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Introduction

There has been considerable research on late medieval and early modern perceptions
of “others”, among them Muslims, and the Western perceptions of Islam, while the
“otherness”/“othering” of Christianity under Muslim rule is far less investigated. In
my paper, | seek to present the ways Christians perceived alterity in an Islamic
society in the ninth century, with Christian doctrine articulated in the Arabic
language for the first time and in a new frame of reference — set by Islam (Griffith
1994:42-43). | consider the ways “others” — Muslims, Jews and other, mostly
Christian communities living under Muslim rule — are represented, with reference to
the names/forms and concepts related to “otherness” in the works of three authors:
the Melkite theologian Theodore Abu Qurra (d. ca. 820-825), the Jacobite
theologian Habib ibn Hidma Abu R2’ita (d. probably soon after 830), and the
Nestorian ‘Ammar al-Basr1 (d. ca. 840), i.e. the first known Christian theologians
who wrote in Arabic. In parallel to this, | seek to identify Christian definitions of
“self” and reflect on the extent to which Christians perceived of themselves as
“others” under Muslim rule.

The first Arabic Christian theologians aimed to defend Christian teachings
challenged by Muslims, i.e. the doctrine of the Trinity and divine filiation. In this
apologetic literature, the theme of the true religion (ad-din al-haqq, ad-din al-qgawim)
and of the motivation underlying commitment to false religions frequently recur. |
find that the true religion is a prevalent notion both in the way Christian communities
defined themselves and in the way they perceived of others or otherness i.e. in the
delimitation from the “other”.? Therefore, in identifying the indicators of and reasons

! This article is a fuller version of a lecture first presented at the IMC, Leeds, 2017, in a
panel organized by Dr. Krisztina Szilagyi (Christianity in the Islamic world). My research
project was supported by the Spalding Trust.

2 As for religion and (ethnic) identity in general under the rule of Islam c.f.: Hodgson,
1977:306-307: “by Abbasi times, the dhimmi communities [...] were becoming identified
with individual ethnic groups. When we speak of ethnic groups, we mean not nationalities as
such, [...] but any groups with a common cultural affiliation into which individuals are born,
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for demarcation, | mostly interpret “otherness” in terms of difference or deviation in
faith/religion.

1 “True religion” and its role in othering

For an examination of any “deviation”/“difference,” the first step is the identification
of the point of reference from which it is considered, i.e., in this case, the true
religion. However, given that these texts were not written with the scope of
transmitting theoretical knowledge with defined theological and philosophical
concepts, but, as M. Swanson (2010:398) suggests, “to formulate pastorally useful
arguments, in the period of and in regions under Abbasid rule in which rates of
conversion to Islam were accelerating because of the pro-conversion policies”, there
are no definitions in most cases. The meaning of religion and the true religion can
be deduced from the context. All authors present religion as a set of the following
components: a messenger who claims to be sent by God with a revealed Scripture
containing His doctrine — on the divinity, His commands, or prohibitions, and reward
and punishment. As for the true religion, instead of definitions, we find strategies for
its recognition. The shared approach of these three authors is the assertion that there
are negative elements that can discredit a religion or unworthy incentives to commit
to a religion other than the true one, and the ones they present largely overlap. They
emphasize that these causes cannot justify the spread of Christianity, which is
therefore the true religion, verified by miracles and prophecies (Griffith 2002; and
Stroumsa 1985). Sets of negative criteria as tools in their argumentation clearly
delimit what the true religion is not; i.e. what Christianity is not, and who the
Christians are NOT.

As a telling example, let us only cite Aba R&’ita, who explains the falseness of
these causes with divergence and separation from God’s religion, i.e. the true
religion, lying outside of obedience to God.

“[But] these six types [of reasons] diverge from the religion of God (ka’ida

‘an din Allah) and lie outside of obedience to Him (hariga ‘an ta‘atihi), and so

are separated from His religion (mufariga dinahu) because of the depravity

which possesses them, and the contradictions inherent in them. ... We find
that the believers of the Christian religion reject (munabidiin) the six types [of

and in particular those smaller, more cohesive groups that have a common language or dialect
and a sense of common loyalty as against outsiders, though they may not be living in a single
homogeneous area. Religious communities between Nile and Oxus had long tended to be
identified with such ethnic groups, and now the identification became more rigorous. Almost
every ethnic group that did not adopt Islam came to be identified by its own special religious
allegiance even more than by its language. [...] The piety of each of the dhimmi religious
bodies naturally retained its distinctive character.”
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reasons to convert to another religion] foreign to the will of God (al-kariga

‘an iradat Allah), His remembrance is exalted! [and] contrary to the religion

of truth (mudadida [sic!] li-din al-haqq).”®

For a better understanding of the relations between phrases and concepts, we may
turn to the parallel structures that are evident in this passage. Given that parallelism
had become the leading style in Arabic prose writing by the ninth century (Beeston
1974:134-146, ldem 1983:180-185, Sperl 1989:5), we may deduce synonymies
taking into consideration the arrangement of the ideas. It is then clearly seen that
deviation from the religion of God (ka’ida ‘an din Allah) also means lying outside of
it (hariga an taatihi), being separated from it (mufariga dinahu) or being contrary,
i.e. opposing to it (mudadida li-din al-haqq). Explicit references to divergence,
separation, and being on the outer side testify the author’s perceptions of difference
and otherness; at the same time, these verbalizations of demarcation, delineation are
examples for othering.

2 The semantics of otherness

Otherness and othering are already witnessed in the strategies for recognizing the
true religion, but in the works of Arabic Christian authors, otherness and alterity are
expressed in ways that are best demonstrated by a lexico-semantic approach. There
is no explicit mention of the “other” by terms that we would expect on the basis of
contemporary common usage (e.g. al-a@har, [al-]gayr). We can find instead
references to “others” by way of words indicating difference, opposition, deviation.
I am enlisting the most frequently used ones, and then bring a couple of
representative examples to shed light on their connotations and denotations with
regard to the semantics of otherness.
The most frequently used words are derived from the radicals 4-1-f and include:
—ihtilaf: difference, dissimilarity, diversity, controversy, dissent
—ihtalafa: differ, vary
—muhtalif: diverse, different, various
— hilaf: difference, diversity, opposition
—muhalif: different, diverse, adversary
Besides, use of forms derived from the stem f-r-q prevails:

3 Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:85), vs. Arabic text: (Abii R@’ita, Die Schriften 132):
wa-hadihi s-sitta lI-agsam ha’ida an din Allah, wa-hariga an ta‘atihi wa-mufariqa dinahu li-
ma ya'‘tartha min al-fasad wa-yaltahiq ‘alayha min at-tanaqud. Fa-amma I-qism as-sabi
alladr bihi yaqiim al-burhan wa--alayhi mutamad al-iman min ta’yid Rabb al-izza bi-ma
yagiz al-agl an taksilihi wa-yamtanic al-palq ‘an filiki illa li-ahli 1-haqq al-mursadin
wagadnda mu‘taqidi din an-nasraniyya munabidin al-agsam as-sitta al-hariga ‘an iradat
Alldh ... al-mudadida li-din al-haqq.
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—farq: separation, division, partition
—faraga — yafruqu: separate, divide; distinguish; differ
—mufaraga: opposition
— iftaraga — yaftariqu: be separated
—iftiraq: separation
Other examples include forms derived from #-y-d:
—ha’id: deviant
“n-d:
—anada — ya‘nidu/ya‘nudu: deviate, divagate
—muanid: deviant, opponent
b-r-y:
—barraniyytn: outsiders
and a-s-r:
—hasir: loss, perdition

2.1 h-I-f
2.1.1 The issue of religion

To start with the most frequently used roots, %-I-f, we may cite ‘Ammar al-Basr1’s
example that uses them to set forth difference between peoples, but bases the
distinction on doctrine/religion and not ethnicity:
“They proclaimed to the peoples of the world that their Creator, about Whom
they differed (ihtalafii fihi), and concerning Whom their teaching multiplied,
(katurat agawiluhum fi amrihi) and from Whom their desires were separated
(tafarraqat ahwa’uhum <anhu), and Whose name they gave to others (wadau
ismahu* ‘ala gayrihi) among stars and idols and other things, and thus they
opposed (naqada ba‘duhum ba‘dan fi sababihi) each other over Him, and the
majority of them were confused (tahayyara aktaruhum fi amrihi) concerning
Him, because they neither saw Him nor comprehended Him.®
Two-two elements of this list are always arranged in a parallel structure, and we
have every reason to believe that these pairs, among them the first two: difference
and multiplicity of teachings (ihtalafii fihi — katurat agawiluhum fi amrihi) are

4 The use of the verb wadaa is remarkable if we take into consideration the discussions
on the origins of language that took place contemporaneously to ‘Ammar’s writing his
treatises. C.f. Vesteegh 1997:80. See also: Weiss 1987:341-342.

5 Mikhail’s translation (Mikhail 2013:395) vs. Arabic text (‘A. al-Basri, Kitab al-Burhan
72): fa-bassarii ahl al-‘alam bi-anna Haligahum alladr ihtalafii fihi wa-katurat aqawiluhum
i amrihi wa-tafarraqat ahwauhum ‘anhu, wa-wada @ ismahu ‘ald gayrihi min an-nugiim wa-
l-asnam wa-gayriha wa-ndaqada ba‘duhum ba‘dan fi sababihi wa-tahayyara aktaruhum fi
amrihi id lam yarawhu wa-yudrikithu.
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structured this way intentionally to offer variations on the same idea: in synonymous
parallelism, the second member repeats the content of the first in different words.
Another pair follows when separation from God and idolatry (calling other things by
the name of God) (tafarragat ahwauhum ‘anhu — wadat ismahu ‘ala gayrihi) are
intended to express the same idea. Finally, the thought of difference and multiplicity
concerning the teachings on God, as well as separation from Him and idolatry is
taken further and completed in the final pair of synthetic parallel expressions
(opposition and confusion) (ndgada ba‘'duhum ba‘dan fi sababihi — tahayyara
aktaruhum fi amrihi). The overall passage suggests that the world’s peoples are
divided along doctrinal lines.

Another example further demonstrates how ‘Ammar al-BasrT uses the root j-I-f
to express doctrinal-religious differences; and we can see in this passage that stem
I (yuhalif) is used as a synonym for stem VIII.

“If we suppose a certain city from among [the] cities, [each] having [different]
types of religions (asnaf min al-adyan), our minds cannot imagine the
collusion of one of them to corrupt their Book, because of the multiplicity of
peoples’ opinions (ihtilaf ara’ an-nas) and the lack of their compliance with
each other (qillat ingiyad ba‘dihim li-ba‘d), without someone uniting them all
on one thing. The proof of this is that we see groups of interpretation in all
religions, as they differ from each other (yuhalif ba‘duha ba‘dan) and they do
not follow one another (gayr mungdada ba‘duha li-ba‘d). If it were possible that
people agreed to gather together (ittifag an-nas ‘ala |-igtima?) to corrupt the
revealed [text], it would not have been possible that their interpretations would
differ (la-ma ihtalafat fi t-ta’wil). Their different interpretations (ihtilafuha fi
t-ta’wil) demonstrate the impossibility of what has been slandered concerning
their [the religious sects’], agreement (ittifaquha) in corrupting the revealed
text.”®

The synonymy of the two forms iatilaf — hilaf can be seen in the passage in that
in both cases the terms are set in parallel structures with the infinitive or participle
of the verb form ingada: multiplicity (i.e. difference) of peoples’ opinions (iktilaf
ara’ an-nas) with the lack of their compliance with each other (qgillat ingiyad
ba‘dihim li-ba‘d); their difference from each other (as indicated by the phrase yuhalif
baduha ba‘dan) with their failure to follow one another (as expressed by gayr

6 Mikhail’s translation (Mikhail 2013:368-369) vs. Arabic text (‘A. al-Bast1, Kitab al-
Burhan 42): fa-ida tawahhamna madinatan min al-mad@in fiha asnaf min al-adyan lam
yumkin ‘ugilana tawatw’ sanf minha ‘ala tahrif kitabihi li-ihtilaf ara’ an-nas wa-qillat al-
ingiyad ba‘dihim li-ba‘d dina man yagmauhum ala amr wahid. Wa-d-dalil ‘ala dalika an
nard fi kull din firaqan min ta’wil yuhalif ba‘duhum badan gayr munqada ba‘duha li-bad.
Fa-law kana yumkin ittifag an-nas ‘ala |l-igtima ‘ala tahrif at-tanzil la-ma ihtalafat fi t-taowil.
Wa-ihtilafuha fi t-ta’wil yidih muhal ma udduiya ‘alayha min ittifaqiha fi tahrif at-tanzil.
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mungdda ba‘duha li-bad), i.e. the repetition of the antithetical parallel structures
gives evidence for it. Later, difference and agreement are also opposed in the text,
which implies that difference in interpretation (istilaf fi t-ta’wil) demarcates the line
of division.

‘Ammar al-Basr1 is not the only author to use these roots to refer to doctrinal-
religious difference. Abui R@’ita’s following extracts refer to the same idea, even
more explicitly, given that he places also milla, “religious community” by its side.

“...because the word of someone who is your opponent in religion

(muhalifukum fi 1-milla) is unacceptable to you (kalamuhu ladaykum gayr

magqbiil).”"
and

“Now it is necessary for us to notice in the teaching about analogy that “God”
is not counted as a single one, in keeping with the witnesses of the [sacred]
books, cautioning the one who differs from us (man halafana), and
strengthening with support the one who follows us (saya‘ana), even if the ones
who differ from us on it (muhalifina laha) declare it to be false (mukaddibiin)
when they claim we have altered [the sacred books] by adding to them and
taking away from them.”®

The first example is of interest given that it reflects how Christians perceived of
themselves as others under Muslim rule: “us” is defined as “opponent in religion” or
in religious community in face of the other (muhalifukum fi 1-milla). In the second
one, the “other” is called “opponent,” both by a verbal and a participial reference
(man halafana, muhalifina laha). Difference in religion then implies mutual
othering and opposition, while those who belong to the same confessional group (as
indicated by saya@) are strengthened. In both phrases, the Christian as other
perceives himself as someone whose word and Scriptural evidence are not credited
and are refused.

Dichotomies frequently recur, as e.g. in another example by Abu R@’ita:

“so that no one may have grounds to reproach us concerning [our teachings

about] God, whether he agrees or disagrees (muwafiq — muhalif) with us, is

peaceful or obstinate (musalim — mu ‘anid).”

" Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:173) vs. Arabic text (Abii R@’ita, Die Schriften 5):
li-anna man kana muhalifakum fi 1-milla kana kalamuhu ladaykum gayr magbil.

8 Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:201) vs. Arabic text (Abii R#@’ita, Die Schriften 19—
20): wa-gad yagib ‘alayna an nutbic al-qawl fi |-qiyas bi-anna Allah laysa ‘adad wahid fard
[sic!] bi-Sahadat min al-kutub tayaqquzan li-man halafana wa-taSdidan mimman Saya‘ana
wa-in kana muhalifind la-ha mukaddibin bi-ma idda‘aw min tahrifina iyyaha bi-z-ziyada
fitha wa-n-nagsan minhd.

% Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:223) vs. Arabic text (Abt R@'ita, Die Schriften 27):
li-kay-la ya’hud minna fi Allah lawmat [@im muwdfigan kana la-na aw muhalifan —
musaliman aw mu‘anidan.
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Group coherence is seen to be based on agreement in doctrine (i.e. in this case
teachings on God), while the demarcation is difference in creed, i.e. disagreement.
The parallel structures (muwafiq — muhalif and musalim — mu‘anid) display agree-
ment as a pair to peacefulness, while the contrasting terms place difference/disagree-
ment as a pair term to obstinance/aggression. This implies the synonymy of the terms
involved.

Difference, opposition, i.e. “otherness” in religion also entails exclusivity, as the
idea that salvation may only be the share of the community that pertains to the true
religion suggests.

“If they say: “What about the salvation you have mentioned, are you saved,

apart from your opponents (muhalif)? We see that death is obviously upon

you, just as [it affects] the rest of the peoples who are your opponents

(muhalif)?"*°

Even though in the end death is seen to affect both parts — the group proper as
well as the opponents, the very emerging of the question attests to the presence of
exclusivist tendencies.

Abi R@ita’s following passage places the term jhdalafa in a wider semantic
context.

“May He put both of us among those who seek His truth (yaltamis zaggahu)

and His light, who are led by (yangad) the light of His lamps of knowledge,

and those who follow (yatba ) His bright lights, which show the way to those
who seek enlightenment by means of them, to a grasp of the true things. They
are the ones persisting in [what is true] (muwazibiin), clinging fast to His
precepts (mutamassikin bi-fara’idihi), and the obligation of His laws (lazimiin
bi-saraiihi), fighting for His ways (mutakarribiin li-sunanihi), holding fast

to His Word (ahidiin bi-kalamihi), rejoicing in His religion (farihin bi-dinihi),

spurning those who differ from Him (rafidiin li-man hdalafahu), avoiding those

who anger Him (mugtanibin li-man ashagahu), rejecting the unbeliever and
the Deceiver (gahidiin al-kufr wa-¢-tagiit), giving credence to God and to what
comes from Him (musaddiqiin bi-Allah).”**

10 Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:243) vs. Arabic text (Abii R@’ita, Die Schriften 37):
fa-in qalii wa-ma al-halas alladr dakartum annahu halagakum diina muhalifikum fa-qad nara
I-mawt zahiran alaykum ka-sa@’ir al-umam al-muhalifa lakum.

11 Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:165) vs. Arabic text (Ab@i R@’ita, Die Schriften 1):
wa-ga‘alana wa-iyyaka mimman yaltamis haqqahu wa-nirahu, wa-yanqad bi-diya’ sargihi
al-ilmiyya wa-yatha‘ masabihahu an-nayyira al-mursida li-man istanara biha ila idrak
haqa’iq al-umiar muwazibin  ‘alayhd mutamassikin - bi-far@’idihi - lazimin  li-Sara’ithi
mutaharribin li-sunanihi apidin bi-kalamihi farihin bi-dinihi rafidin li-man halafahu
mugtanibin li-man asharahu gahidin al-kufr wa-¢-tagit musaddigin bi-llah wa-bi-ma ga’a
min indahu.



100 ORSOLYA VARSANYI

Here the form, as we can see, refers to people pertaining to other religions, i.e.
the ones who differ from God or oppose Him. However, a whole chain of words and
parallel phrases are used to indicate a coherence of a community of those who belong
to/follow God, while oppose those who oppose Him. A dichotomy is evident here.
Belonging together or separation depends on whether one follows the “true religion.”
Those who follow (vatba ), seek God’s truth (yaltamis zaggahu), are led by Him
(vangad), persisting in [what is true] (muwazibin), cling fast to His precepts
(mutamassikin bi-fara’idihi,) and the obligation of His laws (lazimin li-Sara’iihi),
fight for His ways (mutaharribun li-sunanihi), hold fast to His word (ahidin bi-
kalamihi) rejoice in his din (farihin bi-dinihi) — spurn those who differ from Him
or oppose Him (rafidin Ili-man halafahu), avoid those who anger Him
(mutagannibin li-man ashatahu), reject unbelief and deception (gahidin al-kufr wa-
t-tagit).

Taking into consideration ‘Ammar al-Basri’s second example quoted above,'? we
may note a regularity in the use of ingiyad which expresses compliance or obedience
(‘Ammar’s phrase qillat ingiyad ba‘dihim li-ba‘d was translated as ‘lack of their
compliance with each other’ — while Abii R®’ita’s yangad as ‘being led by Him’).
Being led by God and/or being inclined to follow each other then reflect a sense of
belonging, while its lack indicates difference, demarcation.

Finally, let us turn to Theodore Abu Qurra, whose examples on doctrinal-
religious difference include the following:

“One day, a certain need compelled me to descend to civilization and to the

community of my fellow human beings, and | observed that they adhered to a

variety of religions (adyan muhtalifa).”
And:

“There is great difference between the religions (iktilaf katir fi 1-adyan).”**
And:

“And yet, there are many messengers and many books, and they disagree

(ibtilaf) with one another!”®
Finally:

12 Mikhail’s translation (Mikhail 2013:368-369) vs. Arabic text (‘A. al-Basri, Kitab al-
Burhan 42).

13 Lamoreaux’s translation (Ab@i Qurra, Theologus autodidactus 1) vs. Arabic text (Abi
Qurra, Maymar fi wugud al-halig 200): fa-nazaltu yawman li-haga aradat Ii, ila 1-mada’in
wa-gama<at an-nas. Fa-ra’aytuhum fi adyan muptalifa.

14 My transation. vs. Arabic text (Abt Qurra, Maymar fi wugiid al-haliq 217): Wa-hunaka
iatilaf katir fi I-adyan, c.f. Lamoreaux’s translation (Aba Qurra, Theologus autodidactus 9):
In the real world, there are yet other religions and still more disagreement.

15 Lamoreaux’s translation (Abii Qurra, Theologus autodidactus 6) vs. Arabic text (Abi
Qurra, Maymar fi wugiid al-haliq 212): wa-gqad ga’a man ga’a min katrat ar-rusul wa-1-kutub
wa-ihtilafiha.
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“After meeting all these people, | began to reflect on what each had said and
realized that all of them both agreed (gumlatuhum muttafigiin) and disagreed
(mubtalifiin) about three things. As for what they agreed on (ittifaquhum)
...As for what they disagreed on (iktilafuhum), they disagree with one another
(vahtalifiin) as to the ...”®

In this bunch of short examples, the roots 4-I-f recur referring to difference, which
is never ethnic, racial, etc., but is taken into consideration in religious terms, as the
other meaning, disagreement implies it. The last example clarifies the nature of the
difference — i.e. the fields of disagreement, as well as it places difference as an
antithetical pair of agreement (ittifaq — ihtilaf).

Theodore Abi Qurra’s last example makes a connection between deviation and
difference in that it clarifies the meaning of deviation as the opposition/difference
from right guidance:

“If what I have said is true [...], it is you who are astray (‘indak dalal). Indeed,

there can be no doubt that guidance for you consists of the precise opposite of

all this (al-huda indak hilafuhu).”*’

So far, the wider contexts of the examples have suggested that difference from
other religious communities are intended; doctrinal difference is seen to be the
reason of demarcation.

2.1.2 Intra-Christian differences

However, differences may also be found among different Christian denominations.
We can mostly find references to these in the works of Aba Ra’ita, as we will see in
what follows:

“Examine what the wise Abli Qurra says — may the Messiah guide him with

[all the others] who oppose/differ from the truth (man halafa |-haqq)™®,;

which expresses the acknowledgement of interdenominational difference,
whence deviation means the opposing of the truth. The nature of difference is usually
given and specified, as we can read it in the following example:

16 Lamoreaux’s translation (Abii Qurra, Theologus autodidactus 6) vs. Arabic text (Abi
Qurra, Maymar fi wugiad al-halig 211). fa-lamma lagiyani haula@i kulluhum bi-hayz
tafakkartu fi qawl kull wahid minhum ra’ayt gumlatahum muttafigin fi talatat asya’, wa-
muptalifin aydan fiha ... wa-amma ittifaguhum ... wa-ammad iptilafuhum fa-innahum
yahtalifuna fi sifat alihatihim wa-fi halalihim wa-haramihim wa-fi tawabihim wa-iqabihim.

17 Lamoreaux’s translation (Abii Qurra, Theologus autodidactus 45) vs. Arabic text (Abd
Qurra, Maymar fi wugiid al-haliq 267): fa-in kana hada, ya hada, ‘indak dalal fa-la sakka
anna l-huda indak hilafuhu.

18 My translation. vs. Arabic text (Abt R@’ita, Die Schriften 86): fa-imtahin /[...] qawl Abt
Qurra al-hakim hadahu |-Masth wa-gayrahu mimman halafa |-haqq.
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“The Sanctus of Abh Qurra and those who adhere [to the same doctrine]
(asya ‘uhu), 1 mean Nestorius and all the dualists, the Jews, and the first and
last opponents among them, has become the very same Sanctus, not a different
(muhtalif) one.”®

Here the difference regards the practice of “sanctification” (taqdis), i.e. any
difference from the Jacobite Trisagion. In this respect, Abii R&ita considers his
denomination different from any other denominations and religious communities,
i.e. a practice, a way of saying the Trisagion defines a Jacobite conception of “us”
in contrast to everything else; but the practice also reflects doctrinal differences.?’ In
this respect, Nestorians, Melkites, Jews, and dualists are considered as “them” who
adhere to something in common, as the word asya whu indicates. As far as this
practice is concerned, it is important for the author to demonstrate that it is not an
innovation on the Jacobites’ behalf, but a logical continuation of Patristic tradition:

“The opponent (al-muhalif) might claim that the Sanctus to which the Cross

is added is an innovation and an invention (hadit mubtada’) that was not used

by the forefathers (as/af) in old times, and the Ancient Pure Fathers, who were

close in time to the messengers or any other Christian leaders took no steps

towards it.”?!

Here the opponent is any other denomination that attacks the Trisagion containing
the addition: “who wast crucified for us,” the most famous characteristic of the
Jacobite Rite. Opposition-difference are understood in this case rather as deviation,
as the terms “innovation and invention/novelty” vs. the “forefathers” indicate. As far
as the idea of innovation-heresy and the corresponding words are concerned, the

19 My translation. vs. Arabic text (Abii R@’ita, Die Schriften 76): sara taqdis Abt Qurra
wa-asyaihi ani Nastar wa-ashab al-matmawiyya kaffatan wa-l-yahiid maa dalika wa-I-
muhalifin al-awwalin minhum wa-1-ahirin taqdisan wahidan gayr muptalif.

20 C.f. Brock (1985). Especially: 29. “It is clear that originally different geographical areas
understood the Trisagion in different ways. At Jerusalem, Constantinople and in the West, it
was taken to be addressed to the Trinity, whereas in Syria, parts of Asia Minor and Egypt it
was understood as referring to Christ. The addition in Syria, by Peter the Fuller, patriarch of
Antioch (d.488), of the words ‘who was crucified for us’, in order to enforce a christological
interpretation, only made the matter more inflammatory, especially in the eyes of those who
disapproved of theopaschite language. Eventually, because Constantinople represented the
centre of Chalcedonian orthodoxy in the East, and Syria the stronghold of opposition to the
chalcedonian definition that ‘the Incarnate Christ is one in two natures’ this division of
opinion, originally a purely geographical matter, took on ecclesiastical overtones, and a
trinitarian interpretation of the Trisagion came to be seen as a hallmark of Chalcedonian
orthodoxy.”

2L My translation. vs. Arabic text (Abl R@ita, Die Schriften 78): wa-‘asa |-mupalif an
yaddat anna hada t-taqdis al-mudaf ilayhi s-salb hadit mubtada’ wa-laysa yusta‘mal min al-
aslaf fi qadim ad-duhiir wa-la yahtadii bihi hadwan al-aba’ ar-tahira al-qadima al-qarib
‘ahduha bi-1-mursalin wa-ma diinahum min a’immat an-nasraniyya.
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influence of Islamic phraseology is clearly seen. Aba R&ita then goes on in the
following way:

“Were this Trisagion to which the cross is added told only by those who are

called Jacobites and by none of their opponents who are contrasting them

(ditna gayrihim min al-muhalifin al-mudaddidin [sic!] lahum)[...], your claim

would be accepted. But as it is found to be used and told by several groups

and different religious communities (milal muhtalifa) that do not accept one
another (gayr qabil ba‘duha min ba‘d) [...] no one who takes their religions

(adyanahum) into consideration can doubt that this [practice] is adopted from

an ancient source (as! gadim), previous traditions (atar sabiga) and a sunna

in practice preserved by God’s community (sunna gariya mahfiiza fi brat

Allah).”?

This passage is of interest due to more reasons. On one hand, the Jacobites’
introducing a doctrinal difference as an innovation is negated here. On the other
hand, this negation is carried out through the presentation that the contested practice
is not exclusively the Jacobites’ own but is shared by other religious groups as well
— it is remarkable that this argument resembles the one generally used by Christian
authors when contesting the accusation of tahrif. When referring to the different
religious groups (milal muhtalifa), their difference is emphasized in terms of opposi-
tion, contrast, lack of mutual acceptance (gayr qabil ba‘duha min ba‘d). Given that
the shared practice is then traced back to a shared source and tradition (as/, sunna),
difference between these groups may also be understood as deviance. The first
sentence of the extract presents opposition and contrast as synonymous, as al-
muhalifin al-mudaddidin indicates it. Reference to the doctrinal innovation intro-
duced is a tool for othering — while sticking to the sources and the sunna is part of
the construction of belonging. Those who preserve tradition are called God’s
community, here indicated by the form biat Allah. Innovation as a theme will be
visited on its own later on, in point 1V, among the constructions of otherness.

So far, we have seen that the terms listed mainly refer to demarcation in terms of
religious difference or deviation. We should add, however, that “difference”
occasionally appears also regarding linguistic, ethnic, or geographical diversity.
However, identity i.e. the construction of “us” is always based on religious affiliation
in these texts, and other differences are solely mentioned when the universal nature
of Christianity is contrasted to it.

22 My translation. vs. Arabic text (Abii R@’ita, Die Schriften 78): law kdna [...] hada t-
taqdis al-mudaf ilayhi as-salb magqiilan min al-musammiyyin [Sic!] al-ya‘qibiyya hassatan
diina gayrihim min al-mupalifin al-mudaddidin lahum fi gall dawatihim kan yugbal fi
dawatikum fa-amma ida wugida mustamalan maqilan min firaq Sattan wa-milal mujtalifa
gayr qabil ba‘duha min bad [...] lam yasukk ahad mimman i‘tabara adyanahum anna dalika
mugqtabas min as/ gadim wa-atar sabiqa wa-sunna gariya mahfiza fi biat Allah kaffatan.
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2.1.3 Linguistic, ethnic, and geographical division

Most examples concerning difference in language and ethnicity/community are to
be found at ‘Ammar al-Basr, as we can see in the following:

“As far as the Christian religion is concerned, I did not see it in a people of

one house or one country, [among] a people speaking one language so that

they might be in collusion over one thing which they desire, [...]; nor in one
kingdom in which they might [have a common] opinion, where the king could
gather them together in one religion, [...]; [nor] with what was accepted on
account of [a common] opinion [...]; nor in one kingdom with one language
where they might be compelled by the sword to accept it, [...]. Rather, in every
kingdom, every language and tongue in the east and west, [...], among the
whites and blacks, in nations that dislike each other’s language, they became
enemies and could not be united to be in collusion or be established by the
compulsion of the sword, or set up in the world by feverish fanaticism, or by
bribery or payment. Separated by their languages (al-mubtalifin bi-lugatihim),
living apart in their countries (al-mutaba‘idin fi buldanihim), opposed in their
kingdoms and the situation of their world (al-mutadaddin fi mamalikihim wa-
amr dunyahum), situated apart from each other by the seas which God made

as a barrier lest they join themselves together and destroy each other because

of the diversity of their kinship (li-tabaud garabatihim) and the differences

of their races and skin colors (iktilaf agnasihim wa-alwanihim).”?

The passage aims to demonstrate that the unworthy incentives that make one
embrace a religion are not found in Christianity. In order to prove that no collusion,
coercion, ethnic solidarity or material gain can justify the spread of Christianity, it is
necessary to show the diversity of circumstances among which it was accepted.
Fields of diversity include community/country or geography, language, race. We can
find the variants of the root 4-I-f twice in the paragraph, first in a participial form (al-
muhtalifin bi-lugatihim), then as an infinitive (iktilaf agnasihim wa-alwanihim).
Parallel structures render geographical distance (mutaba‘idin fi buldanihim), enmity
(al-mutadaddin fi mamalikihim wa-amr dunyahum) as synonyms for the first; and
distance/diversity of kinship (li-taba‘ud garabatihim) to the second: i.e. geographical
distance and enmity between kingdoms appear together with linguistic differences,

23 Mikhail’s translation (Mikhail 2013:360-361) vs. Arabic text (‘A. al-Basti, Kitab al-
Burhan 32): ... bal fi kull mamlaka kull lisan wa-umma fi -masriq wa-l-magrib [...] fi |-
abyad wa-l-aswad, fi umam yanfur ba‘duha min lugat ba‘d taddat ‘an an tagtami« li-wasfihi
tawatiyan [sic! instead of rawatu’an] aw li-izbatihi bi-s-sayf qahran aw li-nasabihi fi d-dunya
‘asabiyyatan wa-himyatan aw bi-rast aw masani', al-muptalifin bi-lugatihim al-mutabd‘idin
fi buldanihim, al-mutadaddin fi mamalikihim wa-amr dunyahum, alladina hala bayna
ba‘dihim wa-ba‘d buhir ga‘alaha Allah baynahum hudiidan li-an-1a yasila ba‘duhum ila ba‘d
fa-yuhlik ba@uhum ba‘dan li-taba‘ud garabatihim wa-ihtilaf agnasihim wa-alwanihim.
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while difference of race and colour implies diversity of kinship. It then shows that
the author perceived otherness, alterity, or diversity also in these terms, however, its
display is intended to contrast it to the universality of Christianity. Other examples
of ‘Ammar al-BasrT for ethnic diversity include:

“[Given the fact that] the innumerable nations in the east and the west (umam

la tuhsa) could not agree (ittifag) without communicating or meeting or

getting together (ta‘aruf — igtima“ — iltiqa’) from [their] different kingdoms

(ihtilaf al-mamalik) [that are] in opposition to each other (mudadda ba‘duhum

ba‘dan), (in all parts of the world and faraway countries (taba ‘ud al-buldan)

and different languages and races (ihtilaf al-lugat wa-1-agnas)), [all] testify

that those who proclaimed to them this religion were weak fishermen with no

rule and no sword; they could not have compelled them all by the sword.”*
And:

“Thus, since we have seen these great kingdoms (al-mamalik al-‘azima),

numerous nations (al-umam al-kasira), and different languages (al-alsun al-

mujtalifa) agreeing together (muttafiga) despite their different countries,
kingdoms, and languages (‘ala ihtilafiha) about the acceptance of the Book,

[the Christian Scriptures], and since those who proclaimed it to them had

performed great miracles, we [must] conclude that they had done such [great

miracles].” %

In the first extract, the related notions of difference, opposition (ihtilaf —
mudddda) and distance (fabaud) are contraposed with agreement (ittifag),
communication and meeting (taaruf — igtima‘ — iltiga’); while in the second,
multiplicity (kazira) and difference (mujtalifa) are contrasted to agreement
(muttafiga). The arrangement of the ideas confirms the semantic vicinity of distance-
difference-opposition (as also seen in the previous example) and complements the
semantic field not only through the contrary notions, but also implying that
agreement in a general sense can not be realized without communication and coming
together. Taking this idea one step further, it is also evident that the lack of the latter

24 Mikhail’s translation (Mikhail 2013:363) vs. Arabic text (‘A. al-Basri, Kitab al-Burhan
34): yashad bi-anna din an-nasraniyya lam yuthat bi-s-sayf wa-inna d-du‘at ilayhi
yastamilihu — li-annahu la yumkin ittifaqg umam la tuhsa fi \-masrig wa-\-magrib ala gayr
ta‘aruf wa-la igtima“wa-la iltiga’, li-ihtilaf al-mamalik mudadda ba‘duhum ba‘dan fi amr ad-
dunya wa-tabaud al-buldan wa-ihtilaf al-lugat wa-1-agnas — yashad anna lladin da‘awhum
ila hada d-din sayyadin du‘afa la mulk lahum wa-1a sayf, wa-qad qaharithum bi-agmaihim
bi-s-sayf.

%5 Mikhail’s translation (Mikhail 2013:367-368) vs. Arabic text (‘A. al-Basri, Kitab al-
Burhan 41): fa-id ra’ayna hadihi |-mamalik al-‘azima wa-1-umam al-katira wa-1-alsun al-
muptalifa muttafiga bi-agmatiha ‘ala ihtilafiha fi \-buldan wa-1-mamalik wa-1-alsina ‘ala t-
tadayyun bi-kutub fi aydinim ‘ala anna ladin dafaha ilayhim qad fa‘alii bi-him al-ayat al-
izam, qadaynd annahum qad fa‘alii dalika.
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is due to opposition or enmity between kingdoms and the linguistic and racial
differences; i.e. there is causality between these features. The passages fit the larger
context of denying unworthy incentives for the spreading of Christianity, which, as
a religion, is homogeneous, is characterized by agreement, and its universality
manifests itself above the level of geographical-linguistic-racial difference or
plurality.

Finally, ‘Ammar al-Basri’s remarkable comment on the difference of languages
as a sign of God presents division and variety as something that may eventually
accord to God’s will:

“He sent messengers to all the people of the world in their different languages

which He had created for them (bi-alsinatihim al-muhtalifa allatt halaga

lahum), so that people would know that the One who divided the languages
and made them different (farraga I-alsun wa-ga‘alaha muhtalifa) is the One
who calls them to know Him.”?

The passage introduces #ilaf and farg as synonyms, both referring to an alterity
that is originated in God; this proof is based on the fact that with this multiplicity,
the Unity of its originator stands in obvious contrast.

Abu Raita’s reflections on Christian universality despite ethnic-linguistic-
geographical difference presents the term in a similar semantic context:

“So [motivation for] the peoples’ acceptance of the Christian religion is clear,

in spite of the diversity of their inclinations (tastit ahwa’ihim) and the break

from their origins (ingita“ nasabiha) [such an acceptance necessitated], [in

spite of] differences in their values (istilaf ahlaqiha), great distance between
their lands (tana’t buldaniha), the divergence of their intentions (fabaud
himamiha), not to speak of their [diverse] practices [!] and word usages

(alsinatiha wa-alfaziha), [they accepted it] without [prompting by] worldly

desires or fear, without aspiring to a known afterlife, without approval and

embellishment, without licentiousness or permissiveness, without collusion to
revive the prestige of [one’s heritage] in order to attain what is hoped for.”%’

%6 Mikhail’s translation (Mikhail 2013:394) vs. Arabic text (‘A. al-Basri, Kitab al-Burhan
72): wa-baata rusulan fi |-alam kullihi bi-alsinatihim al-muptalifa llati halaga lahum li-
yulimahum anna lladr farraga l-alsun wa-gaalaha muptalifa huwa lladr da‘ahum ila
ma-ifatihi.

27 Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:93) vs. Arabic text (Abli R#’ita, Die Schriften 135
136): fa-id gad wudiha wa-bana gabiil al-umam din an-nasraniyya ‘ala tastit ahwa’iha wa-
ingita‘ nasabiha wa-ihtilaf ahlaqiha wa-tana’t buldaniha wa-taba‘ud himamiha fadlan an
alsinatiha wa-alfaziha bi-la ragba dunyawiyya wa-1a rahba. | cited S. T. Keating’s transla-
tion, but based the interpretation of the extract also on the original texts: see e.g. alsinatiha
which is “their languages” — as it is also more coherent with the rest of the passage — and not
“their practices” as in the quotation.
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The passage renders difference (ihtilaf) synonymous to diversity, separation,
geographical distance, and divergence in intentions and languages (tastz, ingita,
tana’t, tabaud). Acceptance of Christianity as well as the morals or law observed by
its followers is presented in a way that expresses how Christians consider or perceive
of themselves as others, as well as it is an example for othering features that were
mostly attributed to Muslims: worldly desires, fear, aspiration to a known afterlife,
approval and embellishment, permissiveness, and collusion are among the unworthy
incentives to accept a religion, as well as they are common accusations against Islam.

2.2 fr-q

The second group of radicals that appears frequently in references to
difference/otherness is f-r-g. It is mostly a synonym for the first one, as it is seen e.g.
in the next example by ‘Ammar al-Basri.
“And we have seen people in our day disagreeing about their religions
(mubtalifin fi adyanihim), divided in their sects (mutafarrigiin fi milalihim),
and each claiming that his religion is the religion of God, and that what
contradicts it (halafahu) is not from God.”?®
The sentence displays difference in religion and division in sect/denomination in
a synonymous parallel structure (mubtalifin fi adyanihim — mutafarrigin fi
milalihim), indicating similarity in denotation. Division is then caused by difference;
and —as usual — the indicator as well as the cause is religious affiliation, not ethnicity.
Abii R@ita uses the word to denote religious-sectarian difference, as well:
“Were our Sanctus (taqdis)?® and prayers in the name of God [...] without the
True Believers’ mentioning the Cross [...] at the end, it would not be a
division/difference (faraga) between them and the Jews and “The People of
the South”.*
Or:
“It has always been a usage found at and told by the people of the blessed
proclamation, and [has] also [been always] told and accepted by our opponents

28 Mikhail’s translation (Mikhail 2013:353) vs. Arabic text (‘A. al-Basri, Kitab al-Burhan
26): wa-qad ra’ayna n-nas fi dahrina muhtalifin fi adyanihim mutafarrigin fi milalihim wa-
kull wahid minhum yadda<? anna d-din alladi huwa ‘alayhi din Allah wa-inna ma halafahu
min inda gayr Allah.

2 |.e. reference is made to the practice according to which Monophysites add to the
Trisagion — which comes after the lessons from the Old Testament — the words “Who was
crucified for our sake,” the most characteristic feature of the Jacobite Rite.

30 My translation vs. Arabic text (Abi R@'ita, Die Schriften 76): fa-law anna taqdisana
[...] wa-salawatindg kanat bi-ism Allah al-quddis min gayr an tahtim dikr as-salb al-mudaf
ilayhi min al-muminin as-sadigin la-ma faraqa dalika baynahum wa-bayna l-yahid wa-
bayna ahl at-tayammun.
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(muhalif). This is the dividing line (farg) between all the believers and the

non-believers.”3!

Based on the context, Abu Ra’ita uses this form more in the sense of a division, a
demarcation caused and indicated by difference in religion, doctrine or practice.
Though Jews, and “People of the South” are mentioned in the first extract, the names
are used in a religious and not an ethnic sense. Division is twofold: in the first
example, there is “us” on the one side, and Jews and Muslims on the other. The
second example places “us” and some of our opponents (who also accept a shared
practice) on the one side, while all non-believers (i.e. everyone who refuses the
practice) on the other.

2.3 h-y-d, -n-d, b-r-y, and f-s-r

The third word comes from the root %-y-d and is found at the Jacobite author in
participial form usually meaning ‘deviating from’ the (true) religion. For the sake of
brevity, | am discussing it together with another root, <n-d, given that it is also a part
of Abti R@’ita’s vocabulary, and is mostly placed by the side of za’id, “deviant”. We
can then take it into consideration as a reference to deviance, too.

As for ha’id, we may turn back to our first example concerning the unworthy
incentives for accepting a religion® and recall that deviation from the religion of
God also means lying outside of it, being separated from it or being contrary to it, so
the term may refer to other religions. However, in the majority of cases, it refers to
other Christian groups:

“... the view of Nestorius, who deviated from the true community (al-Aa’id

an al-milla as-sadiga),*

“We need to follow the testimonies of Moses [and] the sayings of the Pure

Saint Fathers, who were the pillars of the Church/community as they

31 My translation vs. Arabic text (Aboi Ra’ita, Die Schriften 82): lam yazal gariyan
mawgiidan magqilan min ahl ad-dawa l-mubaraka magilan magbiilan aydan min muhalifi-
na. Wa-huwa I-farq bayna al-mu’minin kaffatan wa-bayna l-kuffar.

32 “[But] these six types [of reasons] diverge from the religion of God (ha'ida ‘an din
Allah) and lie outside of obedience to Him (hariga an taatihi), and so are separated from
His religion (mufariqa dinahu) because of the depravity which possesses them, and the
contradictions inherent in them. ... We find that the believers of the Christian religion reject
(munabidun) the six types [of reasons to convert to another religion] foreign to the will of
God (al-hariga an iradat Allah), His remembrance is exalted! [and] contrary to the religion
of truth (mudadida li-din al-haqq).” Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:85) vs. Arabic text
(Abu R&’ita, Die Schriften 132)

3 My translation vs. Arabic text (Abt R@’ita, Die Schriften 106): ra’y Nastiir al-ha’id an
al-milla as-sadiqa.
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combatted (gahadii) those who deviate (al-k@’idin) from the religion of the

Messiah.”*

“As Kyrill [...] said of the Incarnation to Nestorius, the deviant, who rejects

the truth (al-za’id al-muGnid), and who is weak of reason.”®®

“the Trisagion of the honest/devoted believers and their addition of the Cross

to it is different from the Sanctus of every community that deviates from and

resists the truth (haida mu‘anida li-1-haqq) ...%

“those peoples who resisted the religion of God (Uumam mu@nida li-din

Allah)™®"

We may say, that ka’id, when used alone, in the majority of cases, means
Christian deviation; and, as the second example suggests, such deviation from
Moses, or the Church Fathers, i.e. the tradition, is a cause of demarcation,
contestation, dissent (as gakada suggests). When muanid is placed by the side of
ha’id, the two terms together still seem to refer to this deviation. When mu‘nid is
used independently, the meaning is more general, i.e. an opposition, or even
aggression might be detected in the meaning, and difference is not necessarily
interdenominational. (We may also recall Abii R@ita’s previously cited example,®
where muéanid was seen to be a synonymous pair to mukalif, opponent, and an
antonym to peaceful, musalim).

The form derived from b-r-y, i.e. barraniyyin — to the best of my knowledge — is
only present in Theodore Abt Qurra’s usage among the three authors examined here.
The use of this form is already noticed by Griffith, who says that “Abti Qurrah uses
the term al-barraniyyin, i.e. “outsiders”, [...] to designate Muslims and Jews. It is a
transliteration of the Syriac word barrayand, often used for “heathens” or even desert

3 My translation vs. Arabic text (Aba R@'ita, Die Schriften 125): wa-qgad yanbagi an
natba“ sahadat Misa qawl al-aba’ al-qgiddisin at-tahirin alladin kanu li-1-bra amida wa-
da‘@im bi-ma gahadu al-haidin ‘an din al-Masth.

35 My translation vs. Arabic text (Abii R@’ita, Die Schriften 70-71): ka-ma gal [...] ‘ala t-
tagassud wa-t-ta’annus Kirillus at-tahir li-1-ha’id al-muanid li-1-haqq al-‘agiz ar-ra’y Nastir
wa-asyaihi.

3 My translation vs. Arabic text (Abt R@’ita, Die Schriften 76—77): wa-taqdis al-mWminin
al-muglisin [...] idan miraran talata wa-ilhaquhum as-salb bi-hi muhalif taqdis kull milla
ha’ida muanida li-1-haqq aw bida ka-ma wasaftu.

37 Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:97) vs. Arabic text (Abt R@'ita, Die Schriften 138):
tilka I-umam al-mu@nida li-din Allah.

38 “so that no one may have grounds to reproach us concerning [our teachings about] God,
whether he agrees or disagrees (muwafiq — muhalif) with us, is peaceful or obstinate (musalim
— mu@anid).” Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:223) vs. Arabic text (Abt R&’ita, Die
Schriften 27).
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nomads.”® Giffith’s identification of al-barraniyyin with Jews is justified by the
following example:

“We marvel at the outsiders (barraniyyin); they believe in the scriptures of

the Old [Testament], while they find fault with the mysteries of the Christians,

due to the disapproval of the bodily-minded,”*°

given, that here the outsiders are those who accept the Old Testament, but, as
implied, refute the New one, and the Christian mysteries. However, “outsiders” can
be understood in a more general sense, too, as can be seen in the following examples:

“I praise your solicitude, and I think it is appropriate to comply with your
request, not in reliance on myself, that | should be able to set up the least goal
for anyone of the Christians in his religion, or to protect them when anyone of
the outsiders (al-barraniyyin), people of perdition, error and rudeness (ahl al-
hasara, wa-d-dalala wa--fazaza), moves his tongue for Satan to cause them
doubts.”*

This idea, i.e. whoever follows another religion, has lost [his soul], is gone astray
and is a rude one (as hasara, wa-d-dalala wa-l-fazaza indicate it) is similar to the
one seen previously e.g. in Abli R@’ita’s use (c.f. the first citation of this paper
concerning the six false motivations for adhering to a religion, where Aarig alluded
to being an outsider, or to exclusion); but which is more, he is depicted as evil,
seeking to please Satan by confusing Christians. Outsiders are also alluded to as a
threat, against whom Christians are to be protected. Another example by Abt Ra’ita
shows further parallels:

“The obvious demonstration that our teaching is the truth (gawluna huwa I-

haqgq) and our religion is the correct one (dinuna huwa s-sawab) (and that the

one who follows another [religion] is among those who are lost (wa-man
ittabaa gayrahu fa-huwa min al-Aasirin)), is in your confession and your
assent to our teaching in which we describe God by His true description.”*?

39 Abii Qurra, Veneration 30, footnote 78. Griffith cites the following: “See R. Payne
Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus (2 vols.; Oxford, 1879-1901, VOL. I, COL. 578.”

%0 Griffith’s translation (Abii Qurrah, Veneration 35) vs. Arabic text (Aba Qurra, Maymar
[t ikram al-igunat 99): nugib min al-barraniyyin alladin ywminin bi-kutub al-atiga, haytu
yUayyibina asrar an-nasara li-inkar al-‘uqil al-gusdaniyya iyyaha.

41 Griffith’s translation (Abii Qurra, Veneration 30) vs. Arabic text (Abt Qurra, Maymar
i ikram al-igunat 89): fa-hamidtu nayataka, wa-ra’aytu igabataka, la tiqatan bi-nafst anni
uqim adna garad li-ahad min an-nasara fi dinihi, aw azburu anhum ada man harraka s-
Saytan lisanahu li-taskikihim min al-barraniyyin, ahl al-hasara wa-d-dalala wa-|-fazaza.

42 Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:166) vs. Arabic text (Abii R@’ita, Die Schriften 3):
fa-d-dalil al-wadih anna gawlana huwa 1-haqq wa-dinana huwa s-sawab wa-man ittabaa
gayrahu fa-huwa min al-hasirin bi-igrarikum wa-tasdigikum li-qawlind fima wasafna Allah
bi-hi min haqq sifatihi.
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The basis of the definition of “us” is explicitly that “our” teaching is the truth
(gawluna huwa 1-hagq) and our religion is the correct one (dinuna huwa s-sawab);
while the construction of the Other is based on that he follows another religion
(ittaba‘a gayrahu) and thus comes to be called a “lost” one (Adsir).

The allusion to the threat of the outsiders is carried on in the next example, where
Abii Qurra writes:

“Therefore, the Christian should not disapprove of the outsiders’ calling the

spiritual, divine, heavenly mysteries of Christianity (asrar an-nasraniyya ar-

riuhaniyya) foolish (tahmiq). For, the most skilful of these people in their own
wisdom is but someone animalish, satanic, utterly foolish (rnafsani, Saytani,
ahmaq).”®

The outsider is extremely othered and denigrated here: he is presented as someone
who calls Christian mysteries foolish; and, at the same time is animalistic, satanic,
and foolish. The opposition between Christians and outsiders is emphasized by the
contrastive use of the two adjectives rizhani, ‘spiritual’ vs. nafsani, ‘animalish’.

There are other similarities between Abt Qurra’s and Abll R2’ita’s usages: €.g.
when the former writes this way:

“A person who refrains from making the prostration to the icons because of

its repulsiveness (qubh) to the outsiders (al-barraniyyiin) must disregard

(varfud) other mysteries of Christianity too, because of their loathsomeness

(samaga) to these same people;”**

this outsider here may be compared to Abti R@’ita’s previously seen “opponent”
(mupalif) who was presented as one who does not accept Christian teachings (as
true). Abti R@ita’s references to the lack of acceptance and considering the other as
a liar (gayr magbil — mukaddib) are here paragoned by repulsiveness (qubh) and
loathsomeness (samaga).

The last example of this section also offers parallels:

“Because of the dullness of the ancients, God used to discharge his mysteries

among them only by means of such miracles as their eyes could see in

connection with them. Christians do not need anything like this. Nevertheless,
for the sake of the outsiders (al-barraniyyin), and the lowest rank of the

Christians (safalat an-nasara), God continues to manifest miracles in behalf

43 Griffith’s translation (Abii Qurra, Veneration 34) vs. Arabic text (Abt Qurra, Maymar
fi ikram al-iqunat 98): idan la yunkiranna an-nasara tahmiq al-barraniyyin asrar an-
nasraniyya ar-rithaniyya, li-anna ahdaq ala’ika bi-hikmatihim innama huwa nafsant Saytani,
ahmag.

4 Griffith’s translation (Abii Qurra, Veneration 30) vs. Arabic text (Abii Qurra, Maymar
i ikram al-iginat 90): innahu kana yanbagt li-man imtana@a min as-sugid li-s-suwar li-
qubkihi inda al-barraniyyin an yarfuda wa-gayr dalika min asrar an-nasraniyya li-
samagatihi inda ula’ika.
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of the mysteries of Christianity, and in behalf of the strong relationship of the

icons with those of whom they are the icons.”*®

It can be compared to Abli R2’ita’s classification: we can remember that in case
of the taqdis, he placed Melkites, Nestorians, Jews and other opponents together in
contrast to those true believers who accepted the Jacobite Trisagion. Similarly, Aba
Qurra uses the veneration of icons as a dividing line between the Christians on the
one hand and outsiders and the lowest rank of the Christians on the other.*®

3 Circulation of the adversos Judeos heritage and its manifestation in an Arabic
Christian language

A specific case for othering is when the authors are referring to an adherent to
another religion as an enemy. Apart from Theodore Abii Qurra’s general remark on
enmity and violence inherent in various religious groups,*’ the most specific case is

4 Griffith’s translation (Abii Qurra, Veneration 72) vs. Arabic text (Abti Qurra, Maymar
Sfrikram al-iqunat 170): inna Allah, li-galaz al-awwaliyyin, innama yahull asrarahu indahum
bi-ma kana yara ayunuhum min al-aagib fiha. wa-inna n-nasara la yahtagina ila mitla
dalika, ma‘a anna Allah la yazal, fi hal al-barraniyyin wa-safalat an-nasara, yuzhir al-a‘agib
[t asrar an-nasraniyya, wa-fi Siddat waslihi ag-suwar bi-ma hiya la-hu.

46 Another parallel would be offered as far as the topic of miracles previously presented
by God but then discontinued is concerned. As seen e.g. in the Kitab al-Burhan 27,
evidentiary miracles were necessary for the establishment of the religion, but later
generations of Christians do not need it — given that intellectual reflection is enough. (C.f.
Stroumsa, 1999:31).

47 C.f. Lamoreaux’s translation (Abai Qurra, Theologus autodidactus 20): “With respect
to this second subject, we see that not one of the other religions recognized or commanded
such things. Indeed, the situation is quite the opposite. They permitted their followers to cling
to the world and pandered to their desires for it and to their enjoyment of its sweetness. This
was something that slew their nature and made it ill, barring it from love for the creator and
from love for one another. Like wild animals, they commanded nothing of virtue, but only
vengeance and revenge. Indeed, they were not satisfied with vengeance, but went even
further. They abuse, but do not accept abuse, and if abused, they strike, and if struck they
kill. Nor do they limit themselves to this, but they take their swords and go forth to those who
have done them no harm, killing and taking them as booty. All the religions consider this
acceptable.” vs. Arabic text (Abu Qurra, Maymar fi wugid al-halig 246): wa-fi hada n-naw*
at-tani wa-lam nara ahad ha’ulai 1-adyan ‘arafaha wa-la amara bi-ha wa-lakin ‘ala \-hilaf,
innahum rahhasi li-ashabihim ittihad ad-dunya wa-farasi la-hum Sahawatihim wa-t-
tamattu fi laddatiha, bi-amr qad qatali fihi t-tabia wa-amradiiha bi-hi, wa-hali baynaha
wa-bayna hubb al-Bari, wa-ba‘'duhum ba‘dan. Wa-lam ya’muri aydan bi-5ay’ min al-fadi,
wa-lakin bi-ahd al-qisas, wa-\-intigam ka-s-siba, li-annahum lam yardaw bi-1-gisas, wa-
lakin bi-z-ziyada ‘alayhi. Innahum yastamiina wa-la yagqbaliina $-satm. wa-in sutimii darabi
wa-in duribii qatali. wa-la yaqtasiruna ‘ald hada aydan, wa-lakinnahum yahudina
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dubbing the Jew as enemy, as it can be seen in Abu R&ita’ following explicit
reference:

“Now, if they deny this teaching, and reject it, saying: “The prophets did not
say this, rather, you have altered the words from their places, and you have
made [the prophets] say what is false and a lie,” it should be said to them: If
these books were only in our possession, and not [also] in the hands of our
enemies the Jews (a‘da’una l-yahiid), then, By my lifel one could accept your
teaching that we have changed [them] and substituted [words for other
words].”*

Here, without further reasoning and clarification, merely the phenomenon that
Jews are considered as enemies is visible. The presence of such a reference is not
surprising, since, as S. Griffith states it: “The inclusion of anti-Jewish elements in
these tracts was intended to generate sympathetic vibrations among members of the
two communities who held a common prejudice against Jews. It also gave Christian
polemicists the opportunity to score debate points against Muslims by associating
Islamic doctrines with Jewish ideas” (Griffith 1998:66). Here, given that the passage
seeks to reject the charge of takrif, according to which Christians and Jews have
distorted their scriptures, handling Jews as enemies with whom, however, some of
the Scriptures are mutually accepted, is a mere rhetorical tool.*® In the majority of
cases, however, the reason for considering Jews as enemies is given: namely the
charge of deicide, as the following examples indicate.

“[...] this was confirmation of His becoming human, and raising His evidence

against Satan and the Jews, who carried out His crucifixion and death.”®®
And:

suyifahum wa-yahrugiuna ild man lam ywdihim, fa-yaqtulinahu wa-yastabihinahu wa-hada
ra’y gami‘ al-adyan.

48 Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:207, 209) vs. Arabic text (Abu R@’ita, Die Schriften
23): fa-in ankaru hada l-qawl wa-gahadithu wa-qali inna l-anbiya> lam tanguq bihi wa-
innama harraftum al-kalam an mawdiihi wa-tagawwaltum alayhim az-zir wa-I-kadib.
Yuqal lahum innahu law kanat hadihi -kutub fi ayding min gayr an yakin fi aydi a‘da’ina I-
yahid, kana li- umrt yugbal gawluhum in gayyarna wa-baddalna.

49 This is a frequently recurring argument, see also e.g. Patriarch Timothy, who “cited the
enmity existing between Christians and Jews as proof that neither group could get away with
altering or distorting their scriptures, as the Muslims claim, because they would have had to
agree on it, since they know each other’s scriptures. [...] it would be impossible for them to
agree with one another about any such momentous issue,” due to the enmity (Griffith 1988:
68).

%0 Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:285) vs. Arabic text (Abu R#’ita, Die Schriften 59):
fa-dalika tahqiq li-tanasihi [sic'] wa-qgawam li-huggatihi ‘ala §-Saytan wa--yahiid alladina
wallaw salbahu wa-gatlahu.
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“As for His raising evidence against Satan and the Jews, [this] is so that they
will not excuse themselves from [the crime] they have committed in Killing
Him,”!

Finally:

“Peter says concerning the Acts (ibriksis) to the Jews, the God-killers. He said

“the beginning and the provider of life — you have killed him, who has

resurrected from among the dead. And he has dissolved the chain of death that

could not seize him.” Inform us, who is the beginning of life whom the Jews
killed if not God, the Word?’?

Apart from the aboundant references by Abii Ra’ita,>® we also find allusions by
the other two authors that include e.g. the following example by Theodore Abt
Qurra:

“The Jews crucified Him

and by ‘Ammar al-BasrT a reference to Christ as the one killed by the Jews in the
Book of the Questions and answers:

“as for the [hypothesis] that different communities (umam mujtalifa) and

scattered peoples (suwb mutasatta [!]) [different] kinds/races of communities

(agndas umam) and differing kingdoms (mamlakat mutafawita) should all

agree on ethnic solidarity (taassub) and the submission to the worship of

someone killed by the Jews (hudiic li-ibadat qatil yahid), notwithstanding a

kind of insults,* hatred/detestation, wars, and enmity (sibab, bagda, huriib,

254

51 Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:287) vs. Arabic text (Abii R&’ita, Die Schriften 59):
wa-amma qawam huggatihi ‘ala §-Saytan wa-l-yahid fa-li-an-la ya'diri anfusahum fima
irtakabithu min al-danb fi qatlihi.

52 My translation vs. Arabic text (Abii R@’ita, Die Schriften 90): wa-Butrus yagil fi |-
Ibriksis li-l-yahid qatilat al-ilah: qal ra’s al-hayat wa-wahibuha qataltumithu alladi gama
min bayn al-amwat. Wa-halla witag al-mawt wa-lam yastasi [!1] an yadbugahu. fa-‘arrifina
man ra‘asa l-hayat alladr qatalithu |-yahid illa Allah al-Kalima? C.f. Acts 2, esp. 2,23.

53 Similar examples include also: Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:289). “That which
is related to the Jews in the killing of the Messiah is their act against Him and that which is
related to Him in His killing is His deliverance of them, and His suffering what they [com-
mitted] against Him, without interfering with what they wanted.”; and Keating’s translation
(Keating 2006:295): “The Jews are punishable for His crucifixion and His Killing, because
they intended His annihilation, even if He is exalted above this, glory be to Him! because His
ousia rises above killing and death”

% Lamoreaux’s translation (Abii Qurra, Theologus autodidactus 46) vs. Arabic text (Abi
Qurra, Maymar fi wugiid al-halig 269): innahu hina ata |-hind karazahum din an-nasraniyya
fa-gala: inna Allah ba‘ata ibnahu min as-sama’ ila d-dunya fa-tagassada min imra’a ‘adra
wa-wulida minhd insanan wa-inna al-yahiid salabathu. Fa-mata wa-dufina wa-ba‘ad talatat
ayyam gama min al-mawta wa-sa‘ida ila s-sama’ wa-galasa ‘an yamin al-Ab.

%5 The text reads as s-b-b. Beacause of the context, | read it as sibab, plural of sabb/subba,
i.e. insult, cursing, abuse.
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sahna’) that is between them and the Jews, this is inconceivable for anyone

who’s intelligent, but also for any ignorant [person].”*®

The presence of references to Jewish deicide is relevant. As S. Griffith states it,
in Christian apologetics, from the second century, the claim was made that Jesus was
crucified by the Jews, and in anti-Jewish polemics, the charge that the Jews killed
the Messiah, came to be a standard topic. Epithets like “Christ-killer (christokzo-
nos)”, “Christ-murderer (christophonos)”, and sometimes “God-killer (theoktonos)”
began to be used from the fourth century, and then became commonplace in
Christian writings in the Byzantine Empire and elsewhere (Griffith 1988: 74). This
usage can be a continuation of the earlier polemical heritage and illustrates its
circulation and translation into the Arabic Christian theological language.

The theme recurs with minor additional details, e.g. when the Jews are depicted
as collaborators of Satan: as it can be seen in Abt R@’ita’s following example:

“The witness that this ([that is], what we have mentioned about His beseeching

[God]) is a confirmation of His becoming human and cuts off the arguments

Satan and the Jews put forward with their evil hearts (s’ damirihim) and their

defective inclinations (nags aAwa’ihim), is [that] He rebuked some of His

disciples when He told them...”®’

Here, according to the author’s claim, arguments are presented jointly by Satan
and the Jews, and the link is in the evil heart and defective inclinations. The depiction
recalls Abli Qurra’s previously seen demarcation fom outsiders, barraniyyiin, who
were seen as animalish and evil. We can then see, that should there be an “other”, an
outsider in general, or a specific group, such as the Jews, defectiveness, evil, and
threat for Christians are among the features that play an important part in his
othering.

The Jew is often depicted as dull, as e.g. the following example by Abd Qurra
illustrates:

“This is a sufficient justification from the Old [Testament] and the New

[Testament], for the act of prostration in the way of honor that the icons of the

% My translation vs. Arabic text (‘A. al-Basri, Kitab al-Masa il wa-l1-agwiba. 141): amma
an takan umam muhtalifa wa-suub mutasatta ['] wa-agnas umam wa-mamlakat mutafawita
igtamaat bi-asriha ‘ala t-ta‘agsub wa-l-pudi‘ li-ibadat qatil yahid, ma‘a ma baynaha wa-
bayna |-yahiid hassatan min as-s-b-b wa-l-bagda wa-l-huriib wa-s-sahna’wa-hada ma la
yatawahhamuhu @qil wa-la gahil.

5" Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:287) vs. Arabic text (Abt R@’ita, Die Schriften 59):
wa-s-sahid ‘ala dalika ma dakarna min iltimasihi tahqiq tandsihi [Sic!] wa-hasm as-Saytan
wa-l-yahid ‘an al-hugag fima ataw bi-si’ damirihim wa-naqs ahwa’ihim zagara bad
talamidihi haytu gala.
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saints deserve. It would be better for anyone of the Christians not satisfied

with it to become a Jew, due to the dullness of mind®®

This approach has also been seen above, at Abii Qurra himself, when the
barraniyyin were depicted as bodily-minded and foolish. The demarcation due to a
practice can be paralleled to Aba R@’ita’s approach, as he was seen to define “us”
according to the acceptance of the Jacobite Trisagion, while grouped everyone else
(e.g. Abii Qurra, i.e. the Melkites and the Jews, etc.) as “them”, who differ from it.

4 Further constructions

In course of the lexical examination, we have already seen examples for
constructions of the self and constructions of the other; and we could see sharp
contrasts when series of phrases sought to describe “us” in face of the “opponents,”
i.e. those “who differ from us.” In the following, | will briefly take into consideration
further ideas, notions and corresponding forms that are used to create division,
demarcation, and thus contribute to the construction of otherness.

The first notion is ignorance, gahl; by which true believers can be distinguished
from others, i.e. the ignorants. Such division can be seen in the following remark of
Abt R@’ita:

“By our sanctification (tagdis) of God, we especially refer to the Son, priding

ourselves (iftiharan ['] minna) [in it] and rejecting the ignorant (raddan ‘ala

I-guhhal): Jews and others (al-yahiid wa-gayruhum), who negate and take it

as a lie (al-munkira al-mukaddiba) that the Crucified is God — Sanctus —

omnipotent and immortal.”®

The division made by the Jacobite author due to the question of the Trisagion has
been noted before; the forms mentioned here for “us” and “them” echo the previous
ones. “Priding ourselves,” iftiharan minna resembles “strengthening with support
the one who follows us” tasdidan al-yaqin mimman Saya‘and, while “rejecting the

%8 Griffith’s translation (Abii Qurra, Veneration 75) vs. Arabic text (Abt Qurra, Maymar
fi ikram al-iqunat 175): wa-kafa bi-hada tahqiqan min al-‘atiga wa--hadita, li-ma tastahiqq
suwar al-giddisin min as-sugid ‘ala wagh al-karama. Wa-man la yagna“bihi min an-nasara,
fa-ahra bihi an yakina yahiidiyyan, li-galaz ‘aqlihi. See also another example (from Ibid.,
41): “We are constrained by the rule of reason to consent to everything pertaining to
Christianity, which we mentioned above that the Jews and others, in the blindness of their
minds, find repulsive.”

% My translation. vs. Arabic text (Abii R@ita, Die Schriften 77): gasadna fi taqdisina
Allah al-Ibn hassatan iftiharan bi-dalika minna wa-raddan ‘ala I-guhhal min al-yahid wa-
gayrihim al-munkira al-mukaddiba bi-anna al-masliib Allah quddiis qawi gayr ma’it. Given
that the context supports this meaning and version, | translated iftiharan instead of iftiharan,
present in the text.
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ignorant,” raddan ala |-guhhal recalls “cautioning the one who differs from us”
(tayaqquzan li-man halafand).®® Jews and others are presented as the ignorant, who,
“negate and take it as a lie” al-munkira al-mukaddiba — as previously seen in case of
the opponents.®
Another basis for defining the self, i.e. by the adherence to the true religion while
delimiting the other is the idea of being in line with previous tradition. Thus,
innovation (bid@) takes part in the construction of otherness. Aba R@’ita writes:
“It is a duty of every faithful (mu’min) who seeks what is at his Lord to
adhere/remain faithful to his religion (at-tamassuk bi-diniki), [to have] great
carefulness of his faith (al-iktiraz bi-imanihi), i.e. to make efforts [to avoid]
doubtful matters (subukar) that possess the refusers and the erroneous (ahl an-
nakl wa-l-agalif) and that commend the heretics and defamators/liars (ashab
al-bida‘wa-t-tasarrus) with their eloquent tongues and the beautiful order and
harmony of their expressions. [A faithful is someone who] trusts Him (ittikal
minhu) and restricts himself to who[/what] had come in God’s previous books
(igtisaran ‘ald man sabaqa ilayhi fi kutub Allah) —ancient or new — that clarify
the right faith (al-midiha al-iman as-sahih) and the just and correct religion
(ad-din al-‘adl al-mustagim) with easy speech (sahl min al-gawl), [books] that
are simple, with easy letters, easy meanings, close to the source (garibat al-
ma’had), clear, understood with an understanding of approval (fahm at-
tasdig) and not with an understanding of the comprehension of the “how”
(fahm al-ihata bi-kunh al-kayf) [...] and this is because of the failure and
straying of the mind/intellect [wa-dalika li-fasal al-aql wa-dalalihi] and its
distance from encompassing the knowledge of what exceeds every [other kind
of] knowledge (buduhu min al-iktiwa ‘ald matifat at-tafawut li-kull ma‘ri-
fa).”e2

80 See above in detail. C.f. Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:201) vs. Arabic text (Abii
R&ita, Die Schriften 19-20).

61 C.f. Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:173) vs. Arabic text (Abii R@’ita, Die Schriften
5); and Keating’s translation (Keating 2006:201) vs. Arabic text (Aba R@’ita, Die Schriften
19-20).

62 My translation vs. Arabic text (Abii R@'ita, Die Schriften 66): fa-inna min al-wagib ‘ala
kull mu’min falib li-ma nda rabbihi [...] at-tamassuk bi-dinihi wa-l-ihtiraz bi-imanihi bi-
guhdihi ‘an as-subuhat al-muktawiya ahl an-nakl wa-l-agalit al-munawwiha ashab al-bida‘
wa-t-tajarrug bi-alsinatihim al-daliga wa-Ausn nuzum alfazihim wa-ittisaqiha ka’in man kan
ittikalan minhu wa-iQtisaran ‘ala man sabaqa ilayhi fi kutub Allah al-qadima wa-1-hadita al-
miidiha al-iman as-sahih ad-din al-adl al-mustagim bi-sahl min al-gawl wa-basita bi-akruf
yasira ma‘ant sahla qaribat al-ma’had wadiha mafhiima fahm at-tasdiq la fahm al-ihata bi-
kunh al-kayf wa-dalika li-fasal al-‘aql wa-dalalihi wa-budihi min al-iktiwa’ ‘ala maifat at-
tafawut li-kull matifa.
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The extract maintains the twofold division between true believers and others.
True believers remain faithful to their religion (at-tamassuk bi-dinihi), are careful of
their faith (al-iktiraz bi-imanihi); and make efforts (guhd) to avoid doubtful matters
(Subuhat). This approach recalls an-Nawaw1’s sixth hadiz®® that was transmitted both
by al-Buhari and Muslim, i.e. widely circulating by the ninth century, which diplays
a similar idea and phrasing. But while the hadiz text uses either umiir mustabihat or
Subuhat, here, doubtful matters are merely referred to by the latter phrase. The hadit
text speaks of being wary of these unclear matters (ittaga s-subuhat), which means
absolving one’s religion and honor (istabra’a li-dinihi wa-‘irdihi), which can be
paralleled to the faithfulness to religion/carefulness of faith and making efforts to
avoid doubtful matters mentioned by Abu Ra’ita.

The doubtful matters, subuhat are the first step in building up a division, as from
here Abi R@’ita goes on to describe the others: refusers and the erroneous (ahl an-
nakl wa-l-agalif), as well as the heretics and defamators (ashab al-bida‘ wa-t-
taharrus), who are possessed or commended by the doubtful matters (as muhtawiya
and munawwiha indicates it). Once again, a contrast follows: Abt R@’ita turns back
to the description of the faithful believer mu’min, who is characterized by trust in
God (ittikal minhu), but more importantly for the present examination: by restricting
himself to what is from God: His scriptures and messengers (igtisar ‘ala man sabaga
ilayhi fi kutub Allah), i.e. by an implicit refusal of innovation. God’s scriptures
clarify the right faith (al-madiha al-iman as-sahih) and the just and correct religion
(ad-din al-adl al-mustagim), and thus can be understood with approval (fahm at-
tasdiq). This in contrasted to the understanding of the comprehension of the “how”
(fahm al-ikara bi-kunh al-kayf), which is impossible due to the failure and straying
of the mind/intellect (fasal al-‘aql wa-dalalihi) and its distance from encompassing
the knowledge of what exceeds every [other kind of] knowledge (buduhu min al-
ihtiwa ‘ala matifat at-tafawut li-kull matifa). Believers are juxtaposed with the
refusers and the erroneous (ahl an-nakl wa-I-agalir) as well as the heretics and liars
(ashab al-bida ‘wa-t-taharrus). Also here, a hadiz text is recalled, namely that of an-
Nawaw1’s No. 28 one: “Beware of newly-introduced matters, for every innovation
(bid) is an error (dalala).”® This one was transmitted by Abii Dawid and at-
Tirmidhi, i.e. was in circulation in the ninth century, and, as we can see, the
formulation of Abt R@’ita’s argument is in line with Islamic thought. The question
of “orthodoxy” v.s. innovation can be interpreted in multiple contexts. On one hand,
it might be an interdenominational question (given that Abl R@’ita is seen elsewhere
to refer to Church Faters accepted by all (see in the next extract), and the synod of

83 C.f. an-Nawaw1, les Quarante Hadiths 19: inna |-halal bayyin, wa-inna |-hardam bayyin,
wa-baynahuma umir mustabihat la yalamuhunna katir min an-nas, wa-man ittaqa s-
Subuhat, fa-qad istabra‘a li-dinihi wa-irdihi, wa-man waqa‘a fi s-subuhat waqa‘a fi |-haram.

64 C.f. an-Nawawi, les Quarante Hadiths, 71.: wa-iyyakum wa-muhdatat al-umiir fa-inna
kull bida dalala.
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Chalcedon, associated with the innovation of the heretic group, i.e. the Melkites (see
below), but refused by Jacobites), as well as an interreligious one. Its being directed
against Islam would be supported by the fact that Islamic terminology and concepts
are used, e.g. Abli R@ita’s formula i%ara bi-kunh al-kayf also alludes to the Islamic
bi-la kayf approach.

This extract also used the idea of the true (i.e. just and correct) religion, ad-din
al-adl al-mustaqim as a point of reference for the definition of the self and the other.
Deviation, as an important tool for othering, is present here in the more specific form
of bida‘, which was structured parallel to lie, refusal and error.

Abt R&’ita’s examples on doctrinal differences between Christians also include
the following:

“As the Pure Gregory the Theologian [...]% and other Fathers said who are
accepted by all (al-mugtama“ ‘alayha) and concerning whose authority there
is no difference (I al-muhtalaf fiha)...”%

In this case, reference is made to the authority of Church Fathers accepted by all
Christian denominations, in order to show that Abli R@’ita considers his confessional
group the direct follower of the Orthodox tradition; and accordingly, the other groups
are to be considered as innovators and deviants. In an interdenominational context,
we may see that consensus, igtima is the antonym of difference/disagreement,
ihtilaf, the use of the former term reflecting the influence of Islamic terminology.
This is even more evident in the following passage:

“And we have to explain our intention and doctrine concerning our Trisagion
and our addition of the Cross that saved us. [We should do that] as an
exhortation for the believers (tanbihan li-1-muminin) and a rebuke/reproach
for the innovators and liars (fahran wa-tabkitan li-ashab al-bida“ wa-t-
taharrus). Our sanctification of God by a unique Sanctus that befits those
who profess this blessed second proclamation (taqdis hass yalig bi-ahl
hadihi d-dawa) — it is by it that those who profess it are distinguished
(mumayyaz) from all the opposing religious communities (al-milal al-
muhalifa laha).”®"

It shows the importance of being rooted into tradition, as well as the demarcation
from any innovation, heresy, as implied by the term bida‘, which reflects Islamic

8 Gregory of Nazianzus, also known as Gregory the Theologian.

8 My translation. vs. Arabic text (Abt R@'ita, Die Schriften 69): ka-ma gala dit n-nurq al-
ilaht Agrigiiriis at-tahir wa-gayruhu min al-aba’ al-mugtama‘ ‘alayha la al-mubtalaf fiha.

87 My translation. vs. Arabic text (Abt R@ita, Die Schriften 76): wa-gad yagib ‘alayna
ayyuhd as-sayyid an nasrah garadand wa-madhabana fi taqdisina Allah miraran talata wa-
idafatana ilayhi as-salb al-mungqid la-na tanbihan li-l-mu’minina wa-fahran wa-tabkitan li-
ashab al-bida‘wa-t-taharrus taqdisuna li-Allah [...] tagdisan hassan yaliq bi-ahl hadihi d-
dawa f-taniyya al-mubaraka wa-bi-hi takin mumayyaza bayna ahliha wa-bayna gami al-
milal al-muhalifa la-ha.
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usage, as well. Here the dichotomy is between believers on the one hand, and
innovators, liars on the other; and then between those who profess the blessed
proclamation and the opposing/differing communities. We may presume that the
pairs are intended to refer to the same idea, i.e. believers and the adherents of the
proclamation are contraposed with opponents and innovators-liars. Innovation and
lies are verbalizations and tools for othering.
The last example:
“The well-known Christian groups are three: the Jacobites, the Melkites and
the Nestorians. ... We find the Melkites who are founded upon the
innovation (bida)) of the hypocrite (munafig) assembly, the synod of
Chalcedon™®®
shows bida“and hypocrisy (i.e. nifag) as the ground upon which interdenomina-
tional difference and separation are based.

5 Concluding remarks

After examining individual extracts and their comparison, let us sum up forms,
notions and techniques of othering in a more general way.

A key notion in othering is difference (iktilaf, or other forms derived from the
same roots) which was detected in many fields and was rendered coherent and linked
to even more. We could notice the difference of religions in general (adyan
muptalifa, ihtilaf katir fi 1-adyan), that of religious communities (milal mujtalifa —
synonymous to mutafarrig fi I-milal), which came together with opposition (as
indicated either the presence of the form tadadd or its variant, or by the form
referring to the opponent in religion, i.e. the muhalif). Construct structures then let
the reader understand in what semantic area this difference, or opposition originates.
E.g. we can see the difference of opinions, i.e. istilaf al-ara’ as well as their plurality,
kazrat al-ara’ in general, or more specifically e.g. the difference of exegesis iAtilaf
at-ta’wil. The difference of language and race (istilaf al-lugavalfaz/alsun; \htilaf al-
agnas/al-alwan) — linked to the distance of countries and kingdoms, their difference,
(tabaud/tana’t al-buldan, tadadd al-mamalik wa-dunyahum, ihtilaf al-mamalik ) as
well as the looseness or lack of tribal or family ties (tabaud al-qaraba/ingita an-
nasab) are seen parallel on the one hand to the plurality of communities in general
(umam katira) but contrary to the universality of Christianity that is present
everywhere in the same form, with the same Scriptures.

88 My translation. vs. Arabic text (Abl Ra’ita, Die Schriften 78-79): innama |-firaq al-
mashiira bi-n-nasraniyya talata al-ya‘qiubiyya ani wa-I-malkiyya wa-n-nastariyya. [...] wa-
qad nagid al-malkiyya alladin qad tubiti ‘ala bida“al-gam<al-munafiq magma“ Halgadiniy-
ya al-muayyan lahu wa-I-qayyim bi-sa’nihi [...].
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The form derived from the same roots, mujalif refers to the one who adheres to
another religion/sect or is even an opponent. This is enhanced by such constructions
of otherness as the indications that opponents do not accept the teachings, scriptures
or speech in general of each other (as kalamuhu gayr maqbiil, takdib, gayr qabil
ba‘duhum min ba‘d indicate). In face of the mujalif, caution (tayagquz) is required,
which stood in contrast with the construction of belonging: the ones who belong to
the same group (Saya‘) were strengthened (tasdid).

Difference often appears together with confusion (tahayyur), error (dalal),
disperse or separated aspirations (tastit al-ahwa’). At the same time, it is antonymous
to agreement (either as igtima, or ittifag) and peacefulness (as indicated by the usage
of musalim), while synonymous to obstinance (as visible in the choice of the word
mu‘anid, which, in turn is used mostly together with the truth and the so-called
religion of God, muanid li-1-haqq/li-din Allah). Christians are also presented as
opponents of who differs from/opposes God, or angers Him (man halafahu,
Sahadahu, ashatahu).

The root f-r-q was used in similar ways but implying also separation mostly
concerning a specific practice (as e.g. in case of the raqdis); or, separation from God
(tafarruq al-ahwa’ @anhu) may be parallel to idolatry (wad<ismahu ala gayrihi).

Another way for othering was seen in case of the forms sa’id, deviant and barrant,
outsider. The former implied being on the outer side (as implied by harig) and
separation (as indicated by mufarig). The two forms then share this sense of
“outsiderness”, which is enriched in case of the latter with being lost/a loser (hasir),
references to the outsiders’ considering Christian mysteries as foolish (tahmiq; as
well as references to qubh and samaga) — which is then a recurring element in
constructing otherness, as seen also in the case of takdib — and which turns outsiders
into a threat — also a recurring tool c.f. the references to cautioning, etc.).

Ways of othering include references to leaving tradition behind, introducing
changes, heresy, and synonymously lies (as the use of terms/names like hadiz,
mubtada’, bida, takarrus implies). The selection of lexicon is seen to be influenced
by Islamic phraseology, just as in case of related fields, like entering into doubts
(Subuhat), or even apostasy (kufi, tagit, ahl an-nakl wa-l-agalir), or hypocrisy
(nifag).

An important element of the construction of the other was his presentation as
ignorant (see gahl), apt to err (as mentioned above: dalal), one who fails to reason
(as indicated by expressions like fasal al-<agl) and incapable to comprehend a
knowledge that is different from their own (bud min al-iktiwa’ matifat at-tafawut).

The other usually converts new followers by way of violence, which in the
examples | analysed was referred to through compulsion by the sword;® in other

8 The Christian perception of Islam as a religion of the sword is the topic of another
current research, the first results of which were presented at the international conference
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cases, conversion may come through ethnic solidarity (taassub) and the common
opinion of the community.

Mention should be made of Jews as enemies, who were also presented as ignorant
and dull (i.e. as any “other”); but were also introduced more specifically as
collaborators of Sayzan, having evil hearts, defective inclinations (si’ ad-damir, nags
al-ahwa’). The deliberate and explicit denigration and othering of the Jew is based
on his presentation as Christ-killer or God-killer.

After summarizing the aspects of the description of the other, we may complete
the conclusion by drawing attention to how complementary the features of the self
were in these discourses. The construction of the self is based on the belonging to
the group that is defined through the idea of adhering to the so-called true and just
religion (din ‘adl, mustagim). This adherence was seen in forms like yaltamis
hagqahu, yanqad ilayhi, yatba‘, muwazib, mutamassik, lazim, ahid, farih bi-dinihi,
ihtiraz bi-imanihi. Apart from these positive traits, there are some negative ones that
define the self by delineating, counter-acting in face of the other, as seen in the case
of mutaharrib, rafid, mutagannib, gahid and tabkit. Such an adherent community is
referred to as God’s community, bi‘at Allah, and induces pride (as fasr indicates).

Complementary features include the following: if the other was presented as
deviant, the follower of the so-called true religion, i.e. Christianity, is characterized
by right guidance, i.e. huda. If the other differs and separates from the group (kalafa,
faraqa), the adherent follows it (saya@); and is characterized by igtima“. If the other
is a heretic or an apostate, the Christian is a believer, mu’min. If the other is forced/or
forces others to convert, the believer does it voluntarily, through an understanding
of approval, fahm at-tasdiq. If the other is a threat or needs caution, the believer is
strengthened and informed (tasdid, tanbih).

Finally, if the other is deviant, relies on false sources, or introduces innovations,
the true believer is seen to restrict himself to God’s revelation (igtisar ‘ala kutub
Allah), which is illuminating the true religion and belief, and which belongs
exclusively to the community (hass, yaliq bi-ahl hadihi d-dawa, mumayyaz). The
sources are indicated as ancient (as! gadim, or even as athar sabiga), that of the
forefathers (asl/af) and the Church Fathers.

To conclude: we could see both in argumentation and terminology how the
cohesion and self-identification of the communities as well as the delineation from
others are determined by the understanding of religious belonging. Following the
true religion was a part of the construction of “us”, at the same time, it was a marker
of distinction and differentiation from others (who in turn define “us” by embodying
what we are not). Religion was also a major factor in the perception of alterity:
resulting in separation and opposition, manifesting on the level of the communities
pertaining to them.

“Religioni ¢ Violenza. Ideologie, Riti, Conflitti” Velletri — Roma, 13-14. June, 2017 (Museo
Raffaele Pettazzoni).
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Based on the terminological approach, we could see that the concept of otherness
as well as a term indicating it, was not present, however, a set of lexical items, terms,
and notions were used to refer to perceptions of difference on multiple levels
(religious, linguistic, racial, etc.), as well as they were tools for othering. A whole
web of ideas could be identified either in case of the constructions of otherness, or
in case of those of belonging.

As an outcome of the research, it may be mentioned that this essay addresses the
contemporay and increasing debate on the perception of Islam/the Muslim as other.
On the one hand, this paper offers data related to an early phase of this perception;
on the other, the challenge of the research lies in the geographic area: the Christian
authors examined here lived together with Muslims, so the so-called Saidian
“oriental other” based on the Western othering is not applicable.
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