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Abstract

The Bible and the Qur'an are the Scriptures of three Semitic religions. The Bible has been held by
many Jews and Christians as the inerrant Word of God. The modern scholarship has shown the
tlogicity of such a claim. Not all of the modern Jews accept the divine origin and authority of the
Hebrew Bible. Christendom i1s even more divided over the divine origin and authority of their
Scripture. Many modern scholars have highlighted the human elements in the Bible. The lengthy
processes of canonization and compilation which resulted in the Bible are indicative of this finite
human aspect. The Qur'an was canonized from its inception. The careful preservation of the
Qur'anic text started with the faith's founder and compilation of the entire text into a written
volume was completed within a few years from his death. The Qur'an has been accepted as the
Word of God verbatim by Muslims of all ages and times. The unity, integrity, and universality of
the Qur'anic text is an historical fact recognized even by the modern non-Muslim scholarship.

The Hebrew Bible's God paradigm is anthropomorphic and progressive. The divine unity and
transcendence 1s neither presented systematically nor safeguarded properly. The Christian
Incarnational theology is also anthropomorphic and corporeal. It 1s problematic and contradictory
in its traditional literal sense. Such an understanding of the divimity of Christ was a result of
centuries of later reflections and not necessarily what Jesus preached about himself. The Qur'anic
God paradigm is transcendental. God's unity, uniqueness, and transcendence 1s systematically
presented, properly safeguarded, and manifestly connected with the moral aspect of the human

life.

The author claims that the Quran can contribute more than the Bible in the modern debates
regarding God. The thesis concludes that the Qur'anic God paradigm is better suited for the

modern times.
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Introduction

I was born and raised in a traditional religious family and to a certain degree pressured or even
forced to commut the Arabic text of the entire Qur'an to memory without my understanding much
of it. This happened in my early childhood when boys of my age and close friends of mine were
free 1n the world to enjoy themselves. My countless "whys" and relentless questions used to
infuriate my father and usually ended with a desperate but authoritative response, "Because this is
the Word of God Almighty." This childhood experience resulted in a kind of affinity as well as

some negative sentiments in my mind about the terms "God" and the "Word of God".

I carmed this admixture of sentiments during most of my college career. When I became a
university student, I had the opportunity to learn Arabic language. This experience had a dazzling
and profound effect on my thoughts. Finally I was able to make some sense out of the text I had
memorized and recited over the years. The experience was fulfilling and absorbed most of my
time. The negative sentiments about my parents, anchored in my heart since early childhood,
gradually gave way to sentiments of appreciation, respect and finally love. In later years of my
university studies, I became more interested in comparative studies of topics lhke "God,"
"Scriptures,” "Word of God" and other related topics that led me to my Masters in Comparative
Religions. The same interest changed into enthusiasm during my teaching career in Islamabad,

briefly in Lampeter and finally in Jacksonville, Flonda.

As the Quran and the Bible both are the professed Scriptures and primary sources of three
Semitic religions, I became more and more absorbed in their comparative study and soon found
myself trespassing on territories that for centuries have been debated and discussed by countless
scholars and theologians. But there was a different environment now. There were different tools,
different approaches, and different methodology. The results achieved in these areas by modern
scholarship differed widely from the one's achieved in the previous centuries. There was more
openness, boldness, fairness and objectivity. Still more, the situation was more dramatic than I
could have ever envisioned or envisaged. The God of traditional religions seemed to be
disappearing. This act of divine disappearance was more radical, and the absence of God whom I
used to think was very much with me, was evident and felt in the West more than in my homeland
which I had left for educational purposes. This polarization of understanding, dichotomy and
bifurcation of reality and faith, and personal sense of loss and alienation resulted in the work I am

presenting in this treatise.



In the first chapter of this thesis, I state the problem, give an account of the historical background
and define the related categories. The second chapter traces the authenticity, authority, the textual
purity, and validity of the Hebrew Bible. It continues by elaborating the transcendental and
anthropomorphic tendencies within the text of the Hebrew Bible with some discussions of the
same 1n Rabbinic theology. The third chapter explores some of the crucial points regarding the
compilation, canonization, authority, and in a sense authenticity and purity, of the New Testament
text. The crux of the chapter is the discussion of various New Testament theologies and their
historical development. It culminates in some traditional and modem interpretations of
Christology or the Person of Jesus Christ. The fourth chapter consists of similar efforts to explore
several significant issues related to the authority, authenticity and purity of the text of the Qur'an.
The chapter culminates with an excursion and examination of transcendental and

anthropomorphic tendencies in the Qur'an, and to a certain extent, in subsequent Islamic history.
This chapter is followed by the conclusions.

In view of the sensitivity and delicate nature of the subject, efforts are made not to claim or state
something without proper documentation and substantiation; therefore, the thesis may seem
heavily dependent upon the quoted material. The entire effort is meant to avoid misconceptions,
confusions, and possible blame of bias, prejudice or bigotry. Every effort has been made to
depend wholly and solely on Jewish and Christian sources while discussing the Bible and the
related topics. All medieval as well as modern Islamic polemics against the Bible have been
intentionally avoided. On the other hand, I have explored Western views and scholarship to the
best of my ability while discussing many issues related to the Qur'an or it's God Paradigm.

It 1s hoped that the thesis will generate thoughtful interest and will be helpful in initiating a
positive dialogue between the followers of three Abrahamic faith traditions. These traditions enjoy
many commonalties and, also have distinctions and differences. These differences and the variety
of perspectives and views could be and should be discussed with a sense of serenity and
understanding and with the goal of strengthening mutual ties, enhancing universal brotherhood
and appreciation for diversity and co-existence. Such a dialogue is one of the ways that the God
of Abraham could possibly be brought back to this world of here and now where He is needed the

most.

I would like to thank all of my teachers, especially Dr. Hasan Mahmud "Abd al-Latif al-Shaf"i
and Dr. Anis Ahmad, for their love and guidance which gave me the spint, the impetus, and the
tools needed to embark upon this task. I also thank all those friends and colleagues, like Dr.
Anwar Ahmad of the University of Florida, Mr. Ghassan al-Barqawi of Jacksonville, for lending
me several of their books, those like Walid Elansari, Robert C. Bradly, Lisa Aboudan, Najmah

Shahbaz, Raja Matthew, Shakur Bolden, Saif and Omar Qarghas, for their technical and
mechanical help, and others such as Mr. M. Ashraf Shaikh and other members of the Board of
Directors of the Islamic Center of Northeast Flonda who have always encouraged me and

supported me. To all of them I am grateful.

It is impossible to acknowledge fully the debt I owe to Professor Paul Badham under whose
supervision this study was completed. I am grateful to him for his tireless work, support,
guidance, his stimulating enthusiasm, honest and fair criticism, and friendship. Dunng these long
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years that I was privileged to work with him, he has showed himself as an inspiring guide, diligent
supervisor, well versed and specialized in many areas, punctual, patient, and objective. 1 will
always appreciate his scholarship, professionalism, fairness, and friendship.

I would like to thank Dr. John Kelsay of the Florida State University for his willingness to
function as co-supervisor, for lending me his books, friendly criticism, valuable remarks and
guidance. Dr M. Mashuq Ibn Ally 1s thanked for a year long supervision of the work and Dr.

Mowil Y. Izz1 Dien, Professor D. P. Dawvies, and Dr. Khalid Zaheer for their valuable remarks and
help during my brief stay at Lampeter.

Sincere thanks are due to my wife Rabia who has always been helpful, cooperative, and dedicated
to me. I appreciate all the sacrifices my family have made, especially my children Hammad,
Sumayyah, and Sohaib, duning these long years of research. Without their moral support 1t would
have not been possible for me to complete this work.

Zulfigar Ali Shah
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T'he Problem, Background, and the Defining Categories

Is God dead? asked Time magazine in its issue of April 8 1960. Yes "God is dead", responded
three American scholars. These were Thomas Altizer of Emory University in Atlanta: William
Hamulton of Colgate-Rochester Divinity School, and Paul Van Buren of Temple University.' This
bold response to a very extraordinary question proved to be the birth of "The Death of God"
school and one culmination of centuries of curiosities, research, and inquiry concerning the
"Transcendent God" of theism.

These claims about the death of God were neither unusual nor new. It had been implied in the
writings of many a philosophers and scientists. But to speak of "the death of God" in its modem
grab 1s to invoke the name of Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900),° who raised his cry in these very
words at the end of last century. Writing about the stages in the process of God's death, Nietzsche
observed, that ancient people had many gods. First, the many gods gave way to "an old
grim-beard", "a jealous”" God when "the ungodliest utterance came from a God himself" He
declared that "There 1s but one God! Thou shalt have no other gods before me!" Then all other
gods, as Nietzsche puts 1t, laughing and shaking upon their thrones exclaimed the interesting
secret: "Is 1t not just divinity that there are Gods but no God?", and expired from their laughter.’
The old multiple deities, according to Nietzsche, were energetic and useful as they were
connected with some human needs or some forces in the nature. The one God who replaced them
was so transcendent that he was beyond humans creating will.* On the other hand, he was too
much intrusive, disturbing, and involved in human affairs. "The God who beheld every thing, and
also man: that God had to die! Man cannot endure that such a witness should live."> Commenting
on Nietzsche's observations, Paul Ramsey explains that such a God "was too much God-with us,
God in human, all-too-human form. He mixed too much in human affairs, even manifesting
himself in this miserable flesh. In a sense, God's fellow-humanity killed him."° He further observes,
that "After the gods made in man's image, the God who proposed to make and remake man in his

own image, that God too had to die."”’

The "death of God" was necessary to liberate man from the unlimited restrictions or so-called
religious interpretations of man and the universe that were imposed in the name ot God upon the
cultural products of men. This death, writes Karl Lowith, "demands of the man who wills himself,
to whom no God says what he must do, that he transcends man at the same time as he 1s freed
from God."® Men were to be autonomous and unlimited creators of their cultures and destinies.
They used to accomplish this task by projecting into cosmos their fears and aspirations, by
creating their gods, but now they could achieve this autonomy through science and philosophy.



So, Nietzsche observes, "God is dead in the hearts of men, science and rationalism have killed
him." Livingston, observes, that the outcome of this development is "the death of the ultimate
ground and support of all traditional values. For over two thousand years men have derived their
"thou shalt" and "thou shalt not" from God, but that is now coming to an end.""

By this "half-poetic, half-prophetic"' 'phrase Nietzsche meant to represent those great many critics
of theistic understanding of God who had asserted for the past many centuries that the traditional,
oflicial, and transcendent God of theism has lost His authority over and usefulness to the world.
This phrase implies that "In man the consciousness of an ultimate in the traditional sense has
died.""* The God who used to be worshipped as Creator of the universe, is no more accepted as

the creator of man and his surroundings. In fact, it is the other way around. It is man who created
God 1n his own image in himself.

The projection theories or claims about the human source of notions of the divine are not recent.
It could be traced back to Xenophanes (BC 570-470), as old as six hundred years before Jesus
Chnst. Xenophanes, criticizing the anthropomorphism of Homer and Hesiod in their portrayal of
gods, pointed out that "if oxen (and horses) and lions ...could draw with hands and create works
of art like those made by men, horses would draw pictures of gods like horses, and oxen of gods
like oxen...Aethiopians have gods with snub noses and black hair, Thracians have gods with grey
eyes and red hair."" It has also long been claimed that nature of religions and of gods is the
product of man's attempts to understand and desire to control disturbingly puzzling natural
phenomena around him. In the presence of hundreds of these religions and gods, or in the words
of Cicero, "in this medley of conflicting opinions, one thing 1s certain. Though it 1s possible that
they are all of them false, it is impossible that more than one of them is true."* It is the "Awe",
according to Cicero, evoked by ternfying natural phenomena and attempts to comprehend the
power behind them, which has helped to produce conflicting religious opinions and the images of
divine."

In the fifteenth century, Francis Bacon (1561-1626) virtually substantiated Cicero's observations
by noting that human beings 1n their understanding of things rely upon causes that "have relation
clearly to the nature of man rather than to the nature of the universe."'* These significant
observations were hallmark of a new era, the era of science. Bacon 1s regarded by great many as
the philosopher of modern science and the "prophet of empiricism.""” William Wotton long ago
wrote: "My Lord Bacon was the first Great man who took much pains to convince the World that
they had hitherto been in a wrong Path, and that Nature herself, rather than her Secretarnes, was
to be addressed to by those who were desirous to know much of her mind."” S. E. Guthrie pays
his homage to Bacon with the following words: "No clear beginning can be found for science in
the modern sense, but most historians of science regard Bacon as the prophet of empiricism and
hence of the separation of science from philosophy. Bacon also sounds the first clear warning
against anthropomorphism. He rejects Aristotle, for example, largely for the Ilatter's
anthropomorphism. Bacon's warning has become a hallmark of subsequent science."” Bacon
maintained, that man anthropomorphizes. He finds the source of anthropomorphism in his famous
four sets of "idols and false notions",” namely the idols of the tribe, cave, marketplace, and
theater. Bacon observes that "The Idols of the Tribe have their foundations i1n human nature itself,

and in the tribe or race of men. For 1t is a false assumption that the sense of man is the measure of




things. On contrary, all perceptions as well of the sense as of the mind are according to the
measure of the individual and not according to the measure of the universe. And human
understanding is like a false mirror, which, receiving rays irregularly, distorts and discolors the
nature of things by mingling its own nature with it."* He further held, that the human perceptions
are dependent upon human feelings and are motivated by them: "The human understanding is no
dry light, but receives an infusion from the will and affections." "Numberless, in short, are the
ways, and sometimes imperceptible, in which the affections color and infect the understanding."?
Bacon pinpointed the fundamental weakness of the human thought and its major stumbling block

1.e., the human tendency to anthrpomorphize. Joseph Aggasi, a modern philosopher of science,
rates Bacon as the "locus classicus" of the critique of anthropomorphism.”

In the sixteenth century, Bernard Fontenelle (1657-1757) renewed the old Cicerian approach by
proposing a "universal evolutionary framework"* for the development of human thought and
culture. Fontenelle himself was quite aware of the revolutionary nature of his observations: "Will
what I am going to say be believed? There was philosophy even in those crude centuries, and it
greatly assisted the growth of myths. Men whose intelligence is more acute than most are
naturally inclined to seek the cause of what they see.." These ancient philosophers used the
same method as that of ours to explain the unseen and unknown phenomena, that "the unknown
cannot be entirely different from what is known to us at present."*® The ancient mind worked out
the myth, the earliest form of science and philosophy, the same way as our mind works it out.
Although they used crude images and metaphors vastly different from our sophisticated
technological symbols and images. Fontenelle argued, that "This philosophy of the first centuries
revolved on a principle so natural that even today our philosophy has none other; that is to say,
that we explain...unknown natural things by those which we have before our eyes, and that we
carry over to natural science...those things furnished us by experience."”” The natural forces
beyond human control lead people to imagine beings "more powerful than themselves, capable of

producing these grand effects."*

The diversity of natural forces explains the multitude of primitive divinities, "Nothing proves the
great antiquity of these divinities better or marks more clearly the route the imagination took...in
shaping them. The first man knew of no better quality than physical force; wisdom and justice had
not even a name in the ancient languages, as they still do not today among the savages of
America."” Therefore, "It was quite necessary that the gods reflect...both the times at which they

were created and the circumstances which brought them into existence."* Hence Cicero, in the

opinion of Fontenelle, was mistaken and unfair in calling the anthropomorphic gods of Homer as
crude: "what he in his time saw as qualities befitting gods were not at all known in the time of

Homer."' It goes without saying that the gods are anthropomorphic in nature as they are the
products of human thoughts and circumstances, and that the nature, qualities, and attrnibutes of

gods change with the change of human thought patterns and cultures.

The seventeenth century philosopher Benedict de Spinoza (1632-1677) follows Bacon in
criticizing human tendency of anthropocentrism and anthropomorphism.* To him, our perceptions
of the world are nothing but the extension of our views regarding ourselves. As we do things for
certain ends, likewise, we perceive the nature working for specific ends. But when the humans
"cannot learn such causes from external causes, they are compelled to turn to considering



themselves, and reflecting what end would have induced them personally to bring about the given
event, and thus they necessarily judge other natures by their own."*® They further look "on the
whole of nature as a means for obtaining such conveniences. Now as they are aware, that they
found these conveniences and did not make them, they think they have cause for believing, that
some other being has made them for their use. As they look upon things as means, they cannot
believe them to be self-created; but, judging from the means which they are accustomed to

prepare for themselves, they are bound to believe in some ruler or rulers of the universe...who
have arranged and adapted everything for human use."**

David Hume (1711-76), "the fine flower of the English ...eighteenth century mind", and a staunch
"defender of Nature against Reason",> pioneered this line of approach in our modern times. He
gave a more detailed account of anthropomorphic nature of the divine. To him, the notions about
the divine did not spring "from reason but from the natural uncertainties of life and out of fear of
the future; it functioned in giving the individual confidence and hope in his or her "anxious
concern for happiness". It was a means of overcoming the "disordered scene" of human life."*
Looking at the 1dea of God in an evolutionary perspective, Hume disposed of the theory of an
original monotheism, and considered the earliest form of religion to be that of idolatry or
polytheism. To Hume the ongin of the idea of God turned out, as Basil Willey puts it, to be
"much less respectable than an eighteenth century theist might have hoped. It was not by
contemplating the spacious firmament on high that primitive man arrived at his notions of a divine
original. He simply personified his own hopes and fears, and then proceeded to worship and

placate the gods he made in his own image."”’

After putting the world of 1deas in the realm of human expenence, "our ideas reach no farther
than our experience",”® and that "all our ideas... are copies of our impressions",” Hume argued,
that even refined and abstract ideas like that of the divine or God sprang only from "the matenals
afforded us by the senses and experience."® Therefore, according to Hume, "the first idea of
religion arose not from a contemplation of the works of nature, but from a concern with regard to
the events of life, and from incessant hopes and fears, which actuate the human mind."* Man is
worried about the "future causes”, he has "the anxious concern for happiness, the dread of future
misery, the terror of death, the thirst for revenge, the appetite for food and other necessaries.
Agitated by hopes and fears of this nature, especially the latter, men scrutinize, with trembling
curiosity, the course of future causes, and examine the various and contrary events of human
life."** This sheer anxiety leads man to imagine and formulate ideas about these powers: "These
unknown causes, then, become the constant object of our hope and fear; and while the passions
are kept in perpetual alarm by an anxious expectation of the events, the imagination 1s equally
employed in forming ideas of those powers, on which we have so entire a dependence."*

Such an imagination leads man to personification. Hume argues that there is a universal tendency
among mankind "to conceive all beings like themselves, and to transfer to every object, those
qualities, with which they are familiarly acquainted, and of which they are intimately conscious.
We find human faces in the moon, armies in the clouds; and by a natural propensity, if not
corrected by experience and reflection, ascribe malice or good-will to every thing, that hurts or
pleases us."* He brings a number of examples of this "propensity” and further argues, that "No
wonder, then, that mankind placed in such an absolute ignorance of causes, and being at the same



time so anxious concerning their future fortune, should immediately acknowledge a dependence
on invisible powers, possessed of sentiment and intelligence. The unknown causes which
continually employ their thought...are all apprehended to be of the same kind or species. Nor is it
long before we ascribe to them thought and reason and passion, and sometimes even the limbs and
figures of men, in order to bring them nearer to a resemblance with ourselves."* This
anthropomorphic tendency of modeling all unknown powers after our familiar human categories,
1s the foundation of our belief in the divine. Such was the case not only with the primitive man,
"Even at this day, and in Europe, ask any of the vulgar, why he believes in an omnipotent creator
of the world; he will never mention the beauty of final causes, of which he is wholly ignorant: He
will not hold out his hand, and bid you contemplate the suppleness and vanety of joints in his
fingers, their bending all one way...To these he has been long accustomed; and he beholds them
with listlessness and unconcern. He will tell you of the sudden and unexpected death of such a
one: The fall and bruise of such another: The excessive drought of this season: The cold and rains
of another. This he ascribes to the immediate operation of providence: And such events, as, with
good reasoners, are the chief difficulties in admitting a supreme intelligence, are with him the sole
arguments for it."*

In light of what has been discussed, J. C. A. Gaskin and J. S. Preus declare Hume to be more the
founder of the scientific study of religion than of the sociology or the philosophy of religion. For
instance Preus observes, that Hume "stands in this account as the pivotal figure, being our clearest
exemplar of the self-conscious turn from a theological to a scientific paradigm for the study of
religion."*’ Such a perspective and evaluation of Hume manifestly differs from those of modern
historians of the study of religion. W. C. Smith, a well known figure in the field, honors Edward
Herbert of-Cherbury (1583-1648) as the representative of Enlightenment view of religion and
almost discards Hume.”® Other scholars like E.E. Evans-Pritchard,” E. J. Sharp,” Jacques
Waardenburg,”® Comstock,”> and P. Radin,” almost all of them begin later than Hume. Gaskin
frequently criticizes this tendency of many scholars despite the amount of work available
regarding Hume's ideas about religion.™ In view of what has been discussed, one can conclude
with Preus that "although Hume did not originate his anthropomorphic principle (it goes back to
the Ionian philosopher Xenophanes), he installed it in the context of a coherent epistemological
analysis, and his principle provided a useful point of reference for many successors who shared his
assumptions, up to the present day."> Comte, Feuerbach, Tylor, and Freud are just a few names

to be mentioned here.

Auguste Marie Francois Comte (1798-1857), the father of modern sociology, agreed with Hume
and other modern philosophers and idealists in rejecting the transcendental metaphysics and
theology. "Hostility to metaphysics," writes Edward Caird, "if by metaphysics be meant the
explanation of the facts of experience by entities or causes, which cannot be verified in experience
or shown to stand in any definite relation to it, is common feature of all modern philosophy,
idealist or sensationalist. It is as clearly manifested in Descartes as in Bacon, in Kant and Hegel as
in Lock and Hume."*® Emphasizing the intimate relationship between ideas and society and the
evolutionary nature of human thought, Comte applied his law of the three stages to the religious
thought of humanity: the Theological-military, the Metaphysical-feudal, and the
Positive-industrial. He located the idea of divine in the first and the primitive stage (Theological)
of mankind. He further subdivided this age into three main periods. First: "Fetichism (a term



coined by Charles De Brosses, a French contemporary of Hume)- Beginning of the Theological
and Military System". Fetichism, observes Comte, "allowed free exercise to that tendency of our
nature by which man conceives of all external bodies as animated by a life analogous to his own,
with difference of mere intensity."”’ The motif behind that, as Hume had already observed, was to
try to apprehend and make some sense of "unknown effects".”* As the humans begin with their
anthropomorphic understanding that they are "in all respects, the center of the natural system, and
consequently endowed with indefinite control over phenomena. This opinion, it is evident, results
directly from the supremacy exercised by the imagination, combined with the natural tendency
which disposes men in general to form exaggerated ideas of their own importance and power.
Such an illusion constitutes the most prominent characteristic of the infancy of human reason."*
After the ideéao. originated in the anthropomorphic nature of mankind, it then developed into

"polytheism",” and finally passing through the cultures of Egyptians, Greeks, Romans, and Jews.®’
reached in the third stage and was modified into monotheism.

There are many a scholars who do not onginate certain ideas, but the way they expand upon
already existing ideas and the profound influence they exert upon the history of subsequent
thought, make them very conspicuous and distinguished. They provide other genius writers with
the spark that, in the words of Isaiah Berlin, "sets on fire the long-accumulated fuel."® Ludwig
Feuerbach (1804-1872) was such a scholar. He not only developed the above sketched
anthropomorphic theory of the essence of religion and gods to its ultimate dimension, but also
provided philosophers like Marx and Engels with many crucial and seminal ideas. "Then came
Feuerbach's Essence of Christianity”, writes Frederick Engels, "One must himself have
experienced the liberating effect of this book to get an idea of it. Enthusiasm was general; we all
became at once Feuerbachians."* Richard Wagner saw in Feuerbach "the ideal exponent of the
radical release of the individual."* Karl Marx marveled him with the following words: "His work
consists in the dissolution of the religious world into its secular basis....Feuerbach resolves the
religious essence into the human."® Marx perhaps was right.

To Feuerbach, "What distinguishes man from the brutes is the awareness of a distinctive human
nature transcending individuality."®” Man has reason, will and affection. "Man is nothing without
some "objective."...We know man by his object; and in it his nature becomes evident: his object 1s
his manifested nature and his true objective self."® Man can not escape his nature: "Not even in
our imagination can we transcend human nature; and to the "higher" beings in which we believe
we can attribute nothing better than human characteristics."” Feuerbach argues, that "The
religious object of adoration is nothing but the objectified nature of him who adores",” because
"the object of a subject is nothing else than this subject's own nature objectified. Such are a man'’s
thoughts and moral character, such is his God; so much worth as man has, so much and no more
has his God. Man's being conscious of God is man's being conscious of himself, knowledge of
God is man's knowledge of himself. By their God you know men, and by knowing men you know
their god; the two are identical. God is the manifested inward nature, the expressed self of man;
religion is the solemn unveiling of man's hidden treasures, the revelation of his most intimate
thoughts, the open confession of what he secretly loves."” He further argues, that if the divine
predicates are merely anthropomorphic as is often observed, "then the subject of them 1s merely
an anthropomorphism too. If love, goodness, personality, etc., are human attributes, then their
subject, the existing God to whom you attribute these attributes, and the very belief that there 1s a



God, are also anthropomorphisms-i.e., presuppositions purely human in origin."” Therefore "God
1s your highest idea, the highest conception of your intellect, the highest conception you can
possibly have."” Feuerbach concludes arguing: "This doctrine of mine is briefly as follows.
Theology is anthropology: in other words, the object of religion, which in Greek we call theos
and 1n our language God, expresses nothing other than the deified essence of man, so that the

history of religion or, what amounts to the same thing, of God-for the gods are as varied as the
religions, and the religions are as varied as mankind-is nothing other than the history of man."”

Feuerbach, like Hume and others, maintains that the idea of God originates from human needs,
desires, wishes, and shortcomings in human life, "the feeling of hunger or discomfort, the fear of
death, gloom when the weather is bad, joy when it is good, grief over wasted pains, over hopes
shattered by natural catastrophes; all these are feelings of dependency; but to subsume particular
phenomena of reality under universal names and concepts is precisely the task implicit 1n the
nature of thought and speech."” In short, "the foundation of religion is a feeling of dependency;
the first object of that feeling is nature; thus nature is the first object of religion."” By projecting
his feelings to the natural phenomena, man creates his gods and then worship them. Therefore,
"To live 1n projected dream-images is the essence of religion. Religion sacrifices reality to the
projected dream: the "Beyond" is merely the "Here" reflected in the mirror of imagination."”
Guthrie observes, that "Feuerbach also sees religion as anthropomorphism, but his account differs
from Hume's. Whereas for Hume religious thought concerns the external world, for Feuerbach it
concerns the human self."” By promises of better life in the hereafter, argues Feuerbach, religion
provides people "an escape mechanism, which prevents men from going after a better life in a
straight line. Religion is as bad as opium."”

Guthrie observes, that Feuerbach's anthropomorphic interpretations of religion differs "somewhat
from those of Vico and Comte. For Feuerbach, it has three causes. As do his predecessors, he
believes that one cause is cognitive confusion. Anthropomorphism and hence religion are simple,
childish mistakes... Second, anthropomorphism is wishful thinking, motivated by desire... Third,
religious anthropomorphism is a means, albeit unwitting, of attaining self-consciousness. Humans
were unable to conceive of themselves clearly until they had created their image outside
themselves."® Guthrie also observes, that "Feuerbach agrees with Scheliermacher that God exists
in human experience, but he adds that he exists only there. God is nothing but man's experience of
himself..."®' The practical conclusion that Feuerbach draws from his thesis is, "What, therefore,
ranks second in religion-namely, Man-that must be proclaimed the first and recognized as the first.
If the nature of Man 1s man's Highest Being, if to be human 1s his highest existence, then man's

love for Man must in practice become the first and highest law. Homo homini Deus est-man's God
1Is Man. This is the highest law of ethics. THIS IS THE TURNING POINT OF WORLD

HISTORY."*

No doubt that Feuerbach's interpretations of the divine and religion proved to be the turning point
in the subsequent world history. Karl Marx, following Feuerbach's thesis but replacing
Feuerbach's "Man" with "Society and State", declared religion as "the imaginative realization of
the human essence, because that essence has no true reality....It is the opium of the people."*



In the mineteenth century, Charles Darwin advocated his theory of "Natural Selection" refuting
the traditional theistic view of God as the Creator and Designer, and the nature as the
manifestation of purposiveness, design, and immutability.** This, in the words of American
botanist Asa Gray, was "a step decidedly atheistical."> Adam Sedwick, a former teacher of
Darwin, argued with Darwin, that "It is the crown and glory of organic science that it does,
through final cause, link matenal to moral.... You have ignored this link... you have done your
best... to break it. Were it possible (which, thank God, it is not) to break it, humanity, in my mind,
would suffer a damage that might brutalize it, and sink the human race into a lower grade of
degradation than any into which it has fallen since its written records tell us of its history."*
Darwin, in his Descent of Man, did argue that "the New World and the Old World monkeys; and
from the latter, at a remote period, man the wonder and glory of the Universe proceeded."®’ He
emphatically advocated evolutionary theory.*® Such an interpretation of man and his universe,
according to Livingston, "symbolized the final death blow to orthodox metaphysics."” It
"challenged the very toundations of Christian beliefs. Darwin's interpretation of nature was more
damaging to a Chnistian vision of the world than the revolutions of either Copernicus or Newton...
Darwin challenged the entire biblical account of man's unique creation, fall, and need for
redemption." * Darwin himself pinpointed the outcome: "I had gradually come, by this time, to
see that the Old Testament from its manifestly false history of the world... and from its attributing
to God the feelings of a revengeful tyrant, was no more to be trusted than the sacred books of
Hindoos, or the beliefs of any barbarian... I gradually came to disbelieve in Christianity as a divine
revelation... Thus disbelief crept over me at a very slow rate, but was at last complete."” With
Darwin's evolutionism, argues John Dillenberger, "Every need for a God as a necessary source of
explanation had disappeared."”

Evolution, starting with Darwin in biology, became extremely popular in almost all other
disciplines. It caused an uproar in the religious circles and it is little wonder that 1t received a
heated response from theologians.” Despite all opposition from theologians and others, it became
the guiding principle in all leading disciplines of the nineteenth century. This is, perhaps, the
reason that empirical scientists, anthropologists, philologists, psychologists, sociologists, and
naturalists of the nineteenth century did not look for God in the heavens or beyond this utilitarian
sphere. They searched for Him here in their own world either in the nature, or in the human soul,™
or psychic,” or in human society,” and finally, all of them almost unanimously, were able to locate
Him in human experience” i.e., in the mental process by which man acquires ideas and in the
impact and influence his emotions and feelings have on him. "We cannot take a step towards
constructing an idea of God", argued H. Spencer, "without the ascription of human attributes."”

E. B. Tylor (1823-1917) advocated evolutionary/developmental rather degradation theory.
Recognizing the survival of earlier cultural elements, Tylor defined them as "processes, customs,
opinions, and so forth, which have been carried on by force of habit into a new state of society
different from that in which they had their original home, and they thus remain as proofs and
examples of an older condition of culture out of which a newer has been evolved."” Tylor
propounded a plausible theory of "animism",™ "the conception of human soul is the very fons et
origo' of the conception of the spirt and deity in general".'” Animism, to Tylor, was the primary
formation of religious beliefs which developed into modern higher forms of religion. He argued
that such a belief stemmed from an effort on the part of man to explain dream experiences and



phenomenon of death. So this was an "attempt at interpretation."'” He further observed. that
"The evidence for the first alternative...seems reasonably strong, and not met by contrary evidence
approaching it in force. The animism of the lower tribes...is a system which might quite reasonably
exist among mankind, had they never anywhere risen above the savage condition,"'®

Emile Durkheim (1858-1917) and Sigmund Freud (1856-1939), both agreed with Tylor that
"religion 1s no longer "true" in the literal sense of statements it makes about the world and the
gods."™ They also agreed, that human beings anthropomophize, and religion results from such a
process. But they disagreed with Tylor's thesis that religion originated in mere speculation. Freud
argued that, "It 1s not to be supposed that men were inspired to create their first system of the
universe by pure speculative curiosity. The practical need for controlling the world around them
must have played its part."'” Therefore, "Animism came to primitive man naturally and as a
matter of course... primitive man transposed the structural conditions of his own mind into the
external world."'™ It is our responsibility to "ask where the inner force of those doctrines lies and
to what it is that they owe their efficacy, independent as it is of recognition by reason."'”’

Durkheim thought religion to be a sociological problem, while Freud took it as a psychological
problem.'”

Freud argued, that belief in God and religion was an illusion, a childhood experience of an exalted
father-figure, a projection of desires, fears, and sense of helplessness (as has already been seen in
Hume and Feuerbach) into cosmos. It is not unreal or lie. It is a reality, but of the unconscious
experience of infancy that needed to be decoded by psychoanalysis. Freud differed with the
philosophers, poets, and psychologists of the past by giving a new interpretation to the
unconscious experience. To Freud, unconscious was the repressed conscious "incapable of
conscious."'” The dynamic content of this unconscious was wishes, desires, and dreams. In his
Interpretation of Dreams, he defined a wish by "a current in apparatus, issuing from pain
[=accumulation of excitation] and stniving for pleasure [=diminution of excitation through
gratification], we call a wish."'"” Every dream is a wish-fulfillment and a key to understand
neurosis. Freud summarized his theory by the following words: "the theory of all psychoneurotic
symptoms culminates in the one proposition that they, too, must be conceived as wish-fulfillment
of the unconsciousness."'"! He further argued, that the wish and not the speculation or reason are
the bases of all psychic activities: "man's judgments of value follow directly his wishes for
happiness-that accordingly, they are an attempt to support his illusions with arguments.""'*

Man is surrounded by relentless, unfriendly, and untamed forces of nature: "There are the
elements, which seem to mock at all human control: the earth, which quakes and 1s torn apart and
buries all human life and its works; water, which deluges and drowns everything in a turmoil;
storms...diseases...and finally there is the painful riddle of death, against which no medicine has
yet been found, nor probably will be. With these forces nature rises up against us, majestic, cruel
and inexorable; she brings to our mind once more our weakness and helplessness, which we
thought to escape through the work of civilization."'” Chief among these strategies of civilization,
is religion: "I have tried to show that religious ideas have arisen from the same need as have all

the other achievements of civilization."'"



When "Lite, as it is imposed on us, is too hard for us: it brings us too many hurts,
disappointments, insoluble tasks. To endure it, we cannot do without palliatives....""” Man's
childhood experience provides the clue for that: "Once before one has found oneself in a similar
state of helplessness: as a small child, in relation to one's parents. One had reasons to fear them,
and especially one's father, and yet one was sure of his protection against the dangers one
knew....In the same way, a man makes the forces of nature not only into persons with whom he
can associate as he would with his equals-that would not do justice to the overpowering
impression which those forces make on him-but he gives them the character of a father "''®
Therefore, God, in reality, is nothing but the reappearance of childhood unconscious experience
and the projection of father-figure into the cosmos because "the root of every form of religion”, to
Freud, is "longing for the father."""” Again, in Civilization and Its Discontents, he elaborated this
point contending that "the denvation of religious need from the infant's helplessness and the
longing for the father aroused by it seems to me incontrovertible, especially since the feeling is not
simply prolonged from childhood days, but is permanently sustained by fear of superior power of
Fate. I cannot thuink of any need in childhood as strong as the need for father's protection.... The
origin of religious attitude can be traced back in clear outlines as far as the feeling of infantile
helplesses. There may be something further behind that, but for the present it is wrapped in
obscurity."'"® The decisive element of Freudian theory is the substitution of psychology for
metaphysics, and as Stan Draenos observed, "The transformation of metaphysics into
metapsychology substitutes an immanent within' for a transcendent ‘beyond' as the ground of
self-understanding "'"

Freud, like Durkheim, connected his theory with "totemism" to give it a historical perspective. As
J. G. Frazer and Durkheim explained before him'® that in primitive tribes totem played two vital
roles. The totem provided the tribesmen with protection, help, guidance, warning about troubles
etc. and the clan members, on their part, respected, revered and protected the totem amimal by
establishing taboo around him. They strictly observed two laws in connection with the totem:
firstly, no killing of the totem animal and secondly, no sex between clan members. Violations of
these laws were punished to death.'”’ This primitive religious experience was unconscious also
"the real reason must be ‘unconscious'."'* Freud then connected totemism with psychoanalysis
arguing that it was a "product of the conditions involved in the Oedipus complex."'” He explained
this complex with observing that the helpless child when enters the society and knows the limits of
his father's abilities and powers and also becomes aware of his sexual desires his attitude towards
his father changes and " takes on a hostile coloring and changes into a wish to get nid of the father
in order to take his place with the mother."'** The pre-oedipal identification with father helps
repress these feeling: "Clearly the repression of Oedipus complex was not easy task...so the child's
ego brought in a reinforcement to help in carrying out the repression by erecting this same
obstacle [to realization of the oedipal wish] within itself. The strength to do this was, so to speak,
borrowed from the father, and this loan was an extraordinarily momentous act."”

Totem, then, was nothing but the substitution for the father. What "is sacred was onginally
nothing but the perpetuated will of the primeval father."'* Freud further argued, that this was the
ground of first primitive religious thought. Primitive people lived a horde life where the father
ruled over the younger males of the group keeping all the females for himself. Other males wishes
were repressed by sex restrictions. "One day the brothers who had been driven out came together,
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killed and devoured their father, and so made an end of the patriarchal horde. United they had the
courage to do and succeeded in doing what would have been impossible for them individually."
Here in this so called historical act, Freud looks for the original clues: "The violent primal father
had doubtless been the feared and envied model of each one of the company of brothers: and in
the act ot devouring him they accomplished their identification with him, and each one of them
acquired a portion of his strength. The totem meal, which is perhaps mankind's earliest festival.

would thus be a repetition and commemoration of so many things-of social organization, of moral
restrictions and of religion."'*’

The motive Freud wanted to accomplish through his research was to advocate that religion is a
reality and enjoys tremendous power and durability because "the store of religious ideas includes
not only wish-fulfillments but important historical recollections. This concurrent of past and
present must give religion a truly incomparable wealth of power."'?® But still it is an illusion.
People of our scientific era should abandon it. "A psychologist who does not deceive himself
about the difhiculty of finding one's bearings in the world, makes an endeavor to assess the
development of man, in the light of the small portion of knowledge he has gained through a study
of the mental processes of individuals during their development from child to aduit. In so doing,
the i1dea forces itself upon him that religion is comparable to childhood neurosis, and he is
optimistic enough to suppose that mankind will surmount this neurotic phase, just as so many
children grow out of their similar neurosis."'* Commenting on Freud's theory, K. Armstrong
observes, that to Freud "Religion belonged to the infancy of the human race; it had been a
necessary stage in the transition from childhood to matunty. It had promoted ethical values which
were essential to society. Now that humanity had come of age, however, it should be left behind.
Science, the new Jogos, could take God's place. It could provide a new basis for morality and help
us to face our fears. Freud was emphatic about his faith in science, which seemed almost religious
in its intensity..."""

Sigmund Freud, then, made the comfort theory of anthropomorphism as the clearest source of
divine. He reduced the religion to "the feeling of infantile helplesses"'”' and hence a childish,
unconscious, or subconscious experience worthy to be discarded when humamty has grown up.
Such a perspective of religion and God truly brought revolution in the subsequent history of
thought,** and God was brought from the heaven to the world of man, here and now, because he

was too anthropomorphic.

It is quite evident from the above discussions that in the long battle between followers of religion
on the one hand, and philosophers, scientists, empiricists, social scientists, and other skeptics of
religion on the other hand, the decisive moment came in the middle of the nineteenth century. The
evolutionary scheme of Darwin was applied to the study of developmental stages of religion.
Supposing that the idea of divine has its origin in the world of man, many scholars did extensive
research to locate the exact source of the origin of the idea of God and religion. Some of the
scholars like Father Wilhelm Schmidt and others used their research data to prove orginal
monotheism.'* But they were a minority in the face of great majonty of anthropologists,
psychologists, sociologists, and even some of the so called theologians who contended that origin
of religion lied in the simple forms of primitive cultures in animism, fetishism, totemism,
developing into higher forms of religious beliefs like polytheism, monolatry, monotheism, and
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finally into ethical monotheism of modern religions like Judaism, Chnstianity, and Islam. Despite
their differences, they mostly agreed on one point; that God does not have an objective reality of
huis own. He depends upon human needs, aspirations, and fears for his existence. They had no
hesitation whatsoever to assert that the word "God" is nothing but a reification, personification or

projection of forces found in the external, internal and social world of man. Talk about God is

basically talk about man or, as we have discussed above, in the words of Ludwig Feuerbach
"Theology is anthropology".™**

Such an understanding of the divine continued in the twentieth century. Franz Boas saw most
religions as "dogmatized development" of anthropomorphism.'*® Horton made anthropomorphism
central to religion.””® Levy-Strauss argued, that "religion consists in a humanization of natural
laws" and 1n "anthropomorphization of nature."”’ Many other anthropologists argued much the
same. > In short, anthropomorphism was thought to be, and still is, in the words of R. J. Z.
Werblowsky, "central problem" in theology, history of religions, and religious philosophy.'* E.
Bolaji Idowu observed, that anthropomorphism has "always been a concomitant of religion, all

religions, every faith. In the purest religion... there can be no way of avoiding
anthropomorphism."'* Guthrie argued that "religion is anthropomorphism. "'

In light of the above observations, when we look at the known faith traditions of the world, we
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