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The Prophetic Traditions constitute very authoritative, normative

source of Islam, second only to the Qur’Én. Therefore, it is significant to

explore the treasures of ×adÊth in order to explain Islamic view of the InjÊl,

the book entrusted to prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*), and its relation to the canonical

gospels of the Christians. For this purpose, the article begins with a

discussion about Waraqah b. Nawfal’s manuscript of the InjÊl, referred to

in one of the most authentic collections of aÍÉdÊth (i.e., BukhÉrÊ’s collection).

It then develops to survey the aÍÉdÊth, which describe when and how the

InjÊl was sent down, in order to highlight the nature of its revelation. The

paper, afterwards, turns to the question of the corruption of the previous

scriptures especially the InjÊl as addressed in the Prophetic Traditions.

Finally, it discusses how the Prophetic narrations view the prophecies

about the advent of Prophet MuÍammad (œ) as foretold in the previous

scriptures especially the InjÊl. The article ends with a critical appraisal and

concludes that the Prophetic Traditions’ concept of the InjÊl is largely an

extension of that of the Qur’Én. They also provide specific insights into

how the corruption crept into the Christian scriptures and whether the

alteration was of both the text and meaning or of the meaning alone.

Introduction

For Muslims, the Prophetic Traditions have normative authority

and constitute the Divine revelation, though the words are of Prophet

MuÍammad (œ) himself. Only the Qur’Én – the verbatim revelation of

Allah – has precedence over them as a source of the Islamic law. Muslims’

high regard for the Prophetic Traditions, therefore, makes them

immensely crucial for the study of any religious concept in Islam. Islam

does not proclaim to be an absolutely new religion.2 Rather, it presents
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itself as a continuation of the previous revelations entrusted to Ódam,

NËÍ, IbrÉhÊm, MËsÉ, DÉ’wËd, and ‘ÔsÉ ( ), among many other

prophets and messengers ( ).3 The InjÊl (Gospel) stands prominent

among the previous revelations not only because it was sent to Prophet

MuÍammad’s (œ) immediate predecessor prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*), but also

because it is associated with the largest religious community of the

contemporary world.4 However, whereas the Christians see the gospels

as a record of revelation not the revelation itself* (because for them it

is Jesus Christ (*) who is the revelation of God),5 the InjÊl perceived

by the Prophetic Traditions – in agreement with the view of the Qur’Én –

seems to signify a direct revelation entrusted to ‘ÔsÉ (*). Therefore, it

is important to study the concept of the InjÊl as perceived by the Prophetic

Traditions and investigate what is the relation between the Christian

gospels and the InjÊl mentioned in the ÍadÊth literature. The study might

lead to significant implications for the dialogue between two major religious

communities of the world.

Literature Review

Despite the importance of the topic, one hardly finds any significant

study, specifically addressing the above-mentioned question. British

missionary William Gairdner (d. 1928) wrote an article “MoÍammedan

Tradition and Gospel Record: The ×adÊth and the InjÊl” in 1915.6 He,

however, solely focuses on how the Christian gospels and Muslim ÍadÊth

literature were preserved and developed in the course of history. Drawing

completely upon the late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century orientalist

Ignaz Goldziher’s (d. 1921) conclusions and opinions about the authenticity

and historicity of ÍadÊth literature,7 he proceeds to prove the superiority

of the gospel record over Prophetic Traditions in terms of authenticity,

reliability, and withstanding the onslaught of the Historical Critical Method.8

Although, the main thesis of this article does not directly relate to the

present study, it did foreshadow Wilfred C. Smith’s (d. 2000) later

proposition that Christian gospels’ more accurate equivalent in Islam is

ÍadÊth literature and not the Qur’Én.9

––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
*The four versions of InjÊl are in fact not the original Divine message to ‘ÔsÉ (*)

but rather versions of four of his apostles, Mathew, Mark, Luke and John.
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Sidney Griffith (b. 1938), in his broader quest for the appearance

of the earliest translations of the Christian gospels into Arabic, discusses

three early Muslim sources, which refer to the InjÊl or its contents. The

first is Ibn IsÍÉq’s (d. ca. 767 C.E.) biography of Prophet MuÍammad (œ).

Ibn IsÍÉq quotes the Gospel of John (15:23-16:1) as a scriptural proof of

the future coming of Prophet MuÍammad (œ). Following earlier scholars

(i.e., Anton Baumstark [d. 1948] and Alfred Guillaume10 [d. 1965]), Griffith

holds that Ibn IsÍÉq’s quotation certainly draws upon some version of the

Palestinian Syriac Lectionary.11 He also refers to certain “corrections

and alterations,”12 which the biographer introduced to the text in order

to make it in harmony with Islamic doctrines, such as replacing the

phrase “my Father” with “the Lord.” Griffith concludes that Ibn IsÍÉq

alone, or with assistance of some Arabic-speaking Christian, translated

the Syriac text into Arabic in order to incorporate it into his biography.

The second reference includes Muslim sources especially the report of

BukhÉrÊ, which narrate that Waraqah b. Nawfal, an older contemporary

of Prophet MuÍammad (œ) and cousin of his wife KhadÊjah (g), used

to write/read InjÊl bi ’l-‘Arabiyyah/bi ’l-‘IbrÉniyyah. Griffith, however,

confines himself mainly to the question concerning the language in which

the Gospel reached to Waraqah and the language in which he used to

write/read it. He suggests that the Gospel in possession of Waraqah was

most probably in Syriac and that he in all likelihood copied it in his native

language, Arabic. The last Muslim source, which Griffith discusses in

relation to Muslim references to the Injil, is Wahb b. Munabbih (d)

(d. 732 C.E.). He notes that Wahb ibn Munabbih (d) presents his

accounts of the Torah and the InjÊl in a manner that agrees with

Qur’Énic teachings about their message.11 Moreover, the sources of his

reports, Griffith continues, “were in languages other than Arabic, most

probably Syriac, and possibly some Greek.”13 Griffith is obviously

conscious of the difference between the Muslim perception of the InjÊl and

Christian understanding of the gospels. That is why, he makes it clear

from the outset that he aims to search for the earliest Arabic translations

of the canonical gospels and not to study the image of the InjÊl as

perceived by the Qur’Én, prophetic narrations, or broader Muslim tradition.

American historian of Islam David Cook (b. 1966) – largely agreeing

with Griffith’s conclusion that Arabic translations of the Christian gospels

did not appear until the early ‘AbbÉsid period and that citations predating
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this period drew upon individual, perhaps oral translations, often

paraphrases, and not upon a larger translated text – studies verbatim or

paraphrased New Testament citations found in the ÍadÊth literature in

search for early Arabic translations of the gospels.14 Adding to the work

of Tarif KhÉlidi,15 he collects fifty-nine ÍadÊth selections, which in his

view, are from the New Testament. As most of these alleged citations

are from Matthew, Cook proposes, “there was a Muslim translation of

the Gospel of Matthew into Arabic, or at least of those parts which were

not objectionable to the early Muslims.”16 Although, Cook explores the

vast corpus of ÍadÊth,17 it is not his intention to elaborate the concept

of the InjÊl as imagined by the Prophetic Traditions. This brief review

of the literature shows that the limitations of the previous studies leave

sufficient research gape to be filled by further research.

The InjÊl Possessed by Waraqah b. Nawfal

It is significant to survey ÍadÊth literature in order to illuminate the

concept of the InjÊl preserved by Waraqah b. Nawfal. Waraqah b. Nawfal

(d. ca. 611 C.E.) b. Asad b. ‘Abd al-‘UzzÉ b. QuÎayy was the cousin

of KhadÊjah (g), the wife of Prophet MuÍammad (œ). His lineage

meets with that of the Prophet (œ) on QuÎayy, the third grandfather of

Waraqah and KhadÊjah and the fourth one of the Prophet (œ).18 In

Muslim literature, Waraqah is remembered for his knowledge of the

scriptures, both the TawrÉh (Torah) and the InjÊl.19 He was one of the

few Makkans who renounced paganism and became monotheists before

the advent of Islam.20 Muslim sources testify to his adoption of

Christianity.21 The famous historian MuÍammad b. ×abÊb (d. 245 A.H.)

explains, why Waraqah leaned to Christianity. According to him, Waraqah

composed an elegy, to mourn his Christian cousin ‘UthmÉn b. al-×uwayrith,

who was allegedly killed by ‘Amr b. AbÊ Shamir, the Christian sovereign

of Syria. When ‘Amr b. AbÊ Shamir came to know the elegy he swore

to kill Warqah. On hearing this news, Waraqah left Makkah to take

refuge in the territory of the Tayy’ tribe, where he remained for a long

time.22 Tayy’ was one of the Arab tribes into which Christianity had

penetrated before the advent of Islam.23 Then Waraqah went to Bahrain.24

Again, Bahrain was one of the Arabian cities where Christianity flourished

prior to Islam.25 A Bahraini Christian taught Waraqah how to seek pardon
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from the king. He advised him to go to the king and seek the protection

of Christ (*) from the King. As Waraqah did what the Christian told

him to do, the king not only forgave him but also gave protection to him

and his people. All this touched him so much that he felt an inclination

for Christianity.26

A Tradition narrates that Waraqah also visited Negus, the king of

Abyssinia, after the unsuccessful military expedition of Abrahah against

Makkah.27 Nevertheless, its detailed account seems to be mythological

more functional than historical. Famous ÍadÊth scholar Ibn ×ajar (d.

1449) maintains that Waraqah left Makkah for Syria and other lands in

search of true religion. He accepted Christianity and met those monks

who followed the pure and intact religion of the prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*).28

Probably, from such monks he learned about the expected advent of a

prophet and subsequently attested his prophethood as did SalmÉn, the

Persian (d).

The Traditions, which describe the incident of the first revelation to

the Prophet MuÍammad (œ), relate that Waraqah used to write or read

the InjÊl. However, they do not agree on the language in which he used

to write or read. BukhÉrÊ relates twice that Waraqah “used to write

al-KitÉb al-‘ArabÊ and write down from the InjÊl bi ’l-‘Arabiyyah

whatever Allah wanted him to write.”29 The version of this ÍadÊth,

related in the ØaÍÊÍ Muslim is in accordance with this reading.30 In

another place, however, BukhÉrÊ relates, “He used to write al-KitÉb

al-‘IbrÉnÊ and he would write down from the InjÊl bi ’l-‘IbrÉniyyah.”31

Elsewhere he narrates, “He used to read the InjÊl bi ’l-‘Arabiyyah.”32

A survey of ÍadÊth literature shows that most of the Traditions,

including those of BukhÉrÊ, maintain that Waraqah used to write or read

the InjÊl bi ’l-‘Arabiyyah.33 Only one version of one Tradition quoted

in BukhÉrÊ reads that he used to write al-KitÉb al-‘IbrÉnÊ, and write

down from the InjÊl bi ’l-‘IbrÉniyyah.”34

Muslim commentators of the ÍadÊth do not see this variation of

reading much problematic. They regard both readings as authentic, arguing

that since Waraqah knew both languages he wrote the InjÊl in Arabic as

well as in Hebrew.35 Even some commentators hold that Waraqah was

a polyglot and supposedly knew three languages, Arabic, Hebrew and

Syriac, arguing that the InjÊl had originally been written in Syriac and that

Waraqah used to copy it in Arabic and Hebrew simultaneously.36 Ibn
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HishÉm, on the other hand, records, “Waraqah professed Christianity,

read the scriptures, and heard from the people of the Tawrah and the

InjÊl.”37 However, he leaves mention of the language in which Waraqah

read or wrote the scriptures, perhaps to avoid creating confusion. It is

important, however, to note that Muslim scholars unfortunately did not

inquire how this mutli-lingual InjÊl disappeared. Perhaps, one reason for

not preservation of Waraqah’s InjÊl was that he did not live long after

Prophet MuÍammad (œ) experienced the first revelation of the Qur’Én.

Waraqah died circa 611 C.E. even before the Prophet (œ) was directed

to announce his prophetic mission publicly.

MuÍammad ×amÊdullah (d. 2002) opines that the word ‘IbrÉniyyah,

mentioned in BukhÉrÊ, denotes Syriac and not Hebrew. He attempts to

reconcile the variant readings of BukhÉrÊ’s report saying, “Both may be

true; having learnt Syriac he could read in that language, and also translate

in his mother tongue, Arabic.”38 The inconsistency, however, has not

been completely resolved, for BukhÉrÊ’s report manifestly reads that he

used to write in ‘IbrÉniyyah as well.39

The famous orientalist Aloys Sprenger (d. 1893) proposes that the

“Hebrew” in question is actually the Aramaic script employed by Jews,

and that in this narration it means that Waraqah wrote Arabic InjÊl in the

Aramaic script. Therefore, in his view there is no real conflict between

the two versions of the narration.40

This view has further been elaborated with some modifications by

the Lebanese historian KamÉl Salibi (d. 2011) who holds that Hebrew in

this context “could have meant either Biblical Hebrew or Aramaic. For

the term often indicated the common script in which the two related

languages could be written, rather than the language itself.”41 He argues

that in post-exilic times, Aramaic rapidly replaced Hebrew as the common

Israelite language, and the Hebrew script was maintained for it.42 He

concludes that “The Gospel which still existed in Arabia in the seventh

century A.D. – the one used by Waraqah Ibn Nawfal – was most

probably written in Aramaic, not Hebrew.”43 This implies that that InjÊl

was written in Aramaic, but using the Hebrew script. However, Griffith,

criticizing Sprenger’s view, says,

Historically there is not only the example of Arabic speaking Jews

writing Arabic in “Hebrew” characters. Syriac speakers also
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employed their own alphabets to write Arabic, a writing called

Garšuni in Syriac. But Waraqah, a Meccan and a native

Arabic speaker, and not a Jew but an alleged Christian, would

hardly have had any need to borrow the “Hebrew” script. By this

time the north Arabic script, albeit with an obvious debt to the

Syriac script in its origins, would certainly have been available to

Waraqah.44

Griffith inclines to hold that in all likelihood the Christians of ×ijÉz

had their InjÊl in Syriac during the Prophet MuÍammad’s (œ) time, and

that Waraqah b. Nawfal copied from the InjÊl in his native, Arabic

language. He argues that the Arabic speaking Christians had strong ties

with and were influenced by the Syriac speaking Christians and that the

language of the vernacular scriptures in much of Syria and Palestine

before the rise of Islam was the Aramaic dialect known as Palestinian

Syriac.45 He does not clearly mention the language of the InjÊl from

which Waraqah copied in Arabic. However, one may safely assume,

after analyzing his arguments, that it was Syriac.

He explains the variant of the narrative which reads, “He [Waraqah]

used to write al-KitÉb al-‘IbrÉnÊ, and he would write down from the

InjÊl bi ’l-‘IbrÉniyyah” as a later correction of the narrative, interpolated

by someone who thought that the language of the original InjÊl was

Hebrew.46 However, this explanation may not be correct, for it is based

on a disputed hypothesis, that is, ÍadÊth literature was produced to meet

the requirements of Islamic apologetics.

A book entitled the Qass wa NabÊ suggests that Waraqah was

associated with the Ebonite heresy and the InjÊl he possessed the

Hebrew Gospel of Matthew which is also known as Gospel according

to the Hebrews.47 This view, however, is not correct either. Because

there is no evidence that this sect – which flourished in Transjordan in

the early centuries of the Christian era – survived until the seventh and,

what is more, in Makkah.48

Quite interestingly, Ibn Taymiyyah (d. 728 A.H.) proclaims – in the

context of refuting the Christian claim that the disciples translated the

Tawrah and the InjÊl into every language – that Arabs never possessed

any Arabic version of the Tawrah or InjÊl since the time of the Messiah.

Even there had not been any manuscript of Tawrah or InjÊl at all in
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Makkah, neither in Arabic nor in non-Arabic. His argument rests on the

unavailability of the ancient Arabic manuscripts of the scriptures as well

as on the Qur’Énic verse (XXVIII:46), which implies that no messenger

came to Makkans before Prophet MuÍammad (œ).49 However, his

argument seems to be fallacious partially because authentic sources

indicate that the InjÊl in some form was found in Makkah during the

seventh century C.E.50 and partially because the above-quoted verse

does not necessarily imply that there had not been any kind of scripture

in Makkah before the advent of Islam.

After analyzing the available data, it seems that the InjÊl possessed

by Waraqah – regardless of whether it was a complete manuscript of the

InjÊl or only a fragment – was most probably written in Syriac, not

because BukhÉrÊ’s report may be interpreted as implying this. Instead,

because the historical evidences indicate that the language of the

vernacular scriptures in much of Syria and Palestine – whence Christianity

came to Arabia – before the rise of Islam was Syriac. This Syriac

known as Palestinian Syriac was, in fact, a dialect of Aramaic.51 Since

Hebrew and Aramaic (Palestinian Syriac) used to be written in a common

script – as Salibi proposes – it is possible that Muslim literature sometimes

has confusingly named Syriac as Hebrew. Therefore, it seems that when

Muslim literature reads, “He [Waraqah] used to write al-KitÉb al-‘IbrÉnÊ,

and he would write down from the InjÊl bi ’l-‘IbrÉniyyah” it may mean

that he used to write in Syriac. On the other hand, those who hold that

it was written in Aramaic perhaps they mean by it Palestinian Syriac that

was a specific dialect of Aramaic.

How and When Was the InjÊl Revealed?

Muslims believe that many Divine books descended on the respective

prophets ( ) prior to the Qur’’Én. Some Prophetic Traditions clearly

describe when and how these Divine books or sheets (ÎuÍËf) were

revealed. Therefore, an analysis of such narrations may help to understand

the concept of the InjÊl as perceived by the ÍadÊth literature.

Muslim muÍaddÊth SulaymÉn b. AÍmad al-ÙabarÉnÊ (d. 360 H./

917 C.E.) narrates on the authority of the Companion WÉthilah b.

Asqa‘ (d) who narrates from Prophet MuÍammad (œ) the

following: “The sheets of IbrÉhÊm descended on the first night of
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RamaÌÉn; the Tawrah descended on the sixth night of RamaÌÉn; the

InjÊl descended on the thirteenth night of RamaÌÉn; the ZabËr descended

on the eighteenth night of RamaÌÉn; and the Qur’Én descended on the

twenty-fourth night of RamaÌÉn.”52 This Tradition refers to the sheets

of IbrÉhÊm (*) along with the four famous Divine books. The Qur’Én

also makes brief references to them (LIII:36-37; LXXXVII:18-19). It is

interesting to note that this Prophetic Tradition describes all of these books

revealed on the nights of RamaÌÉn with an interval of about six days

(i.e., 1st, 6th, 13th, 18th, and 24th of RamaÌÉn). The ZabËr has been

mentioned after the InjÊl, which is against the chronological order of their

revelation, for the latter was revealed after the former. Moreover, all of

these scriptures have been described to descend in an identical pattern,

which implies that the nature of the previous revelations, including that

of the InjÊl, was the same as of the Qur’Én itself.

However, there are some other versions of this ÍadÊth, which

differ from the above in some details. For instance, AÍmad b.

×anbal (R.A.) mentions the same Tradition on the authority of

same WÉthilah b. Asqa‘ (d) from the Messenger of God (œ).

However, he omits the mention of the ZabËr.53 On the other hand,

IsmÉ‘Êl b. KathÊr mentions that Ibn Mardawayh narrates the same

ÍadÊth on the authority of JÉbir b. ‘Abd Allah (d). However, he reverses

the order of ZabËr and InjÊl as he makes the revelation of the ZabËr

on the twelfth of RamaÌÉn and of the InjÊl on the eighteenth of

RamaÌÉn.54

In spite of all these variations, these Traditions indicate that each of

these Divine books, including the InjÊl, descended on its respective prophet

on a specific night of RamaÌÉn. Perhaps for this reason, majority of

Muslim scholars hold that the previous Divine books (i.e., ØaÍÊfah, Sheets,

TawrÉh, ZabËr, and InjÊl) were sent down all at once and the Qur’Én

was sent down to Bayt al-‘Izzah in the first heaven in the same way

and then whence it descended on the Prophet (œ) step by step.55 These

narrations also signify the importance of RamaÌÉn in relation to all

revelations, especially the Qur’Én, which claims about itself that it has

been sent down in RamaÌÉn (II:185), specifically on laylat al-qadr

(XCVII:1). Later Muslim scholars provide specific details in this regard,

perhaps using such Traditions along with some Biblical material. For

instance, Ibn KathÊr narrates on the authority of AbË ZËr‘ah al-DimashqÊ
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(d. 281 A.H.) that the TawrÉh descended on MËsÉ (*) on the sixth

night of RamaÌÉn; the ZabËr descended on the twelfth night of RamaÌÉn

after 482 years from the Tawrah; the InjÊl descended on ‘ÔsÉ b.

Maryam (*) on the eighteenth night of RamaÌÉn after 1050 years from

ZabËr; and the Qur’Én descended on the twenty-fourth night of

RamaÌÉn.56 It should also be noted that such Prophetic Traditions are

in agreement with the Qur’Én, which maintains that the InjÊl was a

Divine book revealed to prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*) by Allah. They do not support

the Christian view of the Gospels, which denies that God revealed to

Jesus (*) any specific book known as the Gospel and maintains that the

evangelists composed gospels after Jesus (*) as a historical record of

his life and works.

Certain Prophetic Traditions depict the previous scriptures as

containing sËrahs (chapters) in the same way as does the Qur’Én. They

also compare some specific sËrahs of the Qur’Én with previous revealed

books, along with the InjÊl. AÍmad b. ×anbal (R.A.), for instance, mentions

on the authority of WÉthilah b. Asqa‘ (d) from the Prophet (œ),

“I have been given al-Sab‘ instead of the TawrÉh, al-Mi’Ên instead of

the ZabËr, and al-MathÉnÊ instead of the InjÊl, as well as I have been

given superiority by al-MufaÎÎal.”57

It is generally held that the term al-Sab‘ or al-Sab‘ al-ÙiwÉl signifies

first seven sËrahs of the Qur’Én, excluding al-FÉtiÍah, al-AnfÉl and

al-Tawbah, (i.e., al-Baqarah, Ól-‘ImrÉn, al-NisÉ’, al-MÉ’idah,

al-An‘Ém, al-A‘rÉf, and YËnus).58 Some scholars replace YËnus with

al-AnfÉl and al-Tawbah, considering them one sËrah.59 Al-Mi’Ên are

those sËrahs, which contain hundred and above verses. The term

al-MathÉnÊ, on the other hand, is interpreted either as sËrah al-FÉtiÍah

or as those sËrahs, which are longer than al-MufaÎÎal but shorter than

al-Mi’Ên.60 Perhaps in the present context, it is better to adopt the second

interpretation, for in another Prophetic Tradition, sËrah al-FÉtiÍah has

been declared a unique sËrah, which has no equivalent sËrah in any

previous revealed book.61

In some other versions of the above-mentioned Prophetic Tradition,

al-MathÉnÊ were made substitute for the ZabËr instead of the InjÊl.62

Elsewhere, al-MÉ’idah was made substitute for the InjÊl and al-×ÉmÊm

for the ZabËr as well as the TawrÉh was described to be replaced by

al-MathÉnÊ.63 It has also been reported that ÙÉha, ÙÉsÊn, and ×ÉmÊm
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were revealed to Prophet MuÍammad (œ) from the tablets (alwÉÍ) of

MËsÉ (*) and SËrat al-Baqarah from al-dhikr al-awwal.64 Moreover,

some less-authentic Traditions state that the Prophet was given al-Sab‘

in place of the TawrÉt, al-RÉ’Ét in place of the InjÊl, and sËrahs between

al-ÙÉsÊn and al-×ÉmÊm in place of the ZabËr as well as he was exclusively

honored by al-×ÉmÊm and al-MufaÎÎal, as none of the prophets ( )

ever recited them before him.65

It is obvious that these Traditions differ markedly and it seems

difficult to reconcile them. However, all of them do agree on that

some parts of the Qur’Én – whatever they are – correspond to some

previous revealed books. This view is further strengthened by the following

saying of ‘Abd Allah b. [Mas‘Ëd] (d) which reads, “Al-Sab‘ al-ÙuwÉl

are like TawrÉh, al-Mi’Ên like InjÊl, al-MathÉnÊ like ZabËr and the rest

of the Qur’Én is surplus (which has no match in the previous

revelations).”66 On the other hand, it has also been reported that the

Prophet (œ) described some of the Qur’Énic sËrahs viz. al-FÉtiÍah,

al-IkhlÉÎ, al-Falaq, and an-NÉs, as the best sËrahs, which had no

similitude in the TawrÉh, the ZabËr, the InjÊl or even in the Qur’Én

itself.67

It seems that the main thrust of such Traditions is to establish the

merits (faÌÉ’il) of the Qur’Énic sËrahs as well as to demonstrate the

supremacy of the Qur’Én over the previous scriptures. However, they do

imply that the authentic previous revelations – including the InjÊl – have

been considered, in the ÍadÊth literature, verbatim word of God as are

certain sËrahs of the Qur’Én and not as historical or biographical records

compiled by the followers of the prophets ( ).

Some other Traditions inform about the number of previous revealed

books. However, such narrations too, have the problem of variations as

they differ in their accounts.

Ibn ×abbÉn narrates – on the authority of AbË Dharr (d) –

from Prophet MuÍammad (œ) that Allah revealed one hundred and four

books. Fifty sheets descended on ShÊth (*), thirty sheets on IdrÊs (*),

ten sheets on IbrÉhÊm (*), and ten sheets on MËsÉ (*) before the

TawrÉh. Moreover, the TawrÉh, the InjÊl, the ZabËr, and the Qur’Én

descended (on their respective prophets [ ]).68 This Tradition mentions

some details about the contents of the sheets of IbrÉhÊm and MËsÉ ( )

as well. One also observes that it informs about the number of
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Divine scriptures and about the prophets ( ) to whom they were

revealed. However, historical and SÊrah literature provides some different

information in this regard. MuÍammad b. YËsuf al-ØÉliÍÊ (d. 942 A.H.)

mentions that sheets of Ódam (*) were fifty one, of ShÊth (*) were

twenty, and of IdrÊs (*) were thirty.69 On the other hand, Ibn IyÉs

al-×anafÊ (d. ca. 930/1524) relates on the authority of al-Tha‘labÊ that

the books descended on the Envoys are four: the TawrÉh, the InjÊl, the

ZabËr, and the FurqÉn. As far as the revealed sheets are concerned,

they are 110:sixty sheets descended on ShÊth b. Ódam (*), thirty sheets

on IdrÊs (*), and twenty sheets on IbrÉhÊm (*).70

It is obvious that above-mentioned Traditions, too, place the InjÊl

and the Qur’Én in the line of all previous revealed books and do not

indicate to any substantial difference between the natures of these

revelations. This notion is corroborated by the Qur’Énic verse, “We have

sent thee inspiration, as We sent it to Noah and the Messengers after

him: we sent inspiration to Abraham, IsmÉ‘Êl, IsÉc, Jacob and the

descendants, to Jesus, Job, Jonah, Óaron, and Solomon, and to David We

gave the Psalms” (IV:163).71  However, this understanding leads one to

the following question: If the Prophetic Traditions perceived the InjÊl as

having the same revelatory nature as that of the Qur’Én, then what was

their approach to the scriptures possessed by the Christians of the

Prophetic era?

The Question of Corruption

The ÍadÊth literature not only provides information about the history

of the alteration of the previous revealed books,but it also informs about

the nature of Jewish-Christian scriptural corruption, during the early Islamic

period. There are certain Traditions, which explain how distortion crept

into the previous scriptures of the people of the book, especially the InjÊl.

They also shed light on motives behind the falsification of scriptures.

The ÍadÊth literature blames the rulers for corrupting the Christian

scriptures. A Tradition – reported from Ibn ‘AbbÉs (d) – charges

those rulers who came after the era of prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*) of altering the

TawrÉh and the InjÊl.72 Such alteration, however, did not gain the

acceptance of all Christians as a minority of them continued to read the

TawrÉh and the InjÊl in their intact forms. Nevertheless, those who altered
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their scriptures complained to the rulers that some of their coreligionists

had annoyed them by reading intact scriptures and charging them with

blasphemy for not judging by what Allah had revealed. Moreover, they

asked the rulers to force the believers to read and believe as they

themselves read and believed. Consequently, the rulers called the true

believers and gave them a choice between the death and reading the

intact TawrÉh and the InjÊl. The believers, however, sought to strike a

deal and accepted to live in exile.73

Various forms of this self-exile correspond to three kinds of monastic

life. One group said, “Build for us a column (usÏuwÉnah), then raise us

up to it and give us something so that we could lift up our food and drink.

Thus we would not be able to mix with you.”74 Another group chose a

different path, saying, “Let us roam about the land and wander, drinking

what the beasts drink. If you find us in your territories, kill us.”75 Yet a

third group demanded, “Build for us a dwelling in the desert and we will

dig wells and cultivate herbs, so we would neither come to you nor pass

by you.”76 Since all tribes had friends among the believers, they let them

choose self-exile.77 This Tradition illuminates the beginning of monasticism

in Christianity on the one hand and explains the starting point of the

scriptural alteration in Christianity, on the other.

It seems that the believers who made a deal with those who

corrupted the scriptures correspond to the third category of those three

Christian groups, whose mention one finds in another Prophetic Tradition

reported on the authority of ‘Abd Allah b. Mas‘Ëd (d). It begins with

a quotation from Prophet MuÍammad (œ) that those who preceded

him subdivided into seventy-two groups of which only three were

saved while the rest perished. The first of these actively opposed the

unjust rulers. However, they were slain, defending the religion of

God and that of ‘ÔsÉ b. Maryam (*). The second group lacking the

courage of opposing the rulers, stayed among their people, preaching

them about the religion of God and that of ‘ÔsÉ b. Maryam (*). However,

the rulers also killed them, sawing them up into pieces. The third

group lacking the courage of opposing the rulers and living among their

people in order to preach them about Allah and the religion of ‘ÔsÉ b.

Maryam (*), wandered around the mountains, living as monks and

hermits.78

On the base of the above mentioned, one may argue that the
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attempts were made to corrupt the TawrÉh and the InjÊl by the rulers as

early as after the ascension of prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*). However, some faithful

believers resisted such attempts. Nevertheless, the powerful rulers

overwhelmed and slew them. Others changed the strategy and did not

involve in direct opposition to the rulers. Instead, they lived peacefully

and preached to the masses. However, the rulers did not tolerate them

either and killed them mercilessly. Realizing their helplessness, the

remaining true believers preferred to flee into the deserts and mountains

to save their faith. As a result, the official Christianity became corrupted

having changed its scriptures while the true followers of prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*)

scattered into remote areas beyond the jurisdiction of the Christian

authorities in order to escape the persecution, probably preserving with

them fragments of the original InjÊl of prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*). The official

Christianity excommunicated them, declaring them heretic and their

scriptures apocryphal and extra-canonical.

One should not surmise, however, that the doctrines of the third

group completely remained intact. It was hardly possible in such

circumstances. In fact, the Qur’Én and the ÍadÊth literature indicate that

the doctrines of the third group also could not remain pure and that

polytheism (shirk) crept into the beliefs of their subsequent adherents.79

However, they were the people, as the Traditions say, among whom a

few survived until the advent of Islam. So “a man descended from his

cell (Îawma‘ah), a wanderer came forth from his wanderings, the one

who had a constructed dwelling (ÎÉÍib al-dayr) came from his abode

and they all believed in and confirmed the Prophethood of

MuÍammad (œ).”80

Besides providing information about the history of the corruption of

the previous scriptures, the ÍadÊth literature sheds light on the perspective

of the Prophet (œ) and his Companions to the scriptures available in

the seventh century C.E. Some Traditions apparently indicate that the

texts of the TawrÉh and the InjÊl were not distorted. Instead, they were

misinterpreted. BukhÉrÊ narrates on the authority of Ibn ‘AbbÉs (d)

that the word YuÍarrifËn means that they displace (yuzÊlËn).81 Then he

further elaborates it by saying, “No one displaces the text of any book

of God – the Exalted and Glorious – rather they commit taÍrÊf, which

means that they wrongly interpret it.”82

Muslim scholars have differed, however, whether this further
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elaboration is of Ibn ‘AbbÉs (d) or BukhÉrÊ’s explanation of Ibn ‘AbbÉs’s

statement. ShÉh WalÊ Allah of Delhi associates the literal distortion

committed by Jews with the translation of the TawrÉh and not with its

original text and ascribes this view to Ibn ‘AbbÉs (d).83 However, other

scholars ascribe this explanation to BukhÉrÊ himself. A ÍadÊth scholar

Ibn al-Mulaqqin (d. 1401 C.E.) is one of them.84 Ibn ×ajar opines that

both interpretations are possible. However, he prefers the second one as

he writes, “BukhÉrÊ implies by yata’awwalËnahË that they tamper with

the intended meaning with some kind of interpretation (tÉ’wÊl), as if a

Hebrew word contained two meanings; one was clear and intended one

and the other was farfetched, they would interpret it with the farfetched

one.”85 It seems more plausible to ascribe this explanation to BukhÉrÊ

rather than to Ibn ‘AbbÉs (d), for elsewhere Ibn ‘AbbÉs (d) has been

said to have a different view. He says,

Why do you ask the people of the scripture about anything

while your Book (the Qur’Én) which has been revealed to

Allah’s Apostle (œ) is newer? You read it pure, undistorted and

unchanged, and Allah has told you that the people of the scripture

(Jews and Christians) changed their scripture and distorted it, and

wrote the scripture with their own hands and said, “It is from

Allah,” to sell it for a little gain. Does not the knowledge which has

come to you prevent you from asking them about anything? No, by

Allah, we have never seen any man from them asking you regarding

what has been revealed to you!86

Al-ÙabarÊ also narrates from Ibn ‘AbbÉs (d) while interpreting

III:78, “They are the Jews. They used to add to the Book of Allah what

Allah never revealed.”87 Such Traditions shed light on the attitude of

Ibn ‘AbbÉs (d) towards the scriptural corruption of the People of the

Book as well as demonstrate that his above-mentioned perception rested

on the Qur’Énic judgment. Because he argues, “Allah has told you

that the people of the scripture (Jews and Christians) changed their

scripture and distorted it, and wrote the scripture with their own hands

and said, ‘It is from Allah’, to sell it for a little gain.”88 Moreover, it

should be kept in mind that above-mentioned BukhÉrÊ’s statement

specifically concerns the TawrÉh and should not be generalized to include

the Christian scripture.
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Perception of Ibn ‘AbbÉs’ (d) may have been influenced by

that of the Prophet (œ) himself who did not like for his Companions

looking into the scriptures possessed by his contemporary People of the

Book.89 Even he forbade the Muslims from confirming or rejecting

what the People of the Book informed them about the contents of their

scriptures and demanded them to say only, “We believed in whatever had

been sent to us and whatever had been sent to you.90 It implies that the

Prophet (œ) was suspicious of the authenticity of the scriptures possessed

by his contemporary Jews and Christians, though he showed immense

reverence for the original scriptures sent down to the respective

prophets ( ).

Some Prophetic Traditions imply that the Jews of Madinah

possessed the Hebrew TawrÉh and recited it in Hebrew, but explained

its contents to Muslims in Arabic.91 It also contained some intact portions

of the original TawrÉh, viz., the injunction about the punishment of the

fornication, which they attempted to conceal.92 The Qur’Én also refers

to this matter in V:43.

The Jews and Christians of the period of the Prophet (œ), some

Traditions inform, possessed the TawrÉh and the InjÊl and they read

them, but they neither practiced their teachings nor made use of them.93

Such Traditions, however, imply that the people of the book distorted the

meanings of their scripture and sought false interpretations to avoid

practising them. Consequently, they were deprived of guidance, despite

possessing the scripture.

Interestingly, in ÍadÊth literature one finds that the Jews of

MadÊnah were not only accustomed to the InjÊl, but also studied it.

Moreover, it appears as though the Prophet (œ) thought that the

Jews of MadÊnah revered the InjÊl. It has been reported on the authority

of al-FaltÉn b. ‘ÓÎim (d) that a Jew told the Prophet (œ) that he

had read the TawrÉh and the InjÊl. It has also been said that the

Prophet (œ) asked him about his prophecies in the TawrÉh and the

InjÊl saying, “I ask you by Him Who sent down the TawrÉh and the

InjÊl ... if you do not find me in both of them.”94 Nevertheless, contrary

to this, there are other Traditions, which show that the Jews of

MadÊnah disbelieved in prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*) and the InjÊl whereas the

Christians of Najran denied the prophethood of MËsÉ (*) and the

TawrÉh.95 The later report is further strengthened by the Qur’Énic
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verse II:113, though Christians, in general, believe in MËsÉ (*) and the

TawrÉh.

In sum, it seems that although the ÍadÊth literature indicates to both

kinds of corruption of the previous scriptures, especially of the InjÊl, it is

the textual alteration, which is more obvious.

Prophecies About the Advent of the Prophet MuÍammad (œ)

In ÍadÊth literature, one finds a number of Prophetic Traditions,

which indicate that the scriptures of the people of the book – the

contemporaries of the Prophet (œ) – contained descriptions of and

prophecies about the Prophet (œ). Some of them have been narrated by

the Prophet (œ) himself. Others have been ascribed to the Companions

of the Prophet (œ) or their successors (al-tÉbi‘Ën).

The Qur’Én plainly states that the people of the book find the

descriptions of Prophet MuÍammad (œ) in their scriptures, “Those who

follow the Messenger, the unlettered Prophet (œ), whom they find

mentioned in their own (scriptures) – in the law and the Gospel” (VII:157)

and refers to some specific similes, which had also been mentioned in the

previous scriptures (XLVIII:29). Therefore, Prophet MuÍammad’s (œ)

and his Companions’ eagerness to find them out in the then existent

stock of the previous scriptures was only natural and logical.

It is reported that Negus, the Abyssinian king, confessed in front

of the Companions who migrated to Abyssinia, “I witness that he

(MuÍammad [œ]) is the Messenger of God; that we find him in the

InjÊl; and that he is the Messenger about whom ‘ÔsÉ b. Maryam (*)

prophesizd.”96 The ÍadÊth and SÊrah literature preserves several

Traditions, which reveal that the Prophet (œ) himself enquired from the

people of the book about his prophecies mentioned in their scriptures.

It has been reported on the authority of Ibn ‘AbbÉs (d) that the

Messenger of God (œ) wrote to the Jews of Khayber. After mentioning

his companionship and brotherhood of, and corroboration for

prophet MËsÉ (*), he quoted the verse LXVIII:29 and then asked

them,

I adjure you by God, by that which has come down to you, and

by Him who fed manna and quails to your forbears and tribes,
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who dried up the sea for your forefathers to save you from

Pharaoh and his deeds that you must tell us whether you find in

God’s revelations to you (the fact) that you should believe in

MuÍammad (œ). And if you do not discover that in your scriptures,

then you would not be enforced at all. (By now) what is right has

become clear from what is error. And I call you to God and His

Prophet (œ).”97

The verse (LXVIII:29), referred to in this letter, was revealed on

return from ×udaybiyyah shortly after which the Prophet (œ) launched

a military expedition against the Jews of Khayber.98 Therefore, most

probably this letter was written not long after the Pact of ×udaybiyyah

(concluded in the end of 6 A.H.). There are several things to note in

this passage. Since Prophet MuÍammad (œ) wrote this letter to the

Jews, he mentioned himself as a companion, brother, and corroborator

of prophet MËsÉ (*) in the opening part of the letter. He was so

convinced of having been mentioned in the previous revelations that he

referred to the above-mentioned verse and argued against the Jews on

its basis. He mentioned the blessings, which Allah bestowed upon their

forefathers, and asked them about his prophecy, adjuring them by Allah

Who gave them such blessings. He assured them that if they really could

not find his description in their scripture, he would not enforce them to

accept it.

Some Traditions reveal that the Jews of MadÊnah definitely

knew that he was a prophet and found his description in their scripture,

but denied him in envy. It is reported on the authority of AbË

Hurayrah (d) that when the Prophet (œ) asked ‘Abd Allah b.

ØËriyÉ,99 the most learned Jew of MadÊnah of his time, about his

prophethood, he answered, “I know (that you are the Messenger of

Allah [œ]) and the Jews know what I know as well. Your description

has clearly been mentioned in the TawrÉh, but they envied you.”100

In some other Traditions, the Prophet (œ) informs the Jews that they

find his description in their scriptures. It is reported that the Prophet (œ)

passed by some Jewish schools and said to the Jews, “O Jews, accept

Islam. For, by Him in Whose hand is my soul, you certainly find my

description in your scriptures.”101 ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Amr b. al-‘ÓÎ (d)

who found at the battle of YarmËk two bags of scriptures of the
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people of the book and used to relate from them a great deal,102

said,

Certainly, he is, by God, referred to in the TawrÉh as he is in the

Qur’Én. “O Prophet, We have sent you to give witness, to bring

good tidings, and to warn, and to protect the illiterates. You are My

slave and My messenger. I have named you al-Mutawakkil”;

a man not rough or uncouth nor one who shouts loudly in the

markets; a man who does not pay back evil with evil, but one who

forgives and pardons; and He will not take him until he sets the

deviant community aright by having them bear witness that there is

no god but Allah. By Him, he will open blind eyes, dead ears, and

closed hearts.103

The same description, with slight variation, has also been

reported from ‘Abd Allah b. SalÉm and Ka‘b al-AÍbÉr (﷠ ), two

well-known converted Jewish scholars.104 Some parts of this description

have been reported from ‘Ó’ishah (g), but she has been said to

refer it to the InjÊl rather than the TawrÉh. It is reported that she

said, “The Messenger of Allah (œ) has been described in the

InjÊl as (one who is) not rough, nor uncouth, not one who shouts

loudly in the markets, and (as one who) does not repay evil with the

like, but pardons and forgives.”105 Sometimes mistakenly this

Tradition is directly (marfË‘an) narrated from the Prophet (œ) on the

authority of ‘Ó’ishah (g).106 Moreover, some of these descriptions have

been reported from her without a reference to the InjÊl.107

Description of the Prophet (œ) is not confined to the TawrÉh and

the InjÊl.Some narrations entail that Prophet MuÍammad (œ) has been

prophesied in the ZabËr as well. It is reported on the authority of Wahb

b. Munabbih (d. 114/732) that Allah revealed to prophet DÉ’wËd (*)

in the ZabËr,

O DÉ’wËd, there will come after you a prophet named AÍmad and

MuÍammad, a truthful man, a lord; I will never be angry with him,

and he will never make me angry with him. I have forgiven him

before he disobeyed me, both his previous and his later sins. His

nation is forgiven. I have made gifts to them similar to those I gave
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to the prophets, and I imposed duties upon them that I imposed

upon the prophets and the messengers, so that they will come to me

on Judgment Day with their light like that of the prophets.108

Many Prophetic Traditions record that a number of people in the

prophetic period found or asserted to find the prophecies about and

descriptions of Prophet MuÍammad (œ) in the InjÊl available to

them. SuyËÏÊ records from BayhaqÊ (d. 458 A.H.) on the authority of

Ibn ‘AbbÉs (d) (d. 68 A.H.) that al-JÉrËd b. ‘Abd Allah (d) came to

the Prophet (œ), accepted Islam and said, “By whom Who sent you

in truth, I have found your description in the InjÊl. And for sure, the son

of the blessed virgin has prophesied you.”107 Moreover, al-SuyËÏÊ and

Al-ÓlËsÊ (d. 1270 A.H.) report from Ibn Sa‘d (d. 230 A.H.) on the

authority of Sahl, the freedman of ‘Utaybah the following:

He [Sahl] was a Christian of Mirris and an orphan under the

guardianship of his mother and his uncle. He used to recite from

al-InjÊl. He said: I seized a copy of my uncle’s which I read.

I happened to come to a leaf, writing on which was uncommon

when I passed by it and touched it with my hand. He said (continuing)

I discovered that some leaves seemed to be pasted with an adhesive.

He said: I tore them and discovered the qualities of MuÍammad (œ).

That he will not be of short stature nor of tall one. He will be of

white complexion with two locks (of hair). Between his two shoulders

there is a seal. He will often sit with his legs folded. He will not

accept Îadaqah (for himself). He will ride the ass and the camel.

He will milk she goat and will put on patched shirt and he who does

that is free from pride and he will do that. He will be descendant

of IsmÉ‘Êl; his name will be AÍmad. Sahl said: when I reached this

account of MuÍammad (œ), my uncle stepped in and when noticed

the leaf he beat me and said: What have you to do with the opening

of this leaf and reading it. I said: In it are the qualities of the

Prophet AÍmad (œ). Thereupon he said: He has not yet come.111

These Traditions indicate that some copies of the InjÊl, which

contained the prophecies about the Prophet (œ), must have survived in

the Arabian Peninsula at least until the seventh century C.E. We do not
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have enough information about them. However, one thing is confirmed

that their contents must have been different from the canonical gospels,

which do not contain such prophecies.

Some later authorities ascribe to prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*) some prophecies

about Prophet MuÍammad (œ) without a reference to the InjÊl. Ibn

KathÊr reported from MuqÉtil b. ×ayyÉn (d. 150 A.H.) that the Almighty

and Glorious Allah revealed to ‘ÔsÉ b. Maryam (*) as follows,

Serve Me well and listen and obey, O son of the pure, chaste,

virgin. I have created you without a physical father and have made

you a sign for the worlds, so worship Me only, and explain to the

people of SËrÉn in Syriac; tell those around you that I am the

Existent Truth that will never pass away, believe in the Arab ummÊ

(unlettered) Prophet; he who has the camel, and wears a midra‘ah

(outer garment), and a turban that is his crown, and sandals, and

has a cane that is his staff. His hair is curly, his brow is broad, his

eyebrows are joined, his eyes are large, his lashes are fine, his eyes

are black, his nose is curved, his cheeks are distinct, and his beard

is full. The sweat of his face is like pearls; from him the scent of

musk emanates. His neck is like a silver vessel, and along his

collarbone gold seems to flow. He has hair that grow long and soft

from his throat to his navel, his stomach bearing no other hair. He

is broad of fingers and toes. He overshadows all when he is with

others. When he walks he seems to emerge from the rock and flow

from the stream. He has few progeny, – as if he meant males as

is offspring.111

It is surprising to note, however, that most of the above-mentioned

prophetic descriptions have also been narrated in the books of SÊrah and

especially of ShamÉ’il in the same way, but without any reference to the

previous scriptures. For instance, compare the above-mentioned passage

with the following one: “It is reported from ‘AlÊ (d) that the Prophet (œ)

was neither very tall nor short. He is broad of fingers and toes. He had

a large head. The joints of the bones were also large. There was a thin

line of hair from the chest to the navel. When he walked, it appeared as

if he was descending from a high place.”112

The rest of descriptions also get mention in other ÍadÊth.113 However,

such descriptions do not have any parallels in the existing gospels. Some
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of them might have been derived from the same source whence the

corpus of Jesus’ sayings and stories emerged and scattered in the Islamic

literature especially in the ascetic books and in a genre of religious

literature called “Tales of the Prophets” (QaÎaÎ al-AnbiyÉ’).114 RaÍmat

Allah KirÉnawi (d. 1891), a famous Muslim polemicist of the nineteenth-

century India, suggests that prophecies about Prophet MuÍammad (œ) –

recorded in early Muslim literature on the authority of converted people

of the book but not found in the present canonical Jewish and Christian

scriptures – might have well existed in the scriptures of the Jews and

Christians, which are lost in the course of history.

A Critical Appraisal

One notes that although the ÍadÊth literature contains a number of

useful references to the InjÊl, which was revealed to prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*),

some aspects are still in darkness. One finds references to the InjÊl,

which was in possession of Waraqah b. Nawfal. However, information

in this regard is insufficient. Even the knowledge about the personality

of Waraqah is obscure. Although, Islamic sources testify to his adoption

of Christianity, they do not identify his denominational position among the

Christian sects of his day. Moreover, neither the sources of his InjÊl are

known nor did it leave any traces behind. However, since the Islamic

Traditions attest to his traveling to Syria, Bahrain, and the territories of

the tribe of Ùayy’, one may surmise with some justification that he would

have some association with either Nestorianism or Monophysitism, for

these two denominations generally prevailed in these areas.

The above discussion of the ÍadÊth literature indicates that

Waraqah’s InjÊl was either in Arabic or in ‘IbrÉnÊ or in both. However,

the modern scholarship, both Muslim and Western, is inclined to hold that

it was most probably in Syriac from which he used to translate it into

Arabic. Some classical ×adÊth commentators also seem to have

suggested such a view. Moreover, if the ‘IbrÉniyyah mentioned in the

ÍadÊth literature is equated with the Syriac then almost all inconsistency

is removed.

Those ÍadÊth Traditions, which explain how and when the InjÊl

was revealed and inform about the number of previous revealed scriptures

help to conceptualize the nature of the InjÊl’s revelation. However, it
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should be noted that comparatively less authenticity and consistency

characterize such Traditions. It clearly seems that the ÍadÊth literature’s

attitude towards the InjÊl is an extension of that of the Qur’Én. In the

ÍadÊth Traditions, the InjÊl has been depicted as a Divine revelation to

prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*). One finds many parallels between the Qur’Én and the

InjÊl. Both descended on a specific night of RamaÌÉn. Both were

subdivided into sËrahs and some specific sËrahs of the Qur’Én were

declared substitute for or simile of the InjÊl as well as others were

supposed to be unique having no similitude to the contents of any revealed

scripture. It may imply that the original InjÊl has been considered, in the

ÍadÊth literature, as verbatim word of God as are certain sËrahs of the

Qur’Én and not as a posthumous historical or biographical record of

Jesus’ logia and deeds.

×adÊth literature points out the start of the corruption of the InjÊl

and other Christian scriptures and connects it with the conspiracies of

the rulers. It draws attention towards the persecution of the faithful

Christians after the ascension of prophet ‘ÔsÉ (*), almost in accordance

with the accounts of the history of Christianity as narrated by the Christians

themselves. However, it seems more likely to set the scene of the ÍadÊth

literature’s account of the persecution in the fourth century C.E. when

the Trinitarian Church started a vigorous campaign against its opponents

after the conversion of the Roman emperor Constantine I (r. 306-337 C.E.).

Although, the Prophetic Traditions mostly level the charge of corruption

against the people of the book in Jewish context, which is quite natural,

in some cases, however, it does include the Christian scriptures as well.

Whether this charge involves the corruption of both text and meaning or

only of the meaning is a moot question, for the evidences support both

views, though the charge of textual corruption is more explicit.
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