Kahf (no. 18).°

' Musnad, 1, pp. 57, 69. See also al-Suyit, gp. ., pp. 174-180.
2 Muslim, no. 891.

> Ibid., nos. 879-880; Bukhdri, nos. 891, 1068.

¢ See al-Suylti, A%lzgdn, 1, pp. 172-173.

5 Muskim, nos. 872-873.

¢ Muslim, nos. 804-805.

" Ibid., nos. 806-808.
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Sixth, there are another group of reports which show that towards the end of
his life the Prophet used to recite the whole Qur’an dividing it into seven parts
and specified them as, apart from sérat al-Fatihah, first three sdrahs, then five
sérabs, then seven, then nine, then eleven, then thirteen and finally the rest from
shrat al-Qdf? It is to be observed that the first six parts with sdrat al-Fétibah make
up exactly the first 49 sdrahs and sdrat Qdf stands as the sérah no. 50 in the
Qur’dn. All these teports show that the passages and ‘dyabs of the sérahs had been
arranged and the order of the sérahs had been fixed during the life-time of the
Prophet. This arrangement was made by him according to the direction received
from Allah. As already mentioned, the Prophet used to recite the whole Qur’an as
far as it was given to him before the angel Jibril during the month of Ramadin
each year, and during the last Ramadan of his life he did so twice.?

Last but not least, it is also to be remembered that the collection and
distribution of the Qur’4n in one compilation was made within some twenty years
of the Prophet's death and all the four of his closest Companions, Aba Bakr,
‘Umar, ‘Uthmin and ‘Ali (r.a.) were involved in the task. They had been
constantly with the Prophet since the beginning of his mission and had been the
first few persons to have knowledge of any Qur’anic revelation given out by the
Prophet. They also memorized most if not the whole of the Qur’anic texts. And
there are reports mentioning their recitation of long s#rabs in prayers. It is stated
by ‘Urwah ibn al-Zubayr that he performed the dawn prayer behind ’Aba Bakr
and he recited the entire s#rat al-Bagarah in its two raka‘abs.* ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amir
ibn Rabi‘ah says that he performed the dawn prayer behind ‘Umar ibn al-Khattib
and he recited sdrat Ydsuf (no. 12) and sdrat al-Hajj (no. 22) in the two raka‘abs
respectively.’ Al-Furifisah ibn ‘Umayr al-Hanafi states that he memorized sérat
Yisuf simply by listening to its frequent recitation by ‘Uthman ibn ‘Affin in the
dawn prayer.’ It was under the instruction and supervision of these four
Companions and successors of the Prophet that the compilation of the Qur’in
was made. Hence it is simply unreasonable to think that they allowed Zayd and
his colleagues to combine the Qur’anic passages into sérabs and to set their order
in the Qur’an indiscriminately.

Ihid., no. 809, _

See 'Abi Diwud, nos. 1388-1393; Musnad, IV, pp. 9, 343; Ibn Mdjuh, nos. 1345-1348; Tayilisi, no. 1108.
Bukhdri, nos. 1902, 4997, 4998. See also supra, p. 184.

Al-Muwatia’, Kitdh al-Saldh, Bab al-Qird'ab fi al-Sabih, no. 33.

Ibid,, no. 34.

Ibid., no. 35.
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Thus the facts and reason both equally give a big lie to Noldeke's statement
that the Prophet did not care to arrange the passages into sérahs, nor to provide
for their preservation nor to set their order in the Qur’an.

Another assumption of Noldeke's is about the disjointed letters at the
beginning of some sérahs. "At one time I suggested”, he says, "that these initials
did not belong to Muhammad's text, but might be the monograms of possessors
of codices, which, through negligence on the part of editors, were incorporated in
the final form of the Koran; but I now deem it more probable that they are to be
traced to the Prophet himself... Muhammad seems to have meant these letters
for a mystic reference to the archetypal text in heaven... The Prophet himself can
hardly have attached any particular meaning to these symbols: they served their
purpose if they conveyed an impression of solemnity and enigmatical obscurity."
Now, this last remark is related essentially to the attitude of Néldeke and the
orientalists in general to the Quranic wahy which has been dealt with in a
previous section of the present work.” Here it may only be pointed out that had
the Prophet intended by these disjointed letters only to "convey an impression of
solemnity and enigmatical obscurity" to his utterances, he would have done so
with regatd to all the s#rabs and passages he gave out, not simply with regard to
only 29 out of 114 sirahs. The revised supposition of Noldeke is as unreasonable
as is his previous one.

Finally, Noldeke states that "‘Uthman's Koran was not complete™ and says
that "a few detached pieces are still extant which were originally parts of the
Koran" and which the Prophet would not have suppressed but "they have been
omitted by Zaid." Having said this Néldeke adds: "Zaid may easily have
ovetlooked a few stray fragments, but that he purposely omitted anything which
he believed to belong to the Koran is very unlikely."* Next he refers to the copies
of texts (masihif) belonging to Ubay ibn Ka‘b and ‘Abd Allah ibn Mas‘Gd and says
that the former contained "substantially the same materials" and so "Ubai ibn
Ka‘b must have used the original collection of Zaid"; but "it embodied two
additional short prayers, whose authenticity I do not now venture to question, as
I formerly did." And as regards the "codex" of Ibn Mas‘td it omits sérabs 1, 113
and 114.°

"3

! Ibn Warraq, gp. ., pp. 54-55.
? Supra, chapters IV-VIL

* Ibn Warraq, ep. cit., p. 58.

¢ Ibid.

* Ibid, p.59.
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Now, in making the claim that Zayd had omitted some "detached pieces" of
the Qur'in Noldeke only relies on his supposition that "Zayd may easily have
ovetlooked a few stray fragments". In fact Noldeke himself overlooks the fact
that the collection of the Qur'an by Zayd was not his private and solo effort. He
was commissioned by the state and, on the second occasion under ‘Uthman, was
assisted by three other equally competent persons. And on both the occasions his
work was supervised by the principal Companions of the Prophet and it was
checked and compared not only with the extant written copies but also with what
the huffiz (Qur'din memorizers) knew. It is therefore simply unreasonable to
suppose that "Zaid may easily have overlooked a few stray fragments." Noldeke's
initial statement that Zayd omitted some "detached pieces" which the Prophet
would not have suppressed is a totally baseless, unsubstantiated and an unjust
allegation. If by "some detached pieces" or "a few stray fragments" Noéldeke
means "the two additional prayers" in Ubay ibn Ka‘b's "codex", it is to be pointed
out that some of the Companions used to write explanatory notes and prayer
formulas (d#'s) and keep them along with their copies of the Qut’anic texts.
Noldeke himself admits that he at first entertained doubts about the authenticity
about these two short prayers; but he does not give his reasons why he does not
"now venture to question” their authenticity. Be that as it may, Ubay ibn Ka‘b
himself was alive and present at the time of the collection made by Zayd and
accepted and approved of it. So did Abd Allah ibn Mas‘Gd whose "codex", as
Noldeke notes, rather lacked three short sérabs. It may also be pointed out that
some other Companions had also made their personal copies of the texts which
varied in contents and order of the sérahs. For instance, Ali ibn Abi T4lib had his
own copy which he had made in the chronological order. But all these persons
co-operated with, supervised and checked the collection made by Zayd and his
colleagues, approved of it and accepted it. And Noldeke himself, in spite of his
attempts at creating confusion and doubt, concludes: "Now, when we consider
that at that time there were many Muslims who had heard the Koran from the
mouth of the Prophet, that other measures of the imbecile ‘Uthman met with the
most vehement resistance on the part of the bigoted champions of the faith, that
these were still further incited against him by some of his ambitious old
comrades, until at last they murdered him, and finally that in the civil wars after
his death the several parties were glad of any pretext for branding their opponents
as infidels, — when we consider all this, we must regard it as a strong testimony in
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favour of ‘Uthman's Koran, that no party — that of ‘Ali not excepted — repudiated
the text formed by Zaid..."" And we also — the readers — consider these lines the
strongest contradiction by Néldeke himself of what he dogmatically assetts earlier
of ‘Uthman's Qur’an being incomplete and of Zayd's having omitted some stray
fragments of it.

Thus, all the main assumptions and theories of Néldeke about the history of
the Qur’in are conjectural and untenable. His chronological order of the passages
and sdrabs are conjectural by his own admission and ate not accepted by even the
other orientalists who attempt at making similarly conjectural and varying
chronological arrangements. His earlier and later assumptions about the
disjointed letters at the beginning of some sérabs are wildly speculative and do not
stand reason. His statement that the Prophet did not care to provide for the
preservation of the Qur’anic texts and was merely concerned with the need of the
moment is against reason and all the undeniable facts to the contrary. His
assumption that Zayd ibn Thabit or the "possessors of the codices" combined the
separately revealed passages of the Qur’dn into s#rahs and arranged the later in
their present order is equally baseless and untenable. And his statement that Zayd
omitted some disjointed or stray passages of the Qur’dn and that therefore the
‘Uthmanic Qur’an is incomplete is completely wrong.

Néldeke makes other remarks and assumptions about the Qurt’in. Thus,
reflecting Muir's view about the Qur’anic wahy he says that the Prophet gave out
the revelations after "epileptic fits" and "it is impossible to say whether the trick
was in the utterance of the revelation or in the fit itself."* "But by far", he further
says, "the greatest part of the book is undoubtedly the result of deliberation...
Many of the passages ate based upon purely intellectual reflection."’ Again,
reflecting the Muir-Sprenger views, Noldeke states that the Qur’an is composed
of materials detived from Judaeo-Christian sources and is otherwise a
heterogeneous collection consisting of disjointed facts and ideas.* About its
literary style also he closely toes the line adopted by Muir and Sprenger and says
that the "greater part of the Koran is decidedly prosaic; much of it is indeed stiff
in style” Also, following Sprenger, Néldeke states that the Prophet used a
number of foreign words in the Qur’in, as is "the tendency of the imperfectly

' Ibn Warragq, ap. dt., p. 59.
* Ibid, p. 3.

* Thid.

* lbid, pp. 43, 54.

S Ibid, p. 44,
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educated to delight in out-of-the-way expressions", and in order to impress his
listeners.! Further, Néldeke says that the Prophet used to "introduce
improvements" upon what he had previously given out.> And speaking about the
effect of the Qur’an on the Arabs in general Noldeke observes that "they had
outgrown their ancient religion".’

And just as Noldeke himself had adopted and exaggerated some of the ideas
and assumptions of his predecessors, similarly his successor orientalists like David
Margoliouth, Arthur Jeffery, Richard Bell and Montgomery Watt took over from
him and inflated his ideas and assumptions out of all proportions. The
assumptions about the Qur’anic wahy and the theme of borrowing from
Judaeo-Christian soutces have already been dealt with. The remarks about the
text and style of the Qur’in shall be discussed in a subsequent chapter. Here it is
necessary to note that Néldeke's hint about the copies of Qur’dnic texts (maséihi)
belonging to some Companions and the alleged incompleteness of the ‘Uthmanic
Qur’an, the alleged revision of it by the Prophet, the existence of "foreign words"
in it and such other remarks have been taken up by his successors and inflated to
further untreasonable proportions. The following chapter takes into consideration
such inflation of Noéldeke's assumptions and suggestions.

' Ibid, pp. 47-48.
* Ibid.
> Tbid, p. 53.



CHAPTER IX
ON THE HISTORY OF THE QUR’AN:
I1. INFLATION OF NOLDEKE'S ASSUMPTIONS

I. ARTHUR JEFFERY'S MATERIALS ETC.

Of those who have taken over Néldeke's assumptions and have built further
assumptions upon them mention may specially be made of Arthur Jeffery whose
Materials for the History of the Text of the Qur'an The Old Codices appeared in 1937.
This work is based on the wrong assumption of Noldeke that the ‘Uthmanic
Qur’in is "incomplete" because there exist a number of other "codices", i. e.,
copies of the Qur’anic text, with variant materials and readings. Jeffery himself
very cleatly indicates his indebtedness to Noldeke in the Introduction to the
work. Thus after stating somewhat incorrectly that critical investigation of the
text of the Qut’an is still in its infancy and that no "definite attempt” has hitherto
been made "to construct any type of critical text of the Qur’an" he states:
"Noldeke opened it up in 1860 in the first edition of his Geschischte des Qorans, and
Goldziher drew attention to its importance in the first lecture of his Richtungen,’
but it received no systematic treatment until Bergstrisser undertook his Geschischte
des Qorantexcts as the thitd part of the revised edition of Néldeke's work..."” In fact
both Bergstrisser and Jeffery planned a joint venture in this respect. In a footnote
to the above statement Jeffery writes: " Bergstrisser envisaged a much larger plan
for a history of the text of the Qur’dn based on an assemblage of materials on a
vast scale, and of which the publication of a critical text of the Qur’in by the
present writer [i. e., Jeffery] was to form part."® The plan did not materialize
because of the death of Bergstrisser in 1933; but the project was continued by
Jeffery in his own way of which the result is his Materials ete. under discussion.

Jeffery sufficiently reflects his motive and conclusion in the title of the work
which in its full runs as: Materials for the History of the Text of the Qur'an - The Old
Codices - The Kitdh al-Maséhif of Ibn Abi Déud together with a Collection of the variant
Readings from the Codices of Ibn Mas'dd, Ubas, ‘Ali, 1bn ‘Abbis, Anas, Abk Misa and
other Early Qur'dnic authorities which represent a Type of Text Anterior to that of the
canonical Texct of Uthmidn. Now this title, to begin with, is misleading in two main
respects. First, it tends to give the impression that the "variant readings" noted in

! Printed for the Trustees of the "De Goeje Fund" by E. ]. Brill, Leiden, 1937.
* Die Richtungen der islamischen Koranuslegung, Letden, 1920.

* A Jeffery, Materials etz., pp. 3-4.

* Ibid, n. 6.
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the book are taken from the "codices" of the persons named, while the fact is that
the "vatiant readings" recorded are not directly from the "codices" as such but
from what is noted and reported by others, the exegetes and lexicographets, as
having come down from the codices mentioned. Second, the concluding part of
the title, namely, that the variant readings noted "represent a type of text anterior
to that of the canonical text of ‘Uthméan" is grossly misleading. It is to be noted
that the persons of whose codices are mentioned by Jeffery were all Companions
of the Prophet, peace and blessings of Allah be on him, and were contemporaries
of one another and of Zayd ibn Thabit who himself had one copy of the text of
the Qur'an and who was one of those in charge of making what is called the
"canonical text of ‘Uthmién". ‘Uthman himself was a senior contemporary of all
these persons and they were all alive at the time of making the compilation under
him. The "codices" of the persons mentioned were and could only be
"contemporary” with the "codices" of Zayd and others of the Prophet's
Companions. They wete copies of the same text as given out by the Prophet and
by no means "antetiot" or posterior to one another. Jeffery's title gives the false
impression as if the codices mentioned were "older" copies and the copy made
under ‘Uthman was something of a "later" work. This is by no means the case.
The different codices or copies were made simultaneously by the Prophet's
Companions and were in no way different texts of the Quran, though they
differed in respect of completeness.

As regards Jeffery's work itself, it falls into two distinct parts. The first part
consists of an Introduction and listings of the "variant readings" of some Qur’anic
expressions as gleaned from a number of exegesis and Arabic lexicographical
works, arranged under the names of the "codices" from which these readings are
reported to have been quoted. In the Introduction Jeffery mentions some 15
"ptimary codices" including those of ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab (d. 29 H.), ‘Ali ibn Abi
Talib (d. 40 H.), Ubay ibn Ka‘b (d. 29 H.), ‘Abd Allah ibn Mas‘dd (d. 33 H.),
Hafsah (d. 45 H.), Zayd ibn Thabit (d. 48), ‘A’ishah (d. 58) and ‘Abd Allah ibn
al-Zubayr (d. 73) [may Allah be pleased with them]. Mention is also made of
some "secondaty codices" based on the "ptimary codices."

The second part of the work consists of Abl Bakr ibn Daud's (d. 316 H.) Kizéb
al-Masahif, edited by Jeffery using a manuscript of it preserved in the Zahiriya
Library at Damascus. This latter work gives an account of the compilation of the

' Ibid, p. 14.
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Qur’an under ‘Uthman ibn ‘Affin (r. a.) together with a description of some of
the old codices (masihif). Jeffery deserves thanks for thus making available to the
public this valuable work on Qur’anic studies. It must not be supposed, however,
that the work was unknown before this edition by Jeffery. Many classical and
medieval Muslim scholars used and referred to this work of Ibn Abi Daud. For
instance Ibn Hajar al-Asqalani (d. 852 H.) uses and refers to this work in his
famous commentary on Bukhdri (Fath al-Béri), specially in his explanation of the
reports relating to the collection of the Qut'an (bib jam* al-Qur'an).! This second
part of Jeffery's work thus does not call for discussion and analysis. Nor do the
variant readings noted by the exegetes and lexicographers call for any special
remarks; for Muslims recognise and accept some variation in vocalisation and
recitation due principally to the absence of dots (n#gaf) and vowel signs (barakat)
in the early Arabic script, as noted earlier.

What is specially remarkable, however, is Jeffery's motive in tabulating the
variant readings from the works of the Muslims themselves. His declared
objective is to show that the ‘Uthmanic text is only oze of the many "rival" and
"widely divergent" texts and that therefore the present Qurdn is neither
"complete" not, by implication, quite authentic. He also aims at preparing what he
calls a "critical text" of the Qur’in. Leaving aside this latter aim of his, which he
did not or could not accomplish, the assumptions that he makes to prove his
thesis are all wrong and misconceived, as we shall presently see.

His first assumption, or rather arbitrary assertion, is that the account found in
the Muslim sources about the compilation of the Qur’anic text — the "orthodox
Muslim theoty of the text" as he calls it — is "largely fictitious". He does not give
any reason for calling the Muslim account "fictitious"; but it is easy to see why he
does so. His theory that the copies (codices) made by the Companions were
different and divergent texts and that ‘Uthman adopted only one of the many
"tival texts" cannot be sustained unless doubts could be created about the Muslim
account. In the event, while casting doubt on the Muslim account, he takes up
facts and bits of information from that account and, by twisting and distorting
them, advances a series of misleading suggestions.

Thus, first, Jeffery states that when the Prophet died "there was no Qur’an left
ready as a heritage for the community."* This is a grossly wrong and misleading
statement. The Prophet, as is well known, gave out to the public and his followers

' Ibn Hajar, Fath al-Bdri, ed. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz ibn Biz, vol. IX, pp.17-21.
* Ibid., pp. 5-6.
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each and every passage of the revelations as he received these. He continued to
do so throughout the twenty-three years of his mission. These were also written
down under his direction and at his dictation by a number of selected
Companions, the "scribes". A great many of the Companions also learnt by heart
the sirabs as they were given out by him. ’Abd Allah ibn Mas“id, of whose written
copy of the Quran text (codex) Jeffery specially mentions, states that he
memorized more than 70 sérahs (i, yne s ez Jof the Qur'an simply by hearing
them from the lips of the Prophet.' It is to be noted that the thirtieth jugz’ of the
Qur’n consisting of the short s#rahs contain only 41 sérabs. So almost an equal
number of long s#rahs must have been included in the more than seventy sérabs
memotized by ‘Abd Allah ibn Mas‘Gd. That the long s#rahs memorized by him
included sdrat al-Nisd’ ( no. 4) is proved by his other statement that he once
recited this particular s#rah unto the Prophet.” The Qur'dn was thus already in the
possession of the community before the Prophet's death. The Companions of the
Prophet not simply wrote down and memorized the Qur’an; they lived and
conducted themselves by its teachings. The Prophet had not only delivered to
them the Qut’an but also trained them as living examples of the teachings of the
Qur’an.

Jeffery's emphasis is obviously on what he describes as "collected, arranged,
collated body of revelations"; but even that innuendo is not correct. The Prophet,
as noted earlier, had arranged the "revelations" into s#rahs and had also set the
order of the sdrabs. Jeffery cites in this connection the researches of Bell and
Totrey and suggests that the Prophet had kept in his own care a considerable
mass of revelation, "some of it in revised and some of it in unrevised form",
intending it to be given out to his community as a &i#4b which he could not
accomplish due to his sudden death. We shall presently deal with Bell's untenable
theory of revision of the Qur’in by the Prophet. He did indeed have in his care a
considerable mass of the revelations written down on different materials; but he
did never revise any text of the Qur'in nor did he ever withhold any single
passage of it with a view to revising it. Nor is there any single instance of a
Qur’dnic passage having been reissued in an altered and revised form. The whole
innuendo is based on a fundamental misconception that the Prophet himself
wrote the texts of the Qur’in and continued to revise and correct them before
giving them out as a book to his community. Further, Jeffery attempts to confuse

' Bukhirt, no. 5000; Muslim, n. 2462; Musnad, 1, pp. 389, 405, 414, 442.
* Bukhdri, no. 5055; Muslim, no. 800.
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the reader by suggesting that the fate of the materials that remained with the
Prophet is uncertain — "we are at a loss to know what became of this material,
which obviously would have been the community's most precious legacy."' The
absurdity of this rematk is highlighted by Jeffery's virtual contradiction of it on
the very next page of his text where he says that ’Abd Bakr "may possibly have
inherited material that the prophet had stored away in pteparation of the Ki#b."*
Jeffery cannot deny the fact of the revelations having been preserved in
writing as well as through memorization. Hence he attempts to belittle these facts
or to create confusion about these. Thus Jeffery says: "The Prophet had
proclaimed his messages orally, and, except in the latter period of his ministry,
whether they were recorded or not was often a matter of chance."” Now, this
statement of Jeffery's is wrong and misleading. It is not only in the latter period,
i.e., at Madina, that the revelations were written down. The process had started at
Makka, as acknowledged even by Néldeke, and it was then not simply a "matter
of chance". It is unreasonable to think that the Prophet, having taken steps to
have the revelations written down, would have then left it to a "matter of
chance". With regard to the scribes employed by the Prophet to write down the
revelations Jeffery says that "these amanuenses” could have been "at times called
upon to write out special pieces of revelation” but they cannot be taken to be "a
body of prepared scribes waiting to take down revelations as they wete uttered."*
It is not clear what Jeffery means by the expression "a body of prepared scribes".
The scribes did not of course wait to take down revelations as they were uttered;
but they were called upon at appropriate times to write down the revelations as
the Prophet dictated these to them. Jeffery's suggestion that they were called
upon only to write down "special pieces of revelations" is totally unwarranted.
There is no evidence to suggest that the Prophet took care only to have the
so-called special pieces of revelation written down. As for these so-called special
pieces of revelation Jeffery says: "Some pieces of revelation material seem to have
been used liturgically and so probably would have been written." This statement
of Jeffery's in fact betrays his lack of understanding of the nature of the Muslim
prayer and the use in it of the Qur'an. It is not "some pieces" of the Qur’an but
any and every part of it can be and is used for the Muslim prayer. Also, such use

' Jeffery, gp. vit., p. 5.
* Ibid,, p. 6.

* Ibid,

* Ihid, n. 1.

* Ibid, p. 6.
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of the Qur’an in prayer is made not in the form of reading out from a written
piece, as is done in the Christian liturgy, but from memory, either silently ot
audibly. Similarly misconceived and unwarranted is Jeffery's statement that "some
pieces" the Prophet "himself caused to be written down in permanent form as
they were of a definite legislative character."' Once again it needs to be pointed
out that there is no evidence in the sources to suggest that the Prophet caused to
be written down only the pieces of revelation that wete of a "definite legislative
character". The fact is that Jeffery, while admitting the fact of the revelations
having been written down, attempts at the same time to belittle or to create
confusion about it.

The same thing he does with regard to the fact of memorization of the
Qut’anic texts. Thus he states: "Certain individuals among the eatly Muslims,
pethaps even a little before the Prophet's death, had specialized in collecting or
memorizing this revelation material." They came to be known as the Qumd’ and
were "as it were the depository of revelation."? The process of memorization as
well as writing down of the revelations had started right from the beginning of
the Prophet's mission, not "a little before" his death. In fact, it speaks of the great
wisdom and prudence of the Prophet that he took simultaneous steps to have the
revelations memorized as well as written down. These were thus preserved both
in writing as well as through memorization by the Companions, many of whom
had, before his death, learnt the whole Qur’an by heart, while many others had
memorized a good deal of it. This dual process of preservation had the additional
advantage of checking the one with the other. The Prophet specially emphasized
the practice of memorization and attached great merit to it. That the revelations
were not collected into one compilation before his death was because these
continued to come down till the last day of the Prophet's life. Yet, he had
arranged the separately revealed pieces into s#rabs and had also set the order of
the sdrahs of the Qur’dn. By the very nature of things the collection of the s#rabs
into one compilation had to be done after his death; and that is exactly what was
done by his immediate successor, ’Abt Bakr. And in doing so, he did not miss the
implication of the Prophet's practice of having the Qut’nic texts both written
down and committed to memory. Hence in making the compilation he required
the written text to be compared with the memorized text, and vice versa, and
nothing was included in the compilation that did not meet this sttict criterion.

v Tbid,
2 Ibid,
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Also, even when the written compilation was completed, the process of
memorization was not discouraged or discontinued, so that even today Muslims
can count in their ranks millions of p#ffiy (Retainers of the full Qur’an in
memory).

This fact of ’Abd Bakr's having had the compilation of the Qur’in made on a
meticulous comparison of the written copies of the text with the memorized text
militates against Jeffery's main theory that the ‘Uthmanic copy was one of many
different and divergent "codexes". Hence he attempts to cteate doubts about the
compilation made by AbG Bakr. Jeffery writes: "That AbG Bakr was one of those
who collected revelation material was doubtless true". He "possibly inherited
material that the Prophet had stored away in preparation for the £#45"; but that
he "ever made an official recension as the orthodox theory demands is
exceedingly doubtful. His collection would have been a purely private affair, just
as quite a number of other Companions of the Prophet had made personal
collections as private affairs."’

Now, it is not the so-called "orthodox theory" but a number of authentic
teports that speak about the compilation made by *Abl Bakr. Jeffery does not
give any reason for questioning the authenticity of these particular reports and
atbitrarily describes the account as "exceedingly" doubtful. But leaving aside the
reports, what Jeffery suggests is contrary to reason and the nature of things. ’Aba
Bakr was not at the time merely one among a number of other Companions of
the Prophet. He was the immediate successor (khalifah) of the Prophet and was in
charge of the guidance of the Muslims and the administration of the state, for
both of which the Qur’an was in constant use. Jeffery acknowledges that Ab
Bakr himself was one of those who had collected "the revelation material" and
had also "possibly" inherited the material "that the Prophet had stored away in
preparation for the £:#4b." It is also reasonable to assume that he was aware of the
collections made by the other Companions like ‘Ali, Silim, ’Abd Musa al-’Ash‘ar,
‘Abd Allah ibn Mas‘Gd and Ubay ibn Ka‘b, all of whom were present in Madina
and were in close association with him in conducting the affairs of the Muslims
and in administering the state. As successor of the Prophet it was only natural on
the part of ’AbG Bakr that he should have taken steps to make a compilation of
the Aitdb for which the materials had been left by the Prophet. It is also natural
that in doing so he would have taken into account not only his own collection

' Ibid., pp. 6-7.
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and the material inherited from the Prophet, but also the collections made by the
other Companions, who were by no means individuals isolated from one another,
as Jeffery would seem to suggest.

Secondly, in the immediately preceding paragraph of his text Jeffery mentions
that it was the "slaughter of a great numbet" of gurrd’ (Qur’dn readers) at the
Battle of Yaméima in 12 H. that "caused interest to be aroused in getting all the
revelation material set down in permanent written form".! He does not, however,
follow or mention the sequence. The Battle of Yamima in 12 H. was an
important event during Abd Bakt's kbilifah and it was indeed the death of a
number of Qur’in memorizers in that battle which turned his and his colleagues'
attention to the question of having the Qur’an written down in one compilation.
In fact the report about this compilation work under ’AbG Bakr mentions the
death of a number of Qur’dn readers at the Battle of Yamama as the immediate
occasion for this work. Jeffery's double standard permits him to accept only one
part of the report and to arbitrarily doubt or sidetrack the other part of the same
report. Had he been consistent and reasonable enough in his thinking he would
have asked himself the question: What happened after interest had been aroused
in the matter in consequence of the slaughter of many Qur’an readers at the
Battle of Yamama? Had he done so, he would have found the answer in the
report and would not have tried to mislead his readers by saying that ’AbG Bakr's
making of "an official recension” is "exceedingly doubtful.”

In fact, what the report says is just a natural follow-on to the interest aroused
by the killing of a number of Qur’in readers at Yamama. As already mentioned,
’Abl Bakr, in consultation with ‘Umar and other senior Companions, appointed
Zayd ibn Thibit to gather the Qur’dnic texts in one written compilation,
instructing him to compare every memorized text with the written one and vice
versa. He also made a public announcement asking everyone who had with him
any Qur’dnic text, written or memorized, to submit it to either Zayd or ‘Umar
who were asked to remain in attendance for the purpose at the Prophet's
Mosque.” The selection of Zayd was made on the considetation that he had been
the scribe who remained with the Prophet till the last moment of his life and was
also present at the last two recitations of the complete Qur’an by the Prophet
during the last year of his life. In describing his work Zayd himself states: "...so I
tracked the collection of the Qur'an from palm-leaves and bones and hearts of

' Ibid, p. 6.
% See supru, pp. 200-201.
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men, till I found the last patt of sirat al-tawbah with AbG Khuzaymah al-Ansari. I
did not find it with anyone else."’ He further says: "When we wrote down the
Qur’an we did not find one ‘dyab of [sdraf] al-’Ahzéb which 1 used to hear the
Messenger of Allah recite; so we made a search for it and found it with
Khuzaymah ibn Thabit al-Ansari..."

Three things become clear from the above. First, the collection and
compilation was made on a comparison of the written texts with the memorized
texts. This is very clear from both the above quoted statements of Zayd's,
particularly his second statement in which he says that although he remembered
the particular ‘dyah of sérat al-’Apzdb and heard the Messenger of Allah reciting it,
he did not include it in the compilation until he found its written copy with
Khuzaymah ibn Thabit. Second, it is also clear that every effort was made to track
down whatever anyone had in his possession of either a written or a memorized
text. And as all the four principal Companions, ’Aba Bakr, ‘Umar, ‘Uthmién and
‘Ali, together with other Companions like ‘Abd Allah ibn Mas‘Gd, Silim, Ubay
ibn Ka‘b, ‘A’ishah, ’Abti MGsé al-’Ash‘arl and others were all present at Madina
and in close touch with the &halifah ’AbG Bakr in all his work, it is obvious that
the written copies that they had with them were duly compared and taken into
consideration. Third, the statement that the written copy of the "last patt" of sérat
al-tawbah was found only with ’AbG Khuzaymah and no one else makes it clear
that the order of the various passages of any particular sérah had already been
fixed by the Prophet.

Thus a collection of the Qur’anic texts in one written compilation was made
during *Ab0 Bakr's khilafah. This fact is implicit even in Jeffery's own theory that
‘Uthman canonized "the Madinan Codex".” The latter can only mean the master
copy prepared under the direction of ’Aba Bakr. Strangely and inconsistently
enough, in a footnote to this statement Jeffery attempts to deny the existence of
any codex at Madina by saying: "Assuming that there was a Madinan Codex. The
stories of ‘Uthmin's Committee ... suggest that Madina had depended largely on
oral tradition and that this Committee of ‘Uthméin made a first hand collection by
taking down the material directly from the depositories and demanding two
witnesses for every revelation accepted."* If Madina had no "codex" till ‘Uthman's

U Bukhirs, no. 4986.The text runs as: o8 e’ aeppe o 2pdh i) 5T cotory o Jlow I gk 3 iy ol 0 arasd G0 conii
o ol e Laka]

2 Bukhdri, n0. 4988. (s At ool Ry s Wlidon b abiaeali Uy L alh o, pand 87 5 il b om0 0 4T 0

* Jeffery, op. it p. 8.
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time, then the statement that ‘Uthmin canonized only the Madinan Codex is
palpably wrong. Again, if ‘Uthmin's Committee made a first hand collection by
taking the material from the depositories, then it is completely illogical to suggest,
as Jeffery does, that ‘Uthmén did not take into consideration the "codexes" the
different Companions had with them and of the existence of which he could not
have been unaware. It is also totally untreasonable to think that while, according
to Jeffery, the different provincial metropolitan centres had each one particular
codex which it followed, Madina, the centre of the Islamic body politic, depended
largely on oral tradition. Jeffery simply misunderstands or misinterprets the fact
of the Prophet's having presetved the Qur’dnic texts in both writing and through
memorization, and mixes up the information contained in the report about the
collection made by ’Aba Bake with the work of the committee appointed by
‘Uthmin and thus attempts to create doubts about the history of the Qur’in texts.

Thus, coming to the work done under ‘Uthman, Jeffery attempts to explain
the existence of a number of "codexes" by saying: "What we find in early Islam, as
a matter of fact, is only what we might have expected to find. Different members
of the community who were interested began to collect in written form so much
as they could gather of the revelation material that had been proclaimed by the
Prophet."* This statement ignores ot sidetracks the fact that the different
Companions made their copies of the Qur’dn texts during the life-time of the
Prophet and at his dictation or listening to his recitation. The way Jeffery states
the case seems to suggest that the different members of the community began to
collect the revelation material only after the Prophet was no more. This was not
the fact. It may also be asked: If different members of the community who were
interested began to collect in written form so much as they could of the
revelation material, was it not all the more natural that ’Abd Bakr, the Prophet's
closest Companion and immediate successor, would have made 2 collection of all
that he could of the revelation material? That is exactly what he did and that is
exactly what Jeffery attempts against all evidence and reason to deny.

After having stated in the above mentioned way the reason for the individual
collections of the Qur’an texts Jeffery states that some of these collections later
acquired "nototiety" in different provincial centres. Thus "the people of Homs
and Damascus followed the Codex of Miqdad b. al-Aswad, the Kafans that of
Ibn Mas‘ad, the Basrans that of AbG Msa al-Ash‘ar, and the Syrians in general

' Ibid, n. 1.
* Ibid,p. 1.
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that of Ubai’ ibn Kab."' There "were wide divergences between the collections",
further says Jeffery, and that ‘Uthman's solution was "no mere matter of
removing dialectical peculiarities" but establishing a "standard text for the whole
empire" by canonizing the Madinan Codex and suppressing all others. "There can
be little doubt that the text canonized by ‘Uthmén was only one among several
types of text in existence at the time."

It needs to be pointed out that the persons mentioned did not find their way
to the different provincial centres on their own accord but were appointed as
administrators at those places by the A&balfas ‘Umar and ‘Uthmain, with
instructions to teach the people the Qur’an. The copies of the Qur’an texts with
them were not divergent and "different types of text", as Jeffery asserts. These
contained the same texts of the Qur’an, differing only in respect of completeness
and, as later reports suggest, in the order of the s#rahs. The persons mentioned
were all well-known Qur’an readers (teachers) and both ‘Umar and ‘Uthman, of
all persons, were well aware of the existence of copies of Qur’an texts with them.
Had these copies contained divergent and different types of text they would
never have been appointed to their respective places for administration and
teaching of the Qur’an. That copies of the master copy prepared by ’AbG Bakr
had not been sent out to the provinces was due obviously to the fact that while
Ab0 Bakt's kbildfah was occupied by the process of pacification of the Arabian
peninsula, the periods of ‘Umar and ‘Uthman were occupied by the processes of
expansion and satbilization. Further, the Qur’dn "readers" were also memotizers
of the Qur'an texts and it was understood that they would mainly teach the
Quran orally through recitation. It is well to remember that the whole
development took place in a rather surprisingly short period of time. The
collection of the whole Qur’an in one written compilation was made by *Abua
Bakr within a couple of years after the Prophet's death; while copies of this
master copy were sent out to the provinces by ‘Uthmin within the next eighteen
years, i. e., by 30 H. He took this step on receipt of the very first report about
variant recitations in the provinces. The differences were dialectical and in the
manners of vocalization; and this is what the reporter, Hudhayfah ibn al-Yaman,
who was sent on a campaign to Adharbyjin and noticed the vatiations on his
return march, stressed in his report to the kbalifah.’

' Ihid,p. 7.
? Ihid, p. 8.
* Ibn al-Athir, ALKiml fi al-Tarikh, Beirut, 1987, vol. I11, p. 8.
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All the soutces unanimously state that ‘Uthman, on receipt of Hudhayfah's
report, immediately consulted his principal colleagues, borrowed the master copy
of the Qurdn prepared by ’AbG Bakr and then in the custody of Umm
al-Mu’minin Hafsah, had copies of it made by a committee and sent these copies
to the different provinces, with instructions to destroy and put into disuse the
extant incomplete and uncorroborated copies.' This prompt measure was
adopted to preserve the integrity of the Qur’dnic text and to prevent any
divergent and extraneous elements being introduced into it. That is why all the
surviving Companions of the Prophet, including those who had in their
possession their personal "codexes" supported and welcomed ‘Uthman's action.?
It is to be noted that the committee appointed by ‘Uthman to make copies out of
the master copy and to streamline the dialectical aberrations was headed by the
same Zayd ibn Thabit who had made the master copy under ’Abd Bakr and who
was now the Chief Justice of Madina. Of the three other members of the
committee ‘Abd Allah ibn Zubayr himself possessed his personal codex. Similarly
the holders of other codexes like Miqdad ibn al-’Aswad, ’Aba Misi al-’Ash‘ari,
and Ubay ibn Ka‘b welcomed and accepted ‘Uthman's measure. Even at Kufa,
where ‘Abd Allah ibn Mas‘id used to teach the Qur’dn, the other Companions of
the Prophet welcomed it. It is only ‘Abd Allah and some of his followers who
initially disliked it, but this immediate and temporary reaction of theirs soon
passed away and they also accepted the ‘Uthmanic copy. Jeffery mentions this
temporary opposition in such a way as to give the impression that it was
permanent and persistent. His statement that "the Qurrd’ were violently opposed
to ‘Uthman because of this act™ is grossly wrong and is not borne out by the
sources. While citing Ibn al-Athir's work in support of his statement about ‘Abd
Allah ibn Mas‘d's disagreement Jeffery withholds form his readers the important
fact mentioned by Ibn al-Athir in the same place that while ‘Abd Allah's followers
gathered round him and voiced their objection he shouted out to them saying:
"Be quiet. This has been done under our eyes. And if I were to take over from

him what ‘Uthman has taken charge of, I would surely have followed his way
(e <SS Olaze Jy o win oy Jli 23 Job Lo Sl b oSl 6y Lad)"* Jeffery also cites

' Ibid: also Bukhdri, no. 4987.

? Ibn al-Athir, gp.att., p. 9.

' Jeffery, op. cit., p. 8. In support of this particular statement Jeffery inappropriately mentions in his footnote the Ibadites'
allegation that ‘Uthman had tampered with God's word. It may pointed out that neither were the ‘Ibidites the Qumi’
under reference nor can their unjust allegation be construed as "violent opposition”.

* Ibn al-Athir, op.ait., p. 9.
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Qurtubi in support of his statement; ' but Qurtubi in fact mentions ‘Abd Allah
ibn Mas‘0d's attitude as his immediate reaction and points out that soon he
revised his opinion and accepted the opinion of the other Companions of the
Prophet in respect of the wisdom of ‘Uthmans act.” Al-Dhahabi also mentions
the same thing about ‘Abd Allah ibn Mas‘Gd and states: "It has been reported
that Ibn Mas‘Gd agreed and followed ‘Uthman(... dlie mb g o) 3 gaams o2t 0 5,5 5 DN
In fact ‘Abd Allah soon afterwards returned to Madina, lived in close association
with ‘Uthman. and died there in 32/33 H. and was buried in the Bagj graveyard.*

Thus the ‘Uthmanic copy, which was in fact the complete authentic copy of
the Qut’dn made during ’Abd Bakr's time by taking into consideration all
memorized and written texts including those possessed by individual
Companions, was accepted by all the surviving Companions of the Prophet. It is
obvious, however, that in spite of ‘Uthmin's directive to destroy the incomplete
and inauthentic codexes, some of these, including that of Ibn Mas‘d, wete not
destroyed. Jeffery gathers from Ibn ’Abi Diud's Kitéb al-Masihif and several
Qur’in commentaries the names of 13 "Secondary Codices" of which 7 "are
based on the Codex of Ibn Mas‘id".’ Be that as it may, the variant readings that
he has tabulated from the Qur'in commentaries and Arabic Lexicographical
works and are reported to be derived from the various codices do not, however,
prove his thesis that these codices were "divergent", "several" or "rival types of
text." All that appears from the list of variants is that they relate to a very small
number ‘Zyabs in the Qurdn and are then mostly synonyms or explanatory
expressions on the words in the ‘Uthmanic text.

The most important question is, however, the authenticity of the reports that
ascribe the readings to the various old codices. On this question Jeffery writes:
"In some cases it must be confessed there is a suspicion of readings later invented
by the grammarians and theologians being fathered on these eatly authorities in
order to gain the prestige of their name. This suspicion is perhaps strongest in the
case of distinctively Shi‘a readings that are attributed to Ibn Mas‘id, and in
readings attributed to the wives of the Prophet ... On the whole, however, one
may feel confident that the majority of readings quoted from any Reader teally go

! Jeffery, ap. cit., p. 8, n. 3.

* Qurtubd, Tafiir, X, 7171 (cited in Al-Dhahabi, Siyar 24 lm al-Nubli’, ed. Shu‘ayb al-Ama’ut and Husayn al-Asad, Vol. I,
p. 485, n. 2.

* Al-Dhahabi, gp.cir., p. 488.

* Ibid, pp. 498-499.

* Jeffery, ap. at., p. 14.
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back to eatly authority." Thus does Jeffery, while recognizing the problem, merely
avoids it and disposes of it by saying that "one may feel confident” that the
majority of the readings quoted go back to early authority. None can feel so
"confident" about it unless he is prejudiced. In any case, serious scholarship
demands that each and every report attributing a certain variant reading to a
particular authority should be thoroughly looked into and its authenticity or
otherwise be ascertained before hazarding a drastic conclusion on the basis of
that reading. The fact remains that Jeffery has not done anything of that sort. And
in view of the fact that the popular Qurdn commentaries contain many
uncorroborated and inauthentic reports and that many interested groups had
readily had tecourse to fabrication of reports, the majority of the variant readings
listed by Jeffery are suspect and are unworthy of credence.

There are other points related to the question of authenticity of the variant
readings; and it would suffice to mention only the points that Jeffery has noted.
(a) Occasionally "a reading that is commonly known as coming from a certain
carly Reader" is "attributed to quite another source."’ (b) There ate cases "where
a variant is quoted by only one source which is otherwise known for the
carelessness of its citation of authorities."” (c) Not "infrequently" there are
"various forms of the variant attributed to the same Reader in different sources.™
(d) "Some of the vatiants in the form in which they have survived to us seem
linguistically impossible..."* (¢) In "some cases the uncanonical variants from
these Old Codices may be interpreted as improvements on the ‘Uthmanic text,...
In such cases the ‘Uthmanic text would seem to be the more primitive text which
the other types assume as their basis."” (f) There are a number of cases "where the
variant in the Old Codices was merely a synonym for the word in the text..."*
Even with regard to the very slight differences in the lists of s#rabs in the different
codices as are mentioned in later works Jeffery admits: "It is evident that we
cannot place any reliance on the lists, which is as in the case of Ibn Mas‘d's
Codex, must be regarded as later formations not based on the original Codex."

Thus the facts mentioned by Jeffery himself go to show the weakness and
untenability of his theory of the "Old Codices" being divergent and "tival types of

Tbid,, p. 15.
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texts." All that is proved is some dialectical peculiarities and differences in
vocalization due primarily to the absence of vowel signs and points on or under
some letters in the early form of the Arabic alphabet, together with the use of
synonyms for a number of words in the ‘Uthmanic text. The variant readings
from the Old Codices, even if the reports regarding these readings be considered
reliable, do not make out a case for rival and divergent texts.! Neither did
‘Uthman "canonize" only one of many existing texts, nor did the written copies of
Qut’anic texts possessed by individual Companions of the Prophet — the so-called
"Old Codices" — constitute divergent and rival texts.

II. THE BELL- WATT THEORIES

Of the others who have built upon Noldeke's assumptions mention may
specially be made of Richard Bell and his pupil W. Montgomery Watt. Working
on the hints given by Néldeke, Bell made out his own dating and chronological
order of the sdrahs and passages of the Qur’an, added further assumptions about
the history of the Qut’an and advanced a theory of "revision" of the Qut’4nic
texts by the Prophet. His dating and chronological otrder wete carried out
principally in his translation of the Qur'dn which appeared in 1937-1939.2 The
views about the history of the Qur’an as a whole and the theoty of revision were
first put forward in a few articles. Subsequently Bell consolidated all these views
in his Introduction to the Qur'dn which was published in 1853. His pupil Watt used
and publicised these views, sometimes with slight modifications, principally in his
Muhammad at Mecca and Mubammad at Medina, published respectively in 1953 and
1956. Next he consolidated his and his mentor's views in a "completely revised
and enlarged” edition of Bell's above mentioned work under the title: Be/'s
Introduction to the Qur'én, published in 1970.

So far as Bell's dating and chronological order of the Qut’nic texts are
concerned, these are as conjectural and faulty as Noldeke's are. In fact no two
orientalists are agreed on these matters. Even Bell's pupil Watt does not fully
endotse his views in this respect.’ They will not therefore be further discussed.

' Being aware of the fact that the "readings" tabulated by him constitute what he himself calls "relatively small” material,
Jeffery advances the assumption that "only the relatively few readings that had some theological and philological interest”
could have been remembered and quoted and that many more could have been suppressed in the interest of orthodoxy."
(p- 9)- This assumption does in no way help Jeffery's thesis; for the admittedly spurious and suspicious readings that the
commentaries quote and Jeffery tabulates far outweigh the supposedly forgotten and suppressed readings.

? R. Bell, The Qur'an Translated with a critical Rearrangement of the Sarahs, 2 vols., Edinburgh, 1937-1939.

* See W. M. Watt, "The dating of the Qur’in: A Review of Richard Bell's Theories", Journal of the Royal Asiatic Socety,
London, 1957, pp. 46-56.




JEFFERY-BELL-WATT-BURTON ASSUMPTIONS 233

The question is also somewhat related to Bell's theory about the "revision” of the
Qur’an by the Prophet. This latter theme relates more appropriately to the text of
the Qur'an. It will therefore be discussed in a subsequent chapter.! In this section
only the Bell-Watt views about the history of the Qut’dn as a whole will be
considered.

Bell and Watt, or rather Watt, takes up from where Arthur Jeffery leaves the
story of the collection of the Qut’4n in one compilation. Like the latter, Watt also
questions the fact of ’Abd Bakt's having had the Qur’dnic texts collected in one
written compilation and attempts to create doubts about the report and advances
a number of grounds fot it. Thus, first, he says that there are various versions of
the report containing many discrepancies. "Thus there is no unanimity about the
originator of the idea of collecting the Qur’dn; generally it is said to have been
‘Umat, but sometimes ’Abd Bakr is said to have commissioned the 'collection' on
his own initiative. On the other hand, there is a tradition which says ‘Umar was
the first to collect the Qur’in and completely excludes Aba Bakr."

Now, the discrepancies mentioned about the originator of the idea relate to
matters of detail not to the essence of the fact. It is clear from the reports that
while some natrators emphasize ‘Umar's role in pointing out to ’AbG Bakr the
necessity for making the compilation, the others emphasize the fact of ’Abl
Bakr's being the khalifah at the time and his having officially commissioned the
collection. The version of the report which attributes this work to ‘Umar is given
by Ibn Sa‘d who, while describing ‘Umar's qualities and deeds, make a rather
casual rematk saying: "and he was the first to make a collection of the Qur’an in
the sheets (el 3 0T w0 Jof 52 )." It is noteworthy that nothing is here
spoken about how the work was carried out and by whom. As al-SuyGti points
out, the chain of narrators of this report is broken and the statement can only
mean that ‘Umar was the first to suggest the making of the Qur’anic texts in one
compilation.® In any case, these discrepancies in the different repotts do not in
any way mutually nullify one another; rather they jointly and severally point to the
fact of a collection having been made before the time of ‘Uthman. In fact, the
most authentic of these versions very cleatly state the role of ‘Umar in urging the
matter to the &halifah ’AbhG Bakr and the latter's having acceded to the suggestion
and carried it out.” The problem with Watt is that he does not bother to examine -

' See infra, chapter XI.

* Watt, Bell's Introduction to the Qur’an, Edinburgh, 1970, p. 41.

* Ibn Sa‘d, Tabagdr, vol. 111, Leiden, 1904, p. 202 (Beirut, 1985 edition, p. 281).
* Jalal al-Din al-Suylti, alligdn fi Uldm at-Qur'dn, vol. 1, Riyadh, 1987, p. 165.



234 THE QUR’AN AND THE ORIENTALISTS

the authenticity or otherwise of any particular report and uses whatever he thinks
favourable to his point of view.

A second argument of Watt's is that "the reason given for the step, namely, the
death of a large number of 'readers’ in the battle of Yamama" is not convincing
because in the lists of those who fell in that battle "very few are mentioned who
were likely to have had much of the Qur’an by heart. Those killed were mostly
recent converts."” It must at once be pointed out that this statement of Watt's is
totally conjectural and wrong. It is not understandable where he found the
information that those killed were mostly recent converts. It is true that the
Muslim army was commanded by Khalid ibn al-Walid and he was relatively a
recent convert; but he did not fall in that battle. Nor was Wahshi, the maw/i of
Jubayr ibn Mutim, who was a recent convert who speared down the apostate
leader Musaylama al-Kadhdhab, killed in that battle. The Muslim army consisted
of a large number of mubdjirs and ansdr and recruits from Makka and other new
Muslims. The standard bearers of the mubdjirs were successively Abd Allah ibn
Hafs ibn Ghanim, Salim (maw/i of >’AbG Hudhayfah ibn ‘Utbah ibn Rabi‘ah), ’Aba
Hudahyfah and Zayd ibn al-Khattib (elder brother of ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab).” All
of them were very eatly Muslims, all of them fell in the battle and all of them
more or less memorized the Qur’an. Particulatly Silim was known as the best of
the Qur'an "readers" among the mubdjirs and used to lead them in prayer.* The
standard bearer of the ansdr was Thabit ibn Qays ibn Shammis.” He was known
as kbatih al-ansir (the preacher of the ansdr) and kbatib al-Rasil (pteacher of the
Messenger).® He also fell in the battle. Most of the mubdjirin and angér who
participated in the campaign knew the Qur’an by heart, in parts or in full. During
the battle ’AbG Hudhayfah inspired them to fight on by addressing them as: "O
possessors of the Qur’dn, decorate the Qur’dn by deeds (Jily o a1 15u; oT &1 Jaf
\)".” The Companions also encouraged one another by addressing them as "O
beaters of sirat al- Bagarah (& it i)y ool 1)."® The brunt of the battle was borne
by the mubdjirs and ansir and the Makkan Muslims.” Among those who fell in the

' See Bukhiri, no. 4968.

Watt, Bell's Introduction etc., op. cit., p. 41.

Al-Tabard, Tdrikh, vol. I1, Berut, 1987, p. 280.

Bukhiri, nos. 292, 1140, 7175; Musnad Abmad, vol. V1, p. 165 (n0.25320), al-Dhahabi, Siar, 1, p. 168

Al-Tabari, Tdrikh, vol. 11, Beirut, 1987, p. 278.

Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghdbab, vol. L., p. 239.

Al-Tabad, gp. ai., p. 280; Ibn Kathir, ALBiddyah wa al-Nikdyab, vol. 111, Beirut, 1987, p. 329; In al-Athir, ALKimil F7
al-Tarikh, ed. Abu al-Fidd’ ‘Abd Allah al-Qédi, vol. II, Beirut, 1987, p. 221.

* Ibn Kathir, . a2, p. 329.

* Al-Tabari, gp. cit., p. 281 (oW Jaf 3 lse ST jlaily o el 3 itS” 2maadt o) Tbn al-Athir, gp. aif, p. 221 ( o mieel & S
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battle were many prominent Companions of the Prophet (it~ wil).! Ibn
al-Athir gives a list of some 38 Companions of the Prophet who fell in the battle
of Yamama.? According to Al-Tabari, 360 of the muhdjirs and angsir residents of
Madina, and 300 each of the mubajirs not residing in Madina and the new Muslims
(t3bi‘%n) fell in the battle.’” Nothing could be farther from the truth than Watt's
statement that those who fell in the battle were mostly "recent converts" and that
of those who fell "very few are mentioned who were likely to have had much of
the Qut’an by heart."

A third plea of Watt's is that "much of the Qur’in was already written in some
form or other, so that the death of some of those who could recite it from
memoty need not have given rise to the fear that part of the Qur'an would be
lost." Not only "much of the Qur’an" but the whole of it was indeed written
down and the whole of it was also preserved in memory; but neither were the
written texts collected in one compilation nor could the memortizers be dispensed
with because the texts were written down. As Watt himself recognises, the written
text was only consonantal, there being no vowel signs and a number of
consonants were still without their distinguishing dots. Hence the proper
recitation of the Qur’din needed the expertise of those who had committed it to
memory and learnt to recite it from the mouth of the Prophet himself. The death
of a number of Qut’dn "readers" at the battle of Yamima was thus naturally a
cause of concern for those who were at the helm of affairs and it turned their
attention to the immediate task of having the written texts collected in one
compilation.

Watt's next argument, which he thinks to be "the weightiest criticism of the
tradition", is that if there had been "an official codex" made by Abl Bakr, the
other "collections" of the Qur’an could not have become "authoritative" in the
different provinces and the disputes that led to ‘Uthman's "recension" would not
have arisen, for "reference could have been made" to it.> In thus arguing Watt
either overlooks or tendentially shapes a number of facts. First, the collection
made under ’AblG Bakr was meant for preservation of the written text in one

A ol 5 @ g STl

' Ibn Kathir, gp. ait.,, p. 330.

? Ibn al-Athir, gp.at, pp. 223-224.
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compilation. His &hilifah was mainly occupied by the task of pacification of the
Arabian peninsula. The "provinces" where the so-called other "collections" are
said to have become authoritative had not yet come into existence so that there
was no question of sending out copies of that collection to the provinces. It was
during the &hildfah of ‘Umar that the first phase of conquest and expansion took
place and the Provinces came into existence. Secondly, the so-called other
"collections" of the Qur’an were not at all different types of texts but written
copies more or less complete of the same Qur’dnic texts made by individual
Companions of the Prophet who were now posted in the provinces in different
official capacities and who were also in charge of teaching the Qur’in to the
people of their respective jurisdictions. Thirdly, the "disputes" that arose duting
the khildfah of ‘Uthman, ‘Umar's successor, related not to the differences in the
types of texts but to those of "recitations”" due to dialectical differences of the
tribes and peoples involved. And as soon as such differences in "recitations" were
first noticed steps were taken to sort out the dialectical differences and to send
out copies of the compilation made by ’Abd Bakr. That is exactly what ‘Uthmén
did. It is of utmost importance to remember that the whole development took
place within less than twenty years after the Prophet's death. It is a highly
misleading statement and a gross tendential shaping of the facts that because
different "collections" of the Qur’an. i. e., the written copies with individual
Companions, had become "authoritative" in the provinces there could not have
been any previously made "official copy" of the Qur’an.

Watt's confusion is evident from his next argument. He writes: "Again, the
way in which ‘Umar himself is represented elsewhere in insisting that the verse of
stoning was in the Qur’an, is hardly consistent with his having in his possession
an official collection."' Here Watt wrongly assumes that ‘Umar made the reported
insistence on the so-called verse of stoning during his own &bilifzh. This was by
no means the case. Had ‘Umar made such insistence while he was the &balifah,
none could have possibly prevented him from including the alleged verse in the
Qur’an. It has also been pointed out before that Ibn Sa‘d's statement that ‘Umar
was the first to make a collection of the Qur’an refers only to his initiative in the
matter during the time of ’Aba Bakr. On the other hand, it needs no pointing out
that ‘Umar could not have so spoken about the verse of stoning during
‘Uthman's time for the latter succeeded him only after his death. As the report

' Ibid.
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to the subject clearly states, ‘Umar spoke about the so-called verse of stoning at
the time of making the collection during the time of ’AbG Bakr, but it was
rejected for lack of any suppottive evidence either from the memorizers or from
the written copies of the Qur’anic texts." And as Watt himself admits a little
afterwards, this alleged verse was not and could not have been in the Qur'an.?
Thus the very report about ‘Umar's speaking about the alleged verse of stoning
which Watt cites goes to show that the collection of the Qur’an in one
compilation was made during the time of ’Abd Bakr. Watt also misses the point
that nothing was accepted and included in the compilation unless it was
supported by a corroborative evidence, which meant the comparison of the
written texts with the memotized ones, and vice versa.

"Lastly", argues Watt, if "Zayd's collection [i. e., under AbG Bakr] was an
official one, ... it is hatdly possible that it would pass out of official keeping, even
into the hands of the caliph's daughter [Hafsah]." Clearly Watt here completely
disregards the circumstances of the time. The system of archives or official
depository of records had not yet been developed. ’Abt Bakr had made over the
Qur’dn compilation to ‘Umar because the latter was nominated as successor by
him. ‘Umar handed it over to Hafsah not simply because she was his daughter but
also because she was the Prophet's wife and because he (‘Umar) had not
nominated his successor but had left the matter of succession to be decided by a
Council of six senior Companions of the Prophet.

Thus the grounds on which Watt questions the authenticity of the report
concerning the collection of the Qur’in in one compilation under ’AbG Bakr are
all unreasonable and untenable. Watt makes this wrong and untenable
assumption, however, to suggest that it was ‘Uthmén under whom the first hand
collection of the Qur’dn was made. Hence in winding up his discussion on the
report about the collection under ’AbG Bakr Watt states that this "traditional
account” was "doubtless gradually elaborated to avoid the awkward fact that the
first 'collection' of the Qur’an was made by ‘Uthman, who was greatly disliked."
When did this supposed gradual elaboration of the account take place and who
were instrumental in doing this are not indicated by Watt. He cleatly fixes his
attention on the temporary dislike and discontent which led to the end of
‘Uthman's &hildfab; but he does not take into account the fact that ‘Uthmin's own

AL-SyGti, al-ltgdn ete., op. at., p. 167.
1did,, p. 55.

Watt, Bell's Introduction etc., op. dt., p. 41.
Ibdd,, p. 42.
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kinsmen and supporters came to power shortly after his death and remained in
power for more than a century. So the supposed distortion of the fact could not
have taken place during their rule. Nor were the ‘Abbasids, who succeeded the
Umayyads in power, likely to fabricate any account in favour of ’Abd Bakr, for
that would not in any way go to the credit of their dynasty. In fact the supposed
"gradual elaboration of the account” is Watt's another unreasonable assumption.

This is further clear from his treatment of the account of the "collection”
under ‘Uthmin. Here Watt is confronted with two hard facts, namely, (a)
‘Uthman's having borrowed the "collection" in Hafsah's custody for the purpose
of making copies out of it and (b) his having returned that copy to her when the
work of copying was finished. These two facts run counter to any suggestion that
‘Uthman carried out a first hand collection of the Qur’an. Hence Watt suggests
that Hafsah's copy was her personal copy and was in no way an "official
collection"." Next he cites the report given in Ibn Abi Daud's Kitdb al-masihif
which says that Marwin ibn Hakam, while governor of Medina, had Hafsah's
subuf (sheets) destroyed on the ground that any unusual reading in it might lead to
further dissension, and says that this implies that her copy "was unsuitable as a
basis for the official text. ... It is perhaps specially mentioned to link up this
account with that of the first 'collection' under Abd Bakr." Watt further observes
that it was unlikely that Hafsah's copy was of ptimary importance, that it could
not have "contained more than what had been arranged in the 'book' by
Muhammad at the time of his death" and could "hardly have been the sole or
main basis of the ‘Uthmanic text."

This latter statement is Watt's repetition of his mentor Bell's equally arbitrary
assumption that the Prophet had left a collection of written materials, partly
"revised" and partly "unrevised", which he intended to give as the "book" to his
followers but which he could not accomplish because of his sudden death.’ This
assumption of Bell's and his theory of revision will be discussed in a subsequent
chapter. It is interesting to note, however, that earlier Watt alludes to this
assumption of Bell's in order to suggest that there was really no need for *Aba
Bakr's making a collection of the Quran.* And here Watt brings in the same
assumption to suggest that ‘Uthmén made a first hand collection of the Qur’an.
But leaving aside this inconsistency on Watt's patt, it needs to be pointed out that

' Ibid, p. 43.

* Ibid. See also Ton Abi DAG, Kitab al-Masdbyf; Beirut reprint, 1985, p. 28.
* See supra, p.

* Watt, gp. dt., pp. 40-41.
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the reported destruction of Hafsah's "sheets" by Marwin does not really prove
that her copy could not be the basis of the copies made by ‘Uthman's
Commissioners; for, while copying from her copy they were at the same time
instructed to streamline any dialectical vatiation that might be encountered. In
ordering the destruction of her copy Marwan appears to have had in view the
possibility of any vatiant reading that might be based on her copy. For one thing,
when everything is considered, there still remain two important questions
unanswered: (a) why did ‘Uthmin himself not cause Hafsah's copy to be
destroyed while the other "codexes" at Madina were destroyed? And (b) why is
there no mention of ‘Uthmin's having made use of the other extant codexes, of
which he and the commissioners he appointed for the purpose were quite aware,
in making his "official collection"? The obvious replies to these questions are that
he did not destroy the copy of Hafsah because he had borrowed it from her on a
promise to teturn it to her; and that he did not use the other extant codexes
because they were considered superfluous in view of the existence of the
compilation with Hafsah which had been made during the time of ’AbG Bakr
after taking into consideration all the written and memorized texts.

Watt in effect proceeds on two unwarranted and untenable assumptions. Thus
he says, first, that the tradition about ’Abu Bakr's collection was fabricated to
avoid giving the credit of the work to ‘Uthman and then, regarding the report of
the work done by the latter, he again says that it was so manipulated as to link it
up with the first collection under ’AbG Bakr. In fact Watt distorts both the
reports in order to sustain his further assumption that it was ‘Uthman who made
a first hand collection of the Qur’dn. Hence Watt finally asserts: "there is no
reason now for rejecting two points in the traditional account: (1) the
commissioners were to collect all the pieces of revelation they could find; (2)
where men had remembered it with dialectical variations of the literary language,
they were to make the Meccan forms standard."' It must at once be pointed out
that Watt here grossly misstates the facts. The "traditional account" does not at all
say that the commissioners' duty was to make a first hand compilation by
collecting "all the pieces of revelation they could find." It very cleatly says that the
Commissioners were to make copies out of the copy with Hafsah and to
streamline any variations in the reading that might be encountered. It is also not

‘quite correct to say that they were asked to standardize what "men had

' Ibid, p. 44,
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remembered" with dialectical variations. This latter statement emanates from
Watt's (and others’) misunderstanding of the whole process of making the first
hand collection which he thinks was done partly out of written copies and partly
out of memorized texts.' As already pointed out, the first hand collection under
’AbG Bakr was made on a careful comparison of the written texts with the
memorized ones and vice versa, or on the basis of two independent witnesses for
each piece of text.” Such ought to have been the case; for, as the work was
commissioned by the state, no person or persons appointed for the purpose
could reasonably have been instructed to accept and incorporate into the
compilation whatever anyone came up with a written or memorized text. On the
whole Watt's assumption that ‘Uthméin made a first hand collection and
compilation of the Quranic texts is untenable and incorrect. In as much,
however, as he makes this assumption he in effect counters Jeffery's thesis that
‘Uthman simply standardized one of a number of rival and different types of
texts.

This is all the more clear from Watt's assessment of the so-called
"pre-Uthminic codices" and the variant readings reportedly contained in those
codices and collected by Jeffery. Speaking about these variant readings Watt
rightly observes: these varaint readings "chiefly affect the vowels and punctuation,
but occasionally there is a different consonantal text... The names of the suras,
too, are mostly the same."” As already pointed out, the reported variations in
consonantal text are merely synonyms or explanatory expressions for the words
in the Qur’dn. Speaking particularly about the two most well-known codices of
‘Abd Allah ibn Mas“Gd and Ubayy ibn Ka‘b Watt observes that while the former's
codex omits the last two sérabs of the Qur'in and also probably the first sérah (
al-Fatibah ), that of Ubayy ibn Ka‘b includes not only these three s#rabs but also
two other short s#rabs. "Shott as the text" of these two pieces is, observes Watt,
"there are a number of points where the linguistic usage is not paralleled in the
Qur’an." They might have been used by Muslims as prayers during the Prophet's
time, "but they cannot have been part of the Qur'an." "Thus on the whole",
concludes Watt, "the information which has reached us about the pre-‘Uthménic
codices suggests that there was no great variation in the actual contents of the
Qur’an in the period immediately after the Prophet's death."*

' Tbid p. 4.
> Supra, p.

Y Ibid, p. 45.
* Ibid.
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I11. JouN BURTON'S COLLECTION OF THE QUR AN

The other work which may be considered in this connection is John Burton's
The Collection of the Qur'dn which appeared in 1977.! He builds upon the
suggestions and assumptions of his predecessors, mainly the Goldziher-Schacht
assumption that the reports and hadith literature in general are fabrications of later
generations of Muslims in the second and third Islamic century and the Bell-Watt
assumptions that the Prophet had made a "collection" of the revelations, some
revised and some unrevised, and that the reports about the collection of the
Qut’in are manipulated in order to give ’AbG Bakr and ‘Umar the main credit
and to ‘Uthmdn a subsidiary role. With these assumptions Burton blends his own
theory of naskh (abrogation). He says that the Prophet himself had compiled the
Qur’an. Later Muslim jurists, however, forged the concept of naskh in order to
justify certain figh positions. They forged certain "verses" in support of their views
and held that these verses once formed part of the Qur’an but were abrogated. In
otder to justify this theory they also claimed that the Prophet could not have
compiled the Qur’an in his lifetime because #naskh of any ‘dyah could occur at any
time as long as he lived; and since he could not have compiled the Qur’an, it must
have been done by his Companions. Hence arose the "forged" natrations about
the compilation of the Qur’an. Initially, the role was given to ‘Uthman; but as he
became unpopular, the credit of initial compilation was given to Abd Bakr and
‘Umar and a lesser role was assigned to ‘Uthman.* This motive of proving the
validity of naskh, emphasizes Burton, "induced the Muslims to exclude their
Prophet from the history of the collection of their Qur’dn text. It was a
compelling motive. It was their only motive."

It is of course a fact that some later Muslims writers state that the Qur’an
could not have been compiled during the Prophet's lifetime because naskh could
take place at any time during his life.* But it is very important to note that this
statement is neither the Prophet's nor that of his Companions. It is merely the
opinion of such writers who intend to justify the compilation of the Qur’an after
the Prophet's death, not to suppress the fact of his having compiled the Qur’in
nor to sustain the theory of naskh. It is not necessary to discuss here the concept
of naskh’ It would suffice only to point out that whatever might be the

! Published by the Cambridge University Press.

% ). Burton, The Collection of the Qur'én, pp. 230-234.

* Ibid,, p. 232.

See Al-SuyQti, Alligdn etc., vol. 1., p.

There is indeed a vast literature on the subject. See for a concise and useful discussion Ibn al-Jawzi, Nawdsikh al-Qur'an,
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implications and meanings attached to it in later times, the concept has its root in
the Qur'an itself? It thus really betrays a lack of knowledge of the Qur’an to
make such a bold assertion that the theory of naskh was forged by later Muslim
jurists.

Burton indeed makes a series of four specific forgery allegations against an
unidentified body of Muslim jurists and traditionists. He says (a) that they forged
the concept of naskb; (b) they forged a number of "verses" to sustain their theoty;
(c) they suppressed the fact of the Prophet's having himself made a compilation
of the Qur’an and (d) they forged the reports regarding the compilation of the
Qut’an by ’Abi Bakr and ‘Uthman. He advances no specific evidence in support
of any of these allegations. His main or rather sole prop is the Goldziher-Schacht
assumption about the "traditions" and he explicitly states that he re-examines the
Muslim accounts of the collection of the Qur’an "in the light of the studies by
Goldziher and Schacht." It needs to be pointed out that the Goldziher-Schacht
assumptions are by no means unassailable; rather they ate wrong and untenable.*
But leaving aside that premise of Burton's, his theoties and assumptions ate
untenable on the grounds of simple reason and common sense.

Thus first, even if it is assumed for argument's sake that the jurists forged the
theoty of naskh in order to justify certain figh positions, there was no need to link
this theory of naskh with the process of collection and compilation of the
Qur’anic text. For they all hold that whatever #askh (abrogation) was there it all
happened during the lifetime of the Prophet. Also the most that they held was
that certain verses supporting their figh positions were originally in the Qur’dn but
were subsequently abrogated in respect of the reading of the abrogated text but
not in respect of its rule (pukm). They also held and believed that nothing could
be added to or detracted from the Qur’dn after the Prophet's death. Thus,
whether the Prophet himself collected all the Qur’anic texts in one compilation or
some of his Companions did it after his death is totally immaterial and irrelevant
to the theoty of naskh. None of the protagonists of the theory of naskh ever
suggested that such and such verse was originally in the Qur’an but was dropped
by the subsequent compiler. Such a suggestion, besides being subversive of the
integrity of the Qur’an, would render the theory of naskh simply supetfluous.

! There is indeed a vast literature on the subject. See for a concise and useful discusion Ibn al-Jawzi, Nawdsikh al-Qur’in,
ed. Muhammad Ashraf ‘Ali al-Malabiri, Madina Islamic University, 1404/1984.

? See the Quran, 2:106.

* Burton, ap.ait., p. 5.

* See infru, pp. 245ff. for discussion on the Godziher-Schacht assumptions about hudith literature.
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Secondly, not all the figh rules are directly based on the Qut’in. Many of them
are indeed derived from sunnah, i. e., the Prophet's instructions and practices.
There is also a theory that some sumnab ruling overrides the Qur’anic
prescriptions in specific cases. The jurists who are supposed to have been
confronted with the alleged figh positions could have had their way by simply
forging a hadith regarding their specific requirement instead of going through the
labyrinthian process of forging the alleged verses of the Qur’an, then forging the
story that those verses had been abrogated and finally forging the stoty of the
collection of the Qur’an and suppressing the fact of the Prophet's having already
done so. Burton's theory assumes a net-work of forgery operating through a
succession of generations in an environment devoid of any dissident groups and
differing views. The well-known course of Islamic histoty does not admit of the
existence of such an absurd situation.

Thirdly, Burton's (or rather Watt's) theory requires us to believe that the credit
for the collection of the Qur'in was first given to ‘Uthman. It does not éxplain
why, if the protagonists of naskh invented the story by suppressing the Prophet's
role in the matter, why should they have chosen ‘Uthman, the third successor of
the Prophet, for their story instead of his immediate successor ’Abt Bakr? After
all, it could not have any imaginable bearing on their purpose to select the third
instead of the first and immediate successor of the Prophet. The question indeed
involves a look into the special occasion and circumstance for the attribution of
the work either to ’Abi Bakr or to ‘Uthman. It would then appear that the special
circumstance during ’Abd Bakt's time was an apprehension about the probability
of loss of any part of the Qur’dn due to the death of a large number of the
Companions and Qur’dn "bearers” (either memotizers or possessors of written
texts)' giving rise to the need for having the Qurdnic texts collected in one
written compilation; while the special circumstance of 'Uthmaén's time was the
emergence of variant readings due to a lack of circulation of an authentic and
complete copy of the Qur’an in the far-flung provinces which had not come into
existence during ’Abt Bakr's time. Thus both *Abd Bakr and *Uthmaén responded
respectively to the special circumstances of their times and both did equally
meritorious and praiseworthy deeds, the one having the Qur’nic texts collected
in one written compilation, and other having made authentic copies by
streamlining dialectical variations, sending out these copies to the different

' It may be recalled here that Silim (mawii of ’AbG Hudhayfah), the standard bearer of the mubdjirin at the battle of
Yamima who died in that battle was both a Qur’in memorizer and possessor of a "codex" of the Qur'dnic texts.
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provinces and withdrawing and suppressing the unauthorised and unchecked
codices. What they both did was just in the fitness of things and the reports that
speak about their respective roles do indeed record the facts. In a way, ‘Uthman's
work was bolder, more hazardous and productive of more far-reaching and
abiding consequences and, therefore, it is equally if not more worthy of praise
and appreciation. ‘Uthman did indeed become unpopular for some of his
administrative acts and he ultimately fell a victim to that unpopulatity. But his
work relating to the Qur’in was appreciated equally by his friends and foes and it
was never made a point of stigma on him by his adversaries. The fiction of his
work in respect of the Qur’an being of "secondaty" impottance is an invention of
the orientalists like Watt and Burton who use it to bolster up their unreasonable
and untenable theories.




CHAPTERX
ON THE HISTORY OF THE QUR’AN:
II. REVISIONISM AT ITS CLIMAX
I. ON REVISIONISM IN GENERAL

It may be recalled that starting with the mid-nineteenth century orientalists like
A. Sprenger and William Muir down to the present time almost all the orientalists
treat the sources of Islamic history with unconcealed skepticism. Specially they
consider the repotts (traditions/hadith) as motivated and partial and accept or
reject these atbitrarily as they suit their purpose. This tendency to interpret
Islamic history according to what the orientalists think to be correct may be
termed revisionism. But it applies more specifically to the approach of a group of
otientalists who have of late come forward with the view that the Qur'in came
into being much later, in the second century of Islam. They do so by casting
doubts on the soutces of early Islamic history as a whole and by a number of
other assumptions. They explicitly or implicitly rely mainly on the assumptions
about padith literature advanced by Ignaz Goldziher, a nineteenth century scholar
of Hungarian Jewish origin, and the mid-twentieth century German Jewish
scholar Joseph Schacht.

Goldziher attempted to show that pad#th literature came into existence at the
eatliest in the second century of Islam, and that the indd system in it is not
reliable and that most of the reports, if not all, are fabrications brought into
existence by party, political, dogmatic, juristic and ideological exigencies of the
second/third century of Islam.! Such views and assumptions have been cartied to
an extreme by J. Schacht in his Origins of Mubammadan Jurisprudence published in
1950. Besides complementing and supporting his predecessors’ views Schacht
advanced two novel suggestions, namely, (a) that Islamic Law falls outside the
scope of the "religion" of Islam so that the Qur’an might virtually be ignored as a
source of Islamic jurisprudence and (b) that even the apparently historical hadith
was not free from suspicion because, as he says, this too was formulated on
juristic considerations.

These views have been rightly criticised and rejected as untenable not only by
Muslim scholars ? but even by the generality of the orientalists themselves. The

' INaz GOLDZIHER, Mohamedanische Studien (first published 1890), VoII, tr. into English by C.R. Barber and S.M. Stern
under title Muslim Studies, Vol.I1, London, 1971. See also A. Guillaume, The Traditions of Islam : An Introduction to the Study of
Hadith 1iterature, Oxford, 1924.

* See for instance M. M. AL-A‘zaMi, Studies in Early Hadith Literature, Beirut, 1968, Chaps. VLVI]; MowsIN ‘ABD AL-NAZIR,
Dirdsdt Goldzgher Fi al-Sunnab wa Makdnatubi al-Timiyyab (Arabic text), unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, University of Tunis,
1404/1984; and M. Luqman Salafi, Nagd al-Hadith ‘inda al-Mubaddithin Sanadan wa Matanan wa Dabd Mazd'im al-Musashrigin,
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views and assumptions of Schacht have been specially dealt with by M. M.
Al-A‘zami in his On Schacht's Origins of Muhammadan Jurisprudence. It has been
shown that Schacht's views about #smdd are wrong and that his assumption
regarding the "Living Tradition" and its having been projected back onto the
Prophet are unfounded. A‘zami has referred to the specific jutidical activities of
the Prophet as well as to the first century Islamic legal literature and has shown
that Schacht is wrong in thinking that law in the first century of Islam was not
based on the Qur'in and the swnnabh. Taking Schacht on his own grounds and
quoting in extenso the very texts and authorities cited by him, it has been
demonstrated that in each case Schacht has taken his argument out of context,
has misunderstood or misinterpreted the texts and has otherwise advanced
conclusions not substantiated by the authorities he has adduced in theit support.
Further, it has been shown that in forming his opinions about such jurisconsults
as Imam Malik, Schacht has relied not on their own writings but on what their
contemporaries or near-contemporaries have said about them.

Of the orientalists themselves who do not accept Schacht's extreme
conclusions mention may specially be made of N. J. Coulson who points out that
when Schacht's thesis "is systematically developed to the extent of holding that
the evidence of legal traditions carries us back to about the year A.H. 100 only;
and when the authenticity of every alleged ruling of the Prophet is denied, a void
is assumed, or rather created, in the picture of the development of law in eatly
Muslim society. From a practical standpoint, and taking the attendant
citcumstances into consideration, the notion of such a vacuum is difficult to
accept."’ The position taken in this respect by the orientalists in general is best
summed up by Montgomery Watt, who is otherwise in no way friendly to the
Prophet of Islam and the Qur’dn. He says: "What in fact Western biographers| of
the Prophet] have done is to assume the truth of the broad outlines of the
picture.... given by the sfrah, and to use this as the framework into which to fit as
much Qur’anic material as possible. The sounder methodology is to regard the
Qur’an and the eatly traditional accounts as complementary sources...."’

Riyadh, 1984.

! Published by the King Saud University, Riyadh and John Willy and Sons, Inc, New York, 1985. See also Abd Zahra,
"An analytical study of Dr. Schacht's Ilusions", Jowrnal of Islamic Studies,Cairo, vol. L, no. 1, 1968, pp. 24-44.

?  N.J. CouLsoN, A History of Islamsc Law, London, 1964,pp. 64-65. See also his "European criticism of Hadith Literature”
in The Cambridge History of Arabic Literature: Arabic Literature to the end of the Umayyad Period, Cambridge, 1983, pp. 317-321.

' W. M. Watt, M. at M, XV. See also his "The materials used by Ibn Ishiq" in Bernarp LEwis & P.M. HoLr (eds.),
Historians of the Midle East, London, 1962, pp. 23-24.
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Still more notable is the remarks of Maxime Rodinson, 2 Matxist Jew. Writing
about the padith and eatly sirab literature as source materials he observes:

"An interval of a hundred years is not excessive for the collective memory of a society such as

that formed by early Arab Islam. An Arab tribe of the Sudan transmits orally (even today)
historical traditions and poetry, the oldest of which are attributed to an important tribal ancestor
who lived in the second half of the sixteenth century and whose existence 1s attested by texts. It
ought to be pointed out here that in ideological movements the question of origins is a matter of
great interest duting times of expansion. In my childhood and adolescence I personally knew
Charles Rappoport who in his own youth had visited Friedrich Engels. Both of us had a
considerable number of books on the biography of this latter (born, it should be noted, in 1820);
otherwise I would undoubtedly have questioned my informer avidly on the life of one of the
founders of Marxism. If I had done so I would now be 1n a position of informing those younger
than myself regarding events going back to 1840."
One might add that if he had done so, he would simply have acted as the #b:%n,
the generation younger than the Companions of the Prophet, had done. In two
notes to the above observations Rodinson further states that similar conclusions
on the fundamental authenticity of the s#ab literature are made by R. Paret, while
J- W. Fueck goes further in his rejection of the theses of Schacht, criticising even
his conception of the development of juridical tradition. Rodinson also mentions
that the Institute of Marxism-Leninism in Moscow lately "published a volume
with a French edition (Sowvenirs sur Marx et Engles, Moscow, n. d., the Russian
edition dated 1956) where one finds, for example (pp. 344-353), some
recollections of Engles published in 1927 by Alexe Voden who died only in 1939.
Engles had related to him some details of the period from 1840 to 1848 of his life
and that of Marx." Also, Franzisca Kugelmann's recollections on Marx based on
the latter's reminiscing about his childhood and the accounts of his parents were
put into writing only in 1928. " We might call that", observes Rodinson, " a family
isndd ... highly suspect according to Schacht."

Notwithstanding such criticisms and general rejection of the
Goldzihet-Schacht fallacies, some orientalists thought it fit not only to relapse
into them but even to inflate them out of proportion in an attempt to obliterate
the whole course of the history of Islam and the existence of the Qur’dn during
the first two centuries. In fact, the revisionists' philosophy is geared to the needs

! Maxime Rodinson, "A Critical Survey of Modern Studies on Muhammad", in Merlin Swartz (ed,), Studies in Isiam, Oxford
Unuversity Press, 1981, p. 44.
* Ibid., notes 123 and 124 at pp. 75-76.
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and objects of the modern Jewish society and it is tersely spelt out by one of their
exponents, Professor and Rabbi Hertzberg. He says that "modernity" for the Jews
"meant a going beyond into some wider category of being, within which past
narrowness, and especially the discreet life and practices of the Jewish
community, are ended .... I suspect that for Jews modernity begins with the idea,
whether conscious or unconscious that if you can destroy the medieval past of
Europe, then Jews and non-Jews will begin all over again, on an equal footing."'

This objective of being integrated into the wider society undetlies the
extension of Hertzberg's suggestion to "destroy the medieval past” in the case of
the Middle East.

II. J. WANSBOROUGH'S FALLACIES

The lead in this respect was given by J. Wansborough who gave vent to his
views in two works published in quick succession, namely, Qur'énic Studies: Sources
and Methods of Scriptural Interpretation (1977) and  The Sectarian Milien: Content and
Composition of Islamic Salvation History (1978). By employing what is called the
"instruments and techniques” of biblical criticism such as "form criticism, source
ctiticism, tedaction ctriticism", etc., Wansborough hypothesizes in these works:

(a) That different parts of the Qur'dn originated in different communities
located not in Arabia but in Iraq or Syria and that these evolved only gradually
from originally independent prophetical traditions ("prophetical logia") duting a
long period of oral transmission, assuming their final and "canonical" form in the
late second/eighth century.

(b) That the texts that were given scriptural status were only a small part of the
vast body of traditions and the rest of these became instead the staff of hadith.*

() That this development took place in a "sectarian milieu" in which
Christians, Jews, Zoroastrians and the Believers hurled ideas and claims against
one another until these groups had clearly delineated their confessional,
theological and ritual boundaries.

(d) That this "canonization" of the Qur’dnic text was linked with the rise of
Classical Arabic and its grammar and the appearance of the Qur’anic
cominentaties;

(e) That the "polemical character" of much of the Qut’in suggests that an
important Jewish opposition served as one of the motivations behind its
"canonization";

' Hertzberg, Great Confrontations in Jewish History, p. 131, Quoted by M. M. al-A‘zami, Impact International, op. cit, p. 28.
% J. Wansborough, Qur'dnic Studies: Sources and Methods of Scriptural Interpretation, Oxford, 1077, p. 44.
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(f) That the Islamic tradition is an example of what is known to biblical
scholars as 'salvation history": "a theologically and evangelically motivated story of
a religion's origins invented late in the day and projected back in time;" the whole
process being similar to that of the canonization of the Hebrew scripturc;1

(2) That "the reason that no Islamic source material from the first century or
so of Islam has survived... is that it never existed"; nor can most Muslim
traditions be confirmed by contemporary non-Muslim sources. Taking Schacht as
his authority Wansborough further states that the Qur’anic text did not serve as a
basis for Muslim law before the ninth century.?

Simultaneously with the appearance of Wansborough's works, there appeared
another highly controversial work prepared on similar lines by Patricia Crone and
Michael Cook under the title: Hagarism: The making of the Islamic World (1977).
Crone and Cook admit that that they "did not say much about the Koran in
Hagarism that was not based on Wansborough".’ The views contained in this
latter work do not therefore require separate treatment.

Wansborough's conclusions are clearly and admittedly an inflation of the
untenable Goldziher-Schacht assumptions and they immediately elicited sharp
criticisms even by most of the orientalists themselves, some of whom describe his
work as "drastically wrongheaded", "ferociously opaque" and a "colossal
self-deception".* In fact it is simply a high-sounding nonsense. His "awkward
prose style, diffuse organization” and "confused presentation", observes F. M.
Donner, "makes grasping even his basic points all the more difficult."
Wansborough relies on a series of assumptions and suggestions rather than on
straight arguments; and these may best be refuted by general arguments.

Firtst, he is cleatly swayed by what he knows of the evolution and redaction of
the text of the Bible and proceeds to project that situation on to the Qur’an; but
he cleatly fails to note a very important fact. The history of the redaction of the
Bible illustrates that a religious scripture, unlike an ordinary compilation, is always
launched not surreptitiously by isolated and scheming individuals but by a
recognized body such as a council, a synod or similar authorities. It is invariably a

' Ibid, pp. 42, 45

? Ibid, p. 44.

* Quoted in Toby Lester, "What is the Koran", The Atlantic Monthly, January 1999, p. 55.

* Ibid. See also the review of Qwr'dnic Studies by Paret in Der Islam, vol. 55 (1978), p. 354; by van Ess in Bibliothecu Orientalia,
vol. 35 (1978), p. 350; by Graham in Journal of the American Oriental Society, vol. 100 (1980), p. 138; and of the Sectarian Milien
by Madelung in Der Islam, vol. 57 (1980), pp. 354-355; and by van Ess in Balletin of the School of Oriental and African Studses,
vol. 43 (1980), pp. 137-139.

* Frederick M. Donner, Narvatives of Islamic Origins The beginnings of Islamic Hivtorical Writing, Princeton, 1998, p. 38.
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momentous public event which cannot escape notice in the chronicles of the
time. Wansborough and his disciples do not and cannot point to any such event
showing the gradual evolution or redaction of the Qur’an. As Donner points out:
Wansborough "nowhere suggests who was responsible for deciding what did, or
did not, belong to the Qur’anic canon. To pin the responsibility for such a
process simply on 'the community' or 'scholars' is too vague; we need to have
some idea of what individuals, or at least what groups, were involved in making
such decisions; and what interests they represented; yet Wansborough remains
silent on this question.""

Second, if the Qur'an "evolved only gradually in the seventh and eighth
centuries, during a long period of oral transmission”, as Wansborough suggests,
and if the Islamic tradition, like the Christian "salvation history", was a
"theologically and evangelically motivated story" invented "late in the day and
projected back in time", such a process would have found mention in some form
or other in the historical accounts of the time that have come down to us and of
the existence of which Wansborough and his co-thinkers do not deny. It can by
no means be imagined that the Muslim historians and traditionists of the seventh
and eighth centuries all colluded to suppress the alleged gradual evolution of the
Qur’in during their own time and united to invent an "evangelically motivated
story" of their religion's origin and projected it back in time. By the eighth century
the Muslim scholars and theologians themselves were divided into various groups
and sects and, as the orientalists themselves mention, the Mu %azilites, among
others, were debating various theological issues including the nature of the
Qur’dn as the "uncreated Word of God". Yet none of these divergent groups
allude even indirectly to such a thing as the gradual evolution of the Qut’an or its
redaction during their own or the immediately preceding decades. Also, we do
not have to depend about the determination of this fact solely on the Muslim
sources. Since the very time of the Prophet and before the end of the seventh
century the Muslims came in hostile as well as peaceful relationships with the
Persian and Byzantine powers; and Christian and Jewish scholars were holding
debates and discussions with their Muslim counterparts about Islam and the
Qur’an. Yet, there is no allusion whatsoever in the Greek, Byzantine or other
non-Muslim sources of these two centuries to the alleged gradual evolution ot
redaction of the Qur’an during that period.

' Thid, pp. 37-38.
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Third, Wansborough does not explain how the eventually canonized Qut’inic
text was in the late second century of Islam "imposed on people from Spain to
Central Asia who may have been using somewhat different texts for a long time,
and why no echo of this presumed operation — which, one imagines, would have
aroused sharp opposition — is to be found in our sources."’ As M. M. al-A“%zami
points out, the worst absurdity of Wansborough's theory is that it implies that
"the Muslims came first and the Qur’an followed later."

Fourth, in saying that the Qur’anic text was formulated out of a vast body of
"oral traditions" Wansborough fails to notice that the Qur'in differs very
distinctively in diction and literary style from those of the padith literature. In fact
it differs in literary form and style from any writing in Arabic, past or present.
The uniqueness of the Qur’dn lies in its distinctive literary style and form.
Whatever view one may take of the origin of the Qur’an, one having some
knowledge of Arabic will not fail to notice the difference between the literary
style of the Qur’dn and that of the jadith literature. They cannot simply have
emerged out of the same corpus of "oral traditions".’

Fifth, one of Wansborough's main suggestions is that the Qur’anic text was
formulated and "canonized" for liturgic purposes. This is a very wrong
conception about the Qur’anic text. While each and every part of the Qur’an can
be and is used for prayer, its contents deal with doctrines, belief in One Only
God, behest to worship Him Alone, description of rewards for obedience to His
guidance and of punishment for disobedience, precepts, rules of day-to-day
conduct, rites, practices and provisions regarding a variety of subjects relating to
man's life and activities. It is simply unhistorical and anachronistic to suggest, as
Wansborough does, that the Qur’in was given its "canonical" and "liturgic" form
only late in the second century of Islam; for it presupposes that till that time the
Muslims did not use to pray or did not use the Qur’an in their prayer; both of
which presuppositions are completely wrong. There are unimpeachable evidences
to show that the Muslims started praying and used the Qur’dn in their prayers
since the time of the Prophet, reciting its various long and short sérahs. The

' Ibid, p. 38.

2 M. Mr.)nl—A‘_zami, " Orientalists and the Qur’in", Impuact International, January, 2000, p. 30.

* One line of argument adopted by Donner to disprove Wansborough's hypothesis is to show the difference between the
"content” of the Qurdn and that of the fudith literature (Donner, gp. g, pp. 39-60). In doing so, however, Donner
implicitly lends support to the Goldziher-Schacht theory of the jadith literature being a product of later times, which is not
correct. Donner also seems to overlook the fact that in many respects the padith literature is elucidatory of the Qur’in. He
is however very right in his general conclusion that "the Qur'an text is a literary artifact emanating from the earliest
community of believers in Arabia".
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Qut’in was "canonized" since the very beginning. Nothing could be a mote
wanton disregard of history and a worse misunderstanding of Islam and the
Qur’in than to suggest that it was "canonized" after the death of the Prophet as
imagined by Néldeke and his successor orientalists, or as late as the late second
century of Islam, as supposed by Wansborough.

Sixth, Wansborough misconceives that some of the passages of the Qur’dn
contain "vatriant versions" of the same information, indicating a procéss of
gradual development of the story. The allusion is to the passages containing
stories of the Prophets. This point, it may be recalled, has been made by
Margoliouth and Watt, among others, to support their theory of gradual growth
in the Prophet's knowledge of Biblical information. The untenability of this latter
theory has been pointed out earlier. Wansborough's hypothesis is only an
extension of this untenable theory. As one reviewer points out, "even if one
concurs with Wansborough's specific conclusion on this point, it remains possible
that the development he posits could have taken place within thirty years, rather
than two hundred."

Seventh, Wansborough confuses the history and nature of the "variant
readings" of some Qur’dnic phrases or expressions as noted by the Muslim
commentators themselves and holds that these represent the residue of
paraphrasing of Qur’dnic ideas that took place during what he thinks the
compilation of the Qur’inic texts ('masoretic exegesis"), the evolution of
Classical Arabic grammar and the development of the exegetical literature — the
Qur’in commentaries. He clearly mixes up a number of independent themes and
subjects, patticularly the rise of classical Arabic grammar and the development of
the science of Qut’inic commentary. His assumptions and arguments in. these
two respects have been very effectively challenged and his main thesis of a late
Qutr’anic text has been refuted by Versteegh in his recent study: Arabic Grammar
and Qur’énic Exegesis.

Eighth, if the Qur’in was formulated outside Arabia in the Fertile Crescent or
Syria, it would invariably have borne an impress of the environment of those
regions. Specially the people of these places, particularly those of Syria and
Palestine, would not have made Makka the focal point of Islam and the Qur’an.
Instead they would in all likelihood have fixed Jerusalem as the centre and gsbla of
Islam. Yet, not only Makka and the Ka‘ba are given special place in the Qur’an, it

Y Supra, p. 46ff.
? Donner, gp. d., p. 37, citing Graham, op. cit, p. 140.
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bears an indelible impress of the environment and life of the Prophet Muhammad
himself in Makka and Madina. Apart from the testimony of the reports that are
undoubtedly authentic, the internal evidence of the Qurdn itself proves its
contempotaneity with the life and mission of Muhammad, peace and blessings of
Allah be on him. Besides being a corpus of the message and teachings he
delivered, it refers to such events and incidents of his life and in such terms as
could not have been inserted by any subsequent Muslim compiler or editor. Thus,
besides referting to the contemporary events and incidents like the battles of
Badr, Uhud and Khandaq, the objections of the Quraysh unbelievers and the
Madinan Jews and replies to those objections, the complaints made by the
Prophet to Allah for the opposition and unbelief of the latter, the Qur’an asks the
Prophet, as already mentioned, not to move his tongue quickly to repeat the text
delivered to him by the angel,' is mildly rebuked for his inattention to a poor and
blind enquirer?, is directed not to drive away poor and humble believers from his
company,” is asked to compose his temporary misunderstanding with his wives,"
is warned that if he gave out anything falsely in the name of God he would be
severely punished and none would be able to give him any helps, etc. No
subsequent composer or compiler would have mentioned these things in such a
way as they are done in the Qur’dn. These statements have all the characteristics
of being dictated to the Prophet and delivered by him immediately to his
audience. The more clos