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ABSTRACT

The intellectual life during the Ottoman Empitgwhich came to dominate large parts of the
Muslim world fromthe fifteenth to the end of thenineteenth century CBJhas received relatively
limited attention in modern scholarship. This study is a histolidgavestigation of an intellectual
debate between the two major schools of Islamic theologyn(d &M ahd) d n dasmywhich by the
eighteenthcentury had become a prominent theme in Ottoman scholarly literature.

J d n dsinmis one of two schools that domated Islamic theology after the disintegration of
the rationalist school of thd o G n ]. The étHerdschook md € ] eveantoeadly became the common
doctrine among followers of the d d &nd df schogls of law, whild d n dsimipecame, almost
exclusvely, the theology of theanafis. Both schools wrote in the nameRfo hdnthpdoxy @hl al
Sunna wali ] g)]afd took a middle coursbetween the doctrines of thd o G itah dnd the
literalists, attempting to achieve a balance between reaaq) and revelation(nagl). Despite the
sheer similarity between the two schools in terms of overall objectives, pioneers @¢fn dsimy °
ol i hec nda m_di irinthrthideerthgcentuiy)pneethgdieallyiobjected%» md ¢ ] | vy
positions over a number of problems including, the conception of faithi( gnjj doctrine of
predestination gda®& ) nda johimdgahn i b mighbe) fBythe@nd  Ym ] _
of the fourteenth century, > md ¢ Jwas recggnized ashé universal authority on mainstream
theological discourseflhaving attracted the greater number of followers, and produced extensive
and systematic theological canon which addressed problems from philosophy, logic and natural
science.

Based on extensivstorical and bibliographical researdbincluding a number of previously
unpublished manuscripthn di m mno s nl ] _am Lnniglh me>cd®]1 my ]
in three phases. The first is the classical Ottoman phase (migteenth Uend offifteenth century)
which saw the persistence of the md $drddigm in Ottoman theological scholarship; this study
found that Ualthough ¢ anafismwas the common and officialiganctioned school of LaWearly
Ottoman] h JtHealogical treatises didpy greater inclines to> md G Jrdthiernthgin g anafismy m
traditional doctrine ofJ d n o4IThe second phase covers thigteenth century whichwitnesseda
cligihc Thnalamn ]Jgihc Lnnig]h nd&unhigmnistfich m ni ]
concord with the theology of * ¢ h \abgresented in classical d n ojexts. The disputes with
> md Qvgré also brought into attention. But, in the absence of a new appraisal of theological
problems from an exclusivelyJ d n oslpesspective on the disputes with> md & Qtiongan
theologians remained largely within the radius of md G ] Towardg the end of thsixteenth
century, this situation is inverted at the hand d$tanbulbased scholaAumad? ] sydt d wHod
produced his influentialshgrdt akmardm Uan extensive theological treatisghich sought to defend
J d n asimygver fifty disputed problems witt> md & ]] Ihi" maq i l amnil a Awak mn] no
J d n osasvhe foremost theologian of Islam. The third phase covers the peribddan the early
seventeenthcentury, towards the final years of the empire in the end of thieeteenth century
whereby Ottoman scholars produced numerous wotkgarying in size and scopgwith > md S ] | y
J d n oydlelgates as their primary subjecbatter.

This study begins with a comparative historical background of the emergencerofd ¢ ] | 1 mg
andJ d n asimyfollowed by a discussion of key theological disputes as presented in authoritative
pre-Ottoman texts. It then attempts to examine the extent to whigimd € ] influenaged early
Ottoman theological discourses, and the intellectual context which saw the emergence of a late
OttomanJ d n ojcagon. Finally, the study documents nearly forty works enmd < ]JdInwl v °
disputations that were produced between tlseventeenthand latenineteenth century, amounting
to the establishment of aovelgenre of later Islamic theological literature.
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INTRODUCTION
I Topic and Scope

This study concerns the doctrinal differences between two schools of Muslim
theology,> md € Jahdd dhg asim\and theirforming into a prominent discourse in the
later period d Islamic intellectual historyUparticularly during the later Ottoman period
(from the tenth/sixteenth to the thirteenth/nineteenth century). The area of study is the
Islamic scholarly discipline oflm atk] f d)ghich literally translates as the science of
speech or discourse, andtiee closest in meaning to the wor@heologyaHistorian Ibn
Hd] fdefipesimalH] flJdg Unda m_iah_a nd]l]n ihpifpam I
the articles of faith and refuting innovators who deviate from the beliefs of early Muslims
and Muslimo n d i “?Hlistogcally, howeverthe scope ok] f tHag encompassed topics
bl i g ~asi h U.eprindpes df legal théoryscriptural exegeses among others.
This looseness of the definition is further reflected in the other names it is known by, such
as:Wy f - ry(the Principles of Religion)) F f-tagwoy] ($cience of Monotheism), aridm
atU] mig dpffdt (3cienceof Divine Names and Attributes) Neverthelessits focal point
is the study of religious creeds. And given the centrality of creed to the Muslim worldview,
it is no surprise that notable Muslim intellectual have oftéreated U F f-H)] flagdn d a
most noble ofthen_ i ah _am+ Y

J d n asim\s one of two schools that dominatedlamic theology after the
disintegration of the rationalist school of thel o ¢ n ]. The fothed school> md ¢ ] | i mg
eventually became the common doctrine angpfollowers of theP d d dndJCdyf Scheoals
of law, whileJ d n dasm¥ypecame, almost exclusively, the theology of thanafis. The
eponymous founders of thivo chiefschools o o htheglogy,> » a-pasanal-> md ¢ ] | y
and> * Mandy lal-J d n ojlwere contemporaries who lived in tHeurth/tenth century.

The theology of> md %roved; controwersial even during his lifetimeit was quickly

ICl 1 he) O+ J+) Rn drabicBcience hnd Rhildsdg#8g)pd.7d3d.a F h

2FEA~h Hd] f -Ramdn Mad © ~ 1 §] n  Hedied by dAbdallahyM. ébarwish), Damascus: Dar
V]Ylo~r) [--1 X/ pifm+zZ) p+/) | +/ -TBeSMugaddamaH; dnmaoductiom i p a n
to history; in three volupfesnceton Princeton University Press, v.3, p.34.

3 Opinion is divided over the meaning and scop&joff @ngong Muslim theologians. For a study of the names

ofimatH ] fsdegalP d d hasdgnAkMadkhal ila diras@m atH ] f Kacaghi, Idarat aN o | WajahUloom at

Islamiyyah, 2001.

4A-Dd ] >d" B d g i “aFMiistdia (edited byMummmmadAbd alP ] f d-§hafi), Beirut: Dar aKotob at
UFfgiss]d) -QpbBopt dRrmM@Y d hAGormidienttlyr thé Creed of Is(@manslated with notes

and introduction by Earl Edgar Elder) Columbia, Columbia University press, 1950, p.10.



noticed and opposed by contemporady o ¢ n jhéolodiags, as well as traditionalist
P o h espetiallythe ¢ andpilah. In the face of such resistaec> md ¢ Jrdpidlyrsgread
beyand its original home in? ] ¢ d: ea$tvardsto centres ofP d d legalClearningof
Persia, and westwards intb d f ¢emstres of the Maghreb. Since the Selpdriod (mid
fifth/eleventh century),> md ¢ ]hasibengnme the dominant theolodgr follower ofthe

P d ddndJCdyf scleals J d n asim\pn the other hand, did not attract the attention of
other schools for over a century after the death of its founder » Mandy al-J d n ol y °
Al-J d n a/lived and worked irSamagand, and his doctrine was initially seen as that of
school ofSamagand Ubut, in time, it was generallyecognised as the ultimate authority
on ¢] h Jtheojogy. Both schools wrote in the name®fo hdntlwodoxy (@hl alsunna wa
a-jamddy and took a middle course between the doctrines of the © ilafj dnd the

literalists, attempting to achieve a balance betwéeag (reason) andagl (revelation).

Together withthe sheer similarity between their two theological systemsmd ¢ ] | vy
andJ d n oidchpols have been associated with mainstream Muslim orthodoxy. With the
exception of the scholars who take an awti] f pgsition (e.g. Literalists who accept no
authority on doctrinal matters besides revealed source)day when one speaks of
orthodox P o h theplogy, the two schools are immediately invoked as having equal
authority on theological problem$.However, the statement that md @ijdl g n oyl y °
theologies are one and the same is complemented by the fattttigatwo schools have
also diverged over a number of doctrinal differences. Disputes over conceyxion g d h
(faith), doctrine of thegadar(predestination), the punishment of sins, arfil badjfhb G d f
%Di >Ym ] _nipa ]nnli”?onam&) gala _iggihjf] _
> md G Jandd dhg dsim@th/ tenth UseventH thirteenth c.)®However, with theadvent
of the eighth/ fourteenth century Uin whattends to defined athe later (or postClassial)
period of Islamic historyU Muslim scholars began to take notice of the doctrinal
differences which in time become central focus of numerous works of Muslim theology.

The present study traces theghasesdevelopment which ledo such popularisation o&

5 Jang al-A y &-Afghd hand Mumammad® ~ ° o AhNomations on the Creedyablijtains important early
ngahniand _ahnols [ abal ah_amJmin oh gsaet Khastoi@mahi, Saygicth qaa h >
Hadi (ed.)akQ] Y hi K] f-Pawweni]kll ] aUkudiyyaCairo: Maktabat aShuruqg alDuwaliyya, 2002,

pp.164 and 465 [for example]. More detailed discussion is fourd/indahra, MommmadAumadQ] | ate d

madl kib alU1 mf ]Cgilo:DarjaFikratU>1 1 "1 ) Xoh ] na’'® Z+

8Watt, W. Montgomeryhe Formative Period of Islamic ThEdagtiiurgh: University Press, 1973, pp. @E5.
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[discourse oP 0 hrhdga i f i ¢ 1 _,]h&ving reaohpdothre alimax ohaturation and

influence diuring the later Ottoman period.

Il. The Problem

The first point of departure in this study is the observation #fd n d Img’Y m
jlai __oj]lniih gind nda m_diif ib >md¢é]Ilvy qgdi
nda jiihaalm ] h" i hni hoa" ndliocdion nda n
_lini _]f ahc]cagahn qgind >mdé] Jy@nodmynl i ham
articulation of their theology. In the classicgbrmative period, this was generally one
sided. However, these intellectual encounters intensified in the poEtssical periotl
when > md G ] (&fter ragperiod ofapathy towards¢] h ]thealogywhen>md G ] | y m
Tapafija’ ] nl] > iniih ib Rjdifimijdi _]fY nd
doctrinal rival who, although agreeing on the useldf] f ahdjthe fundamentals of
Sunnism) i jji ma’ ] hog”al i b “abihinipa > md G ]
eight/fouteehnd _ahnol s) ndim RBi hnalamna 1 h nda "I
when works solely dedicated to the examination of points of disputes between the two
schoolsUnow juxtaposed as equal authorities on orthod®&xo h H ]y f dbggin to

emerge.

And this is the second point of departure in this study: a bibliographical survey
of works in this theme (i.e. the juxtaposition of md G ] dnd Jntgn dsimvand
comparative analysis of their doctrinal differences) reveals a continuous stream of
titles in this genre by leading scholars who flourished in Anatolia during the Ottoman
period U and reaching a climax in the latter two centuries of the empire

(twelfth/eighteenth and thirteenth/nineteenth centuries).

TwoTheologic@liscourses

The following questionsand inquirieswill be addressed in the course of this

dimnili _1f ]Th> 21 A2fiilddn ojdgountsf Therirsts(13 i b >md Y
di > ijj i mini Uwhichfiguresproaiiehtly in @lassical d n opvrigngs

U continue in postClassial OttomanJ d n oy literature? In other words, can
ijjiminiih ni > mda¥ pdrtiamig paréelaofJjdInammgg¥am maf b
perception?Furthermore (2)di © > md Y J § h mb koldiiffegent approaches



to the disputes that occurredbetween them; that is did post@f | mmi _ ] f >md VY] |
continue their Classical tendency to minimize and trivialise the philosophical
repercussions of the Disputésas opposed tothd d n oylmy 'qdi ) i ndal gi ma)

on them being integral to mindful and siewus theological inquiryXhe outcome of the

abovetwo lines of inquiry will serve to identify the extent to which each school

l ajl amahna ] ohi koandow thennatbtiré & opposifjoitothd m_i ol ma

(rival) other was underpinned byarying sds of intellectualaxiomsand concerns.

Ottomad dnol vy 1 mg

In modern scholarship, e presence of] d n dasinyn Ottoman ¢] h] by
theological literature hasnot been brought into questionThis is perhaps due tds
pervasiveness in later Ottomamrligioustexts; indeed,the presentstudy documents
numerousworks indefenceofJ d n oidoatrines that were produced by later Ottoman
scholarsUparticularly from thetwelfth/ eighteenthcentury onwardsBut, the scarcity
of such literature in the earlyQassical Ottoman period begs the question of whether
J d n asimwvas consistently the commonlyeld doctrine of Ottoman Hanafis. In other
words,(3)to whatextent did theincreasinglydominantpostClassicab md ¥ddition
influence early Ottomane | f disgpurses that pralate thegreat flow of disputation

literature (i.e.from late ninth/ fifteenth to late tenth/ sixteenth century)?
The Debates as a genre of Islamic Theological Literature

The chronological arrangement of texts on the debates reveatsaik increase in the
titles that deal exclusively with intettheological discussiondangqaah >md Y] | i mg
J d n ol \yespeamlyupon the advent of thetwelfth/eighteenth century. This was
pioneered byO y gQftoman authors(i.e. scholars from Anatolia and the Balkans)ith
reverberating Reponse$rom other parts of the Epire (especially the neighduring Arab
east). Emergence of similar titles continued steadiitil the disintegration of the Ottoman
polity in the end of the thirteenth/nineteenth century. This study provides(4) a
biobibliographical surveyJin chronological ordefJof the scholars who contributed to this
comparative theological themwith descriptive annotations on the works and authors. As
such, this bog of literature is introduced and defined, with information on primary sources
relating to the authors and (where relevant) the whereabouts of unpublished tésitglly,

the study probes intasome of the distinctive thematic and methodological featuregho$



body of literature that may set it apart from other modes of authorship in Islamic theological
literature; in other words, (5) does the whole bibliographic output on the debates between
>md VY] | iIJrdg o] lepréseny a novel genre in Islamic thiegical literature quite
unlike the more familiar genres & | f sdngmaén varying sizes and scopespymmations

of creed polemics, rebuttals, and heresiography?
Chapter Outline

This historical and bibliographical study pursues tladovementioned fivdines of

inquiry, divided into five chapters:

Chapter | examines the origins of the problematic relation betweemd & JUthé mg
dominant school oP o htheglogyUand its lessknown rivalJ d n dsin\py giving a sketch
of the background to the emergencéthe two schools, and elaborating some key encounters
between them through the fourth/tenth to the end of the six/twelfth century.

Chapter Il provides a descriptive outline of the theological controversies as
presented inpre-Ottomand d n oyl v '] hith fefergnceqo some earlgngagements with
Jdnasm¢s >md¢é] 1l ym gdala | afap] hn+

Chapter Il defines the origins and central featutdas far as doctrinal affiliation with
theological schools is concernddof Ottoman theological discourses. The Ottarsavho
came to dominate large parts of the Muslim world from the tenth/sixteenth century were a
Qoleimd “sh]lmns qgdi _d ah] hiJkdady tmednare foputa f
legal variant among the inhabitants of Anatolia. Nevertheless, it W#l revealed that

agihahn Lnnig]l]h ndaifici]l]hm gala b]]l gi |l a

than with J d n asmyThis can be observed to the end of the Classical Ottoman period

(towards the end of the tenth/sixteenth century).

Chapter IV trace the changing face of Ottoman theological inquitdjas far as
doctrinal affiliation with J d n dsm\js concerned. We observe that at the turn of the

afapahnd _ahnols >E) >md¢]lvy dacagi hs i h

intandemwithac | i gi hc _i h_al h qind Bmioh a _I| aa’

ndai fi cé] hiyvob]>* uAi mj onam qind >md¢] 1l vy gal a

theological writings. But, in the absence of a new and comprehensive appraisal of

Jdnasmpwda >md¢é¢] 1l vy h]Jll]nipa ih nda ~ 1 mjonam
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them. This, however, changes towards the end of the eleventh/seventeenth century at the
hand of Aomad ? ] sydt d whodwrote a highly influentialJ d n o4l v '] hi h -gi nd ]

¥ m digim]as itsraison d'étre

Chapter V defines the outlines of a late Ottoman genre of theological writing.
Following? ] svdt d, tHe dwelfth/eighteenth century witnessed a continuous stream of
ninfam 1 h n-danhkyl &fi mjiobn J>nmdiCtbnand] h JIflongakGuag
(Anatolia) who invariably sought to define and defeddd ndilmg™ ] c] i hmn 1 nm >
This chapter provides (in chronological order) a Hibliographical survey of titles that were
contributed to this genre with relevat information on their authors. Indeed, writing on the
Disputes was not confined to th@ y gOitoman scholars (though they were certainly the
pioneers). Already in the twelfth/eighteenth century, we observe varying reactions and
perceptions of the Ottomatiterature andUas a resultJa number of works were produced
by scholars who flourished in the learning centresoffad d g) Bcsj )] " NBy] 1) 1
the thirteenth/nineteenth century, the disputes betweer md G JahdiJndgn dsimvhad
become an estdished genre with an accumulative body of precedents formed in the

previous century.

ll. Methodologcal Issues
> Aam_1I|ijnipaldaddAncpinters a i b >md Y] I

This study describes theological debate aan intellectual phenomenorwhich is
manifested and articulateih Islamicreligious texts.As such, it is not a philosophical study
of theological concept#lin the sense of testing the validity and soundness of argumehts
Aon) ]h T hpamnic]lniih i b ndaandholitéventubllg i b ]
forms a prominent genre in Islamic theological literaturBy definition, a descriptive study
of a trail of ideas and succession of scholarly texts leaves little room for possible social,
cultural and political contexts which mayave playeda role in the shape of a particular
Bdimnil s Whilak nhdajgmmamno s bi _ommam i fotiods,gd] na)
arguments, and texts emerged concerning the relation between the two scHowlsich
leads to theidentification of an intellecual phenomenon reflected in the emergence of a
mode of scholarly authorshif) i n ~a]fm gqgind nda koamniih R
terms. Accepting one or more of the conclusions of this stuglych asthe increasingly

doctrinaireJ d n o | gf later®omantheologiansUwhich paralleled a degree afversion



towardsf ] nal j di f i miUmdyiwell beparttyrjustifidd byi amadyses of socio
political factors from the posteleventh/seventeenth century Ottoman history. Evidently,
establshing the existence of an intellectual phenomeniorthe first place is prior to probing
into a wide range of dynamics which may haved an impact on itstrajectory of
development. These dynamics could includensionsbetweenSufi orders, emergence of
new governing and economic elites, foreignilitary and ideological challengeselation and

inter-dependence between ruling arstholarlyclasses, and so on.

This study covers much ground of a scholarly motif which was to a greagrgxi
distinct feature of laer Ottoman religious literatureHowever further studies of thee ] f d g
literature produced in other contemporary flourishing centers af] h ] I&axning U
especially from the Indian subcontinent, and Central Asianay reveal aln tensions
between the two schools dP o h theplogy and which may well have developed into
recognizable textual and intellectual phenomena. Furthermore, it is not unlikely that the
great Ottoman interest in Disputes would have had repercussions in otleets of the

Muslim worldsUmuch of which already under Ottoman dominion.

Textsaand Authors

The startingpoint of thisresearcltwasn da _ i f fa_nii h %ni nda " a
the timeframe of doctoral candida¢yrom 2012 to 20)&f relevant texts through surveying
catalogues of specialist libraries in Islamic Studies, and manuscript collections (focusing on
extant Turkish collections)Followingnda _dl i hi fici _]f ]! 1'] hcaga
bibliographicj da hi gahi heaablej] m mbiniah | amol cah_a i1 b i
Jdnol vimjon]niihm im man ]Jbiin blig nda f]na

right to the end of the end of the thirteenth/nineteenth century.

Evaluating later Ottoman interests in the Disputes is relatively straightforward given
its bibliographic nature. As for earlier periods, when such literature was not common, |
selected a number ok ] f s by leading Ottoman theologians U in particular
commentaries and supetommentaries on earlieH] f cagsicsU and conducted an

i hnal narno]f mno s i b nda 1 hmn] h(pugponedy)d al a >
Jdnol \wdai fici]J]h I m arja_na  ni gJ cemaoillew’i o c g e



(as is the case in later Ottoman works) or follown d € ](ds woulg appear in the Classical
Lnnigl]lh jalii &+ > j]llIni _of]] narn im _ihmi°~
such in posterior biographical and historical sources; (b) ilgufes frequently in later texts;

or, (c) if it was widelydisseminated. A useful source of information on the latter is the
bibliographic presence of aertain title in manuscript form (i.e. if numerous copies are

documented, or if it invited early publcation in print-form.”

This descriptive historical studythen, deals with theological texts as foepbints
around which a narrative is woven, and certain trends are extrapolated and described. These
texts Ualong with their authorsUare contextualized in view of the leading questions of this

study. In general termsbiographical informations determined by the following factors

(1& Qda m_dif]lYm ] nni nO inpartioulagthelsciemce bf] ni i h ]
H] f Ubgt also including Logic and philosophy.

2% Miminiih ih>m8FpBI mgdifimijdi _]f

3% Qda m_dif]lYm indal qilem gqdi _d jiihn

methodology, scope, style, intentions, etc.).

(4& Qda m_dif] 1 Ym > mdnCl]odhgmigdsingAbd, ihethenor i h g i
not (and to what extent) his thdogical orientation is concerned with doctrinal

affiliation.

B5& Qda m dif]lYm na] _dal m) mno ahnm) j f

biographical information which may shed light on the four points above.

Madhhab

A keyconceptin the discussion athe disputesbetween> md @ridJ & n ogdchools
is madhhatatechnical Arabicterminologyqgdi _d final ] ffs ga]lhm Rnd:

" Both indicatorsof 3j | i gi hah_aa %i +a+ j | ama bionsand the the dagitaMas om g] h
published in printform) are issues dbiscourse Analysis. However, the gaps in modern literature on the history
of later kadmmakesubstantiating a sumarrative untenable for the present study.
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nl ] hmf]na’ dal a ] m Bm_di setoad halfi of the faurthehtih h a b +
century, Iraqi geographeral-Mug] =~ ~ $petifiesin his Ahsan alak dmmiBest of Divisions)

that there were fourmadhhabef jurisprudence figh), four of theology € | f),dogrboasting

the correlation of the two, four belonging to tradition, four have been absorbed into other
biol) qdifa biol a f Themadhhabef tiseoldagy of hisdimg wereal- 1 mn | i
U> md ] ¥ahiniya) al b € iraf and atP d f yb; avhjle the madhhabsf jurisprudence
includedpanafi,J d f,P d ¢ andl A]yqwyd d j or hjteralis). Al-Mug] ~ Y] msevof the

word madhhahwvas deliberate as he says later in the same book that he was careful not to
confuse the wordnadhhalwith firga (sect), and that hisarrative was an outline of current

madhhab and not a new division of Muslim seéts.

Madhhahis the term used for school in legal and theological contexts. But, the
hierarchy of authority, as well as the extent to which a followdraoparticularmaddhatis
free to move beyond its parameters are different in theological and legal contexts. In law,
adherence to a particular school presupposes acceptance of a hierarchy of authority which
affects the dynamics of legal reasonifign theology, madhhatassumes a less technical
meaning!* As suchfollowing a theologicamadhhalhas been controversidlevenheretical
Uaccording tosomevariantsof Islamicthought. An early traditionalist criticismof md ¢ ] | i mg
was that they had invented a fiftmadhhaladditional to the four canonicaP o hskehgols of

law. This "innovation" led to the accusation that the followers of a theologmaldhhataid

8AI-Mug] © ] my a-A RMumgnmadAosanakn | k &y @ ]-Y] k JLéiderg Brifl, 1877, p.37.

°Mug] "] my m] sm7 Uga d]pa miocdn jglla _ d@aiii*th > 2sim] &imc mpB
(fragc i b JomfigmayY 1 h | amj i hmdsuggested in hissthaok anlwbnvdndionak o a mn i i |
four-fold division of Muslim schools and variants{slug] ~ ~ Aosanain | k domat42).

OH] gjdlfmd] t] > aYm mdi | n aj mutahidsithin &schoa af jurdpruaméndéh thiskcase i b nd a
danafismoutlines seven levels of authority. At the top sits timeijtahid fi amd Jrdughly translated: founding

scholar) who lays down the fundamental principles of the school, such as the=fauids @f theP o hsichgols

of law; secondatmujtahid fakmadhhap q d i g]l]s " ibbal gind nda bioh> alm i
their logic of reasoning; the third level includes the scholars who give their opinion on matters untouched by

founders of the school; the fourth level is t#gtl d ~Takh§ mina af o k ] nf theiimitators of the schools but

know the origins of narrated opinions; fivéy@ d ~Q ]]ddntina aMucalf in,the imitators who do not know

the origin of opinions, but are able to pass judgement on the best of judgements; sixutdmallidsvho are able

to tell a strong from a weak opinion in the given school; finally, the seventh level includes the blind imitators

whose jobs is the uninformed amassing of information, with little verificatiéior an analysis and criticism of

H] dldj ] md] t ] aYmdmi]jHbA] dae &l romMatmmnniadB. (1854)1935Grand Shaykh of

al-Azha in Egypt)Oi md f ] -Kotobaf ] e hs dp¥] qq] H ] wadasathjdhhad ap] *h] hsb]yh

aH 1 > H] §Rhsh@®anmscus:Dar-§d " il y) [/ - -5+

UFEAr"h GG>mdeil $m ahogal]l]niih ib nda bilmn bipa cahal]n
division: the first generation@bag& i m i b >md¢é] 1 y$m igga i]na _igj]lhiidt
>mdefdrh _igj]l]hiihm $qgdi bi ffiqga™ dim gandi > 1ih ndaific

the students of his companions and acquired religious knowledge from them'; the fourth, of 'the prominent
m_dif]lm gdi d] pa a gahisldelireationsefiesopyl’; gnd thehfifth, df thdsd whaveere
contemporary of the author (miesixth/twelfth century).
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not believe tre founders of the legal schoolswho are held in highesteemU provided
sufficient theological foundation? Early > md & rhtibnalised the use o md G Jak & mg
doctrinal title by saying that it served the practical purpose of distinguishing them from

other heretical groups?

Strict doctrinal affiliation with a school of theology has certainly been more
problematic in comparison with affiliation with a school of law. While this was a definite
feature of scholarsvith leanings to the literal interpretation of religious texts (or that the
primary sources of Rigion are seHlsufficient, and the aide of a rational science sucledsf d g
is a needless intellectual occupationj is a tendency also observed in promingAto h h y
theologians who thought highly of the discipline of | f. Bempownedlly bagd > md ¢ ] | y
theologian> "~ Ed g F-Dd ] t(dj ©51111)Uin challenging the strict atlerence to a
school of theologyJgives us an insight into the nature of a theologicahdhhabln Fayl a}
tafrigg, Dd ]| twdtésy

How was it proven to him (the dogmatic theologiahgt Truth is his sole property? That

he must consideral-? dfk fi dearly > md Mhpster)to be a disbeliever when he had
opposed him (a3 md P dvér the attribute of Eternity, claiming that it is not an
attribute which is additional to His essence? And waly? d fk fi ghoud more rightly

be called a notbeliever than ald md himdek? Why isTruth with one and not the
other? Is it because @npreceded the other in time? Well, tlleo G ital} pgredated al

G md &Hen lat truth be with the predecessor! Or was it because of disparity in worth
and knowledge? If so, then on what scale has worth been measured that made him
determinethat no one inexistence is better than the person he follows and imitates?
And ifal-? dfk fi @ biwen special permission to disagree withYab> m ¢ltBeh Wwhy only

him? And what is the difference betweah? d fk fi dahdyother theologians such ask
Karabisi andal-N] f damd athers? And what is the limit for the allocation of this
privilege?X aThen, how can he say: you must follow me to the letter, or you must think
but you must also not realise anything except that which | have realized, and everything
whied F d]pa la]Jfima™ im _ih_fomipa jliib ]h s
the difference between saying: imitate me in the principles of my school and saying:
follow me in both my school and doctrinef® that not contraction?

Dd] tvchf Yhkoi miniihm i b adnetemcetp aRi mdfaaigflincii__ ]1hf] n
maddhad | ami oh>m ] jal mi h] f Uanaexpetied ihstanté q] | " m R
of doctrinal affiliation.But, in varying degrees, doctrinal affiliation with md G Jamdi mg

J d n asimhas beencommonplace among majority d? o h dthplars through the

LZEAKh G >md edadan Q] Afsiy hr-ge]dnfd 1 vy bdbila almgd]g -#| of dn@editédvoyMucammad

Wd d i-H] d f d ]-Tawfi& Pres$, Damascus, 1347[192859.

BFAh CQmMmY p36R.)

“ALDd ] t>d*Eyd g IFaydl alTafriga bayn4) F mf ]-Zandaq ediled by Mahmoud Bijou, 1993, p.l9.

23. See also, Jackson, Shermabh A, nda “~i oh ] 11 am i b d¢ddgaii-Ddctifdisgaf.- mi f al ]
Tafriqga bayna-#dlam wa alandagaxford: Oxford University Press, 2002.
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centuries of the history of Islam. This is more readilgticeablein > md €dntexys:
whereby advocates of the school voiced unambiguouslgirthaffiliation with

> md G ] dsioppgsed to other doctrineghich they rejectedUin particular of the

J o ¢ itah and the Literalists¢p anafism however, is more vague when it comes to the
strict affiliation with the school of> » Manfy lal-J d n ojlorythe one handor with
ndarigifdla ndai>"Ndet & yap khe other. As will be shown in the course of
this study, this was due to the nature of the theologyJofi n ojlvhg Sawhimselfas
nothing but a delineator (even a commentatof the theological opinions of the
m_diifYm of>"Nidd hnBuithermoneas Will be shown in the present
study, a certain ambivalence towards the science @f] f \da feature of early

traditionalist ¢ anafismUpersisted to some degree amodgd nyojscholars.

Note ofPeriodization

In any historical study, thedivision of certain chronologcal trajectories into
periods and phaseds inescapable. Indeed, the question of peri@dian remains
unresolved in Islamic history)j ] | ni _of ] | f s fadets he Rttehasbebrf a _no] f a
foreshadowedn Western scholarshipy a longheld paradigm whereby Islamic history
is presumedo havewitnessed a ClassicBdrmative age (noted for its intellectual and
scientificflourishing), which isfollowed by a posClassicaperiodthat merely thrived
on the legacy ofthe former %R c i f ‘gednd Boasttd naangible intellectual
achievements of & own. Although the past few decades saw thmergence of a
growing corpus of scholarshigirom Comparative Literature, Cultural Studies, post
Colonial Studies, as well as Intellectual and Social Histehygh attemptto revisit this
overarching histori@al judgement, theold paradigm maintains a degree of authority

nonetheless

An integral approach in themethodology of the present study is the
discernment betveen early and later (in certaiplacesalso termedClassical and post
Classical) periods. These periods are exclusively defined in view of the development of
the Islamic scholarly disciplined] f dd ] gi hc i h nda dimnili _]f
] h ) heklfl oy dhe gractitioners and historians dfiisdiscipline. The following

four divisions are central to the arguments this study:

(1) Early/Classical Theologg*{7" to earlyseventH thirteenth century).
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(2) Later/postClassical Theology (earbeventh/ thirteenth to end of 19c¢.)

(3) Early/Classical Ottoman Theology (lateighth/fourteenth to end of

tenth/ sixteenthc.)

(4) Later/postClassical Ottoman Theology (eadleventh’ seventeenthto end

of nineteenthc.)®

V. Primary Sources

The presentstudy uses a number of unpublished manuscripgeme of whichwere
acquiredduringn d a ] dielddvarK trip o Turkey in early 2015 Whenpossible, | have
used two copies of the same volume for the sakghilblogicalaccuracy:’ For the origins of
J d n asmwand the earlyp] h ]attityde towards the science & ] f, Htgpk as a lead al
Mug] ° Y Best of Divisioda geographical survey which contains invaluabégerenceso
doctrines and sects towards the end of the fourth/tenth century. | have also used
biographical sources ofi] h ]sdnolars, in particular alQo | ] ¥@abGy] q d -thiviyyadnd
a manuscript copy of the@bayd 0f Maog y b. P o f ] sagH{lhb JUgne of themost
extensiveworks of its type. The classics of md ¢ Jused im this studyinclude works by:
> md &?]dlkyi )f f Mtk Alitlgl-Qd d al-? ] ¢ dy&bdal-H] | y-Bd ] d hy amh d
Fakhr alA y hO d.tThe following scholars represented Classidatl n asimys " Mandy |
al-J d n o)l vakLayth atSamagandy> " Rd] e®Ild f P a-Yusrat? ] t 3 gy
al-J o G K] mNdmal-A yGhiRaratK ] m] baj-A yaky » yahd ] ~ and Shams
al-A yakSamagandy Early postClassical scholars include: Sal#A vy hl g]i f vy al-A\d h
a-Bawd qvy ) F” h ragrjald g ijadaksfj@)d Akgal atA vadr? d ~ ] | chakAy hP ]]6f
Ql bndt dhy)dfB-Sssi dhidhEdqdd F~h ] f

For the origins of Ottoman theology, | took as my l€@ad ] #imd e bahShadiy. it ] " ]
akh andniyyaUa primary source on Classical Ottoman religious history and biography. This
is interlaced with references from other relevant texts from Ottoman studigiscluding
modern works such a$d d | B hy]f f Thé @tt¥rman Empire: the Classical Ririgdidefor

15Section Il of Chapter One in this thesis is dedicated to the study of existing narrativese history of Islamic
theology as they shed light on the development of a major debate that occurred within its bounds, namely the
> md ¥]dInid delgate.

16Other manuscript copies were acquired from the United Arab Emirates, and Egypt.

"Refer to Bbliography section at the end of thesis for specific titles of the authors mentioned below.
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the beginning of thefollowing chapter isHd ni ~ Y@dlanteaiftuth Ua description of
religious life in eleventh/seventeenth century Ottoman TurkigAnatolian-Balkan)milieu.
Finally,in describing the resurgence of the Disputes a prominesnig in Ottomarreligious
literature, 1 draw on a number of Ottoman biographical sources, in particular Bursali
Jadga ' QgmdnimleNiftariJa threevolume compendium of biographies of Ottoman
scholars with information on twelfth/eighteenth and thirteenth/nineteenth century
scholass not found elsewhere. In general, the more contextuadignificant a scholar is, the
more source on his biogrghy are givenUin chronological orderUin the footnote. For
secondary personages, | confined to giving recent sources, in particulaClsgha ] c dY m ~ v
Hadiyyat al I | dand Khhyral-A v 4&-Wi | Yi ae>f Cnf. Meedless tanention biographical
sources suchad d ni ~ Y@dshffaya h warid its addendumslanindispensablesource

throughout thisinvestigation

One of the goals of this study is the disenah agahn i b nqiand ] 1 ] ff
Jdno yBndai fici ]f "im_iolmama nd]n qgala ]n
controversiesthat occurred between thentHHowever, he pimary e ] fsdugces used in this
researchcome withtheir own set of discursive issudsin terms of format, contentand
intended audienceEvidently, these issues become changaryl interrelated variables in
each text. The following parameters have been taken into consideration upon the utilization

of primary theologicalsources:

(1) Format a critical issue in terms of formal analysis is determining whether a
theological work is an extensive manual oé ] f (drgviding a comprehensivessummaof
theological problem} or a thmaticallyfocussed treatiseentredaround the engagement or
refutation of a particular theologian, book, or doctrinBlavigating through extensive | f d g
summagemore common in the Classical periadthout a detailed plan of theiframework,
may lead to mislocation ofpertinent units of inquiry. Applying formal analysis to
Commentares and supelCommentaries is ratheless problematic when the original texts

are used to map and locate concerned units of inquiry.
(2) Contentthe question of originality is aather familiar methodological challenge
when approaching technical religious scholarship. Knowwjen and to what extent a

particular treatise is representative of the opinions of the author can be quite elusive.
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Compiling lists of cited sourceandapproximating the umber of references to each one of

them helps in this mannerThis process iurther aided if it is coupled witithematic and
chronological arrangement of the cited sources as it sheds light on the intertextinarary

of concepts. Misperception of terminologies is a greater concern in Classi¢af Uagd

relates to theinner dialectics of a particular doctrinal discours@mong the research

guestions of this study) That a certain concept may have two or moceosstextual
philosophical meanings andeperaussionsis part and parcel of &heological debate.

However, this misperception of terms and concepts is more acutely felt inmd Y] | i ] h~
J d n ojthaplogical textsfrom the Clasical periodUas opposed tpost-Classicaperiod

which exhibit a better sense of@mmonly-shared technical diction.

(3) Intended audiencedrawing a line of demarcation between technical theological
works which are intended for a class of specialist scholars, and treatises$aittpdt a wider
readership,reveals starkdivergencesn terms of scope, methodology and use of language.
Even within agiven scholastic milieu, intended audiences of selected texts range from
beginners to advancestudents As suchknowingwhether a treatise tagets norrscholarly
laymen, early(or advancedl learners, or the ulamacommunity, necessitatesalternative
approaches to texts. For examptae critical approach tan extensive postClassical super
commentaryin e ] ftldagdraws ona wide range of sources markedly diffdrem a later
Ottomanexpressiorof creedal positionglégy ) which Uin order to reach a (specific) broader
class of readert)is composed in common Turkish language and stays cleaclblarly

references and citidons.

VI. Literature Review

This study relates to two fields of Islamic intellectual history: the historyJoF f-Hy] f] d g
and Ottomarintellectual history.’®In Western scholarshipz; md & hbsigenerally received
greater attentionin comparison with d n dsim\garlystudies ofJ d n dsimin Orientalist
scholarshiphave® aah mobbi 1 ahnfs ionfiha  bkemnd®Rfl i _d
bookalJ d n gandsthe Developmer® af hTheglogy iBamagand(published inGerman in
1997)”Interestingly, it appears that the earlieseéference tod d n odates backo Wilhelm

18Sources on Ottoman intellectual history are discussed in the Introduction to Chapter I11.
Rudolph, UlrichakJ d n g1 ¥ h~ nda P oahlenibdy jSanzatyan(randated by Rodrigo Adem),
LeidenBoston: Brill, 2015, pp.423.
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Spitta (d. 1876) whtin his study of> md ¢ F° Urefenrgd to> ~ & ~ d ] a-Raiwva al

bahiyya a twelfth/eighteenth century comparative analysis ofhe disputes between
> md G ]and afdgsserknowna theologian named al d n o/ Rudolph provides the
following itinerary on the status ofJ d n oystugdiestowardsthe middle of the twentieth

century:

Lh nda 2] mi nf? $plita listédyhe thiReem Kngwn points of disagreement
between the two theologians. Along with this list, he adopted the thesisthat diln o | vy ~ v
andal>md " ] ly d] ) 1ff 1ih Jff) jlibamma- nda m]g
only in small detdls. [Jean] Spiro (1904) was then to discover shortly after the turn of the

ahnol s ndlhad meréinpeen &Rlatat coinpiler. As he was able to prove, the idea
of the analogy between the two systems wentasfar#adal* ey ) 1 +a+)enhda ai cdn
century. However, this only accorded the idea more authority, and it was henceforth
considered more or less proven that two nearly identieal f sthpols had developed in
Pohhyvy FnjgiagBi fBptaihd a | %. 6. -& migaqgadtwortmal maf s |
addressing the small differences between these closely related doctrinal views in more
"an]if+a >h" ] bnal di g ] hog”al ib Jondilm jI
inevitably being the list of the thirteen points of difference. Thistlse case, to various
degrees, fofMax] Horten (1912)[D.B] MacDonald (1936)\W. C.Klein (1940), anfA. S.]
Tritton (1947).This same tendency was, in a certain way, even represented in the generally
more astute observations of [Louis] Gardet and [George] Anawati (¥948).

Following the publication of a critical edition of ~ Wanfy |l a-J d n oM my °
masterwork H1 raldaway {by Fathallah Kholeif in 1978)a number of examinations of
J d n osthaological doctrines emerget.On the history and spread of d n dsm\{of
greater relevance to the present study), the studiediNiffred Madelungremain of seminal
importance.Fh dim RBQda Pjl a] ™ i b J §adelungprovidesgthe] h™ nd
most extensive survey to date of the early spreadJofl n asimyThe survey, however,

terminateswith the early postClassical period in which he observes the advent of the early

2gpitta, WilhelmWo | D a m_ dbasandhin &~ .JeéMpkjly, B876.

21bid, p.12.

2Henceforth | follow Khayal-A vatWi | e f 1 Ym pi _ ] f iak} ©fpdrdh ) i p*+H @B &h] YlaBPo6i h
whichUohf i ea nda | ] n ddréferstathe drdeierd lof a RIYsRN tutbag. a

B1bid., pp.1213.

2HI1 rakfawny (edited by Fathalla Kholeif) Bayreuth: DarMbachreq, 1970.

% Note especially: Frank, Richard Ki nam ] h> Oag]lem i h ndddnpray viihU i h
Jaf]l]hcam ~Yimf]gifi cHdaP.Jalmén] Leidea: .iJiBlillal9744%egshgho, J.Merica f

) RFhnaffa_n ]h> Oaficii aidheomnMmaimWore®doz9):38 4y RBI ¢™ ) .
Fednisdl) No | ]) HnTdidldguidgl efdhe AnericanOrentdl Biiake({984):

170 6. ) ] h' RQdadRomidw iQu Btidm itsfamidth(1984): 582; Watt, W. ntgomery

BRQda Ml i-0fagl ybfFah cFahm -~ YFmf]gificia7 Sifoga 0 10 6
ses éléves et ses anid by P. Salmon, 2843 6 + | ai = a M)Jaa Bobts & Sy@heticiTheplogy in

Islam: AStudy b nda Qdai fAtlcgdldinb | »*y %] k 0 0 OlntdBnatibr&alHinstitute] f ] Il og
of Islamic Thought and Civilization, 1995;
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>md3]dIinylaln”_ i ohnal 1 kb figunedad Q dJa)]-Ag\f E&lkP o N éviadelung
concerningthe eight/fourteenth century writes:

The idea of the equality and full orthodoxy of the four Sunnitadahilihus was officially
sanctioned and palpablynplementedby the Mamluk regime as never before. Conformist
Sunnite solidarity against the infidels, against Shiisinp G rismt andfalsafadominated

the intellectual life. There were, to be sure, still some frictions between the officially
recognizedm] - d dyetj nd one could question their basic equality in Sunnite orthodoxy.
It was in this intellectual atmosphere tha dai-A v d+P o "(é. Y71/1370) composed his

K u h i manr on the points of differencéetween alY > md]6H ¢ ®] hab]] m
interpreted by thed d n atésyAIP o Aaurd thirteen such points, seven of which, in his
view, were merely terminologicallgfiiyya), the remaining six objectiveg(] Y lyyld gbut
sominor that they could not possibly justify mutual charges of infidelity or heresy]( ). v Y
With this in mind, atP o ~ argent apologist o md G ] touldnmaintain that most
¢anafies were in fact- md fed, éxcept for the few who joined thé o G ritéstoi the
Hanbaltes?®

According to Madelung, thiSatmosphereof toleranc&a q d i _ atlopigd by thdd
Pohhina _ i ggeguogifiedis aP o Yeny nl a]>nngdasdntidyg b og ag °
ako]fm UX I'J]gmzZz ] fiha oh > al ha]>nmd ¢ Patlhinboal G yanm
andJ d n dté panafy #Hadelung made these conclusive remarks towards the end of his
historical survey becausein practical termsUhis focts was the spread df d n dsimin the
Qassical period As will be shown in thistudy, while > md én] dndJ d n dsmwyvere
certainly intellectual rivals, ther relation was not free from mutual tolerance and
acceptance even during theJassical periodUand J] > af ohc Ym Rad'h knmlafli b
] h n] ciisratrargicessive. Furthermore, it will also be shown thatPab Ydéiw hi s s |
is consistent with the commor md @gproagh to the disputes with d n ojldescribedn
this studyasRBgi hi g] fi mn ] h  comparifontb fJid Jn msimly svizedeby 1 h
affirmation of disputesvasto a greatextent part and parcel ol d a  m setfpeicéptiom

Madelungincludes dgew lines on Ottomad d n dsim\again falling out of the scope
ofhissurveyEa gl inam7 Unda Lbanafitedepahdadtrinegadpieferentigh a n d a
status as theofficial law of the state, also furthered d n oi¢ theology as an equally
orthodox alternative to> md G )*Mahdnttgat this favoringof J d n dsmyJgq] m gal af s

%3] "afohc) Tifbal®> RQda Pj | &]ReligidubSchbasnand Sectsiinivizdielahislamn d a
Aldershot, Hampshire, Great Britain: Variorum ; Brookfield, Vt., USA: Ashgate Pub. Co., 1992, no.ii, p.166
(article originally published inActas do iv Congresso de Estudos Arabes e Islamichsh0ait®68. Lejdev 1.

1091168).

271bid, p.167.

21bid, p.109.
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tribute to the traditional attachment of the Turks to the school 8dmagand.*® Again,while

J] afohcYm mn]lnagahn g]s ~a f]1| cdaswillhé oa bi
shown in the course othis studyUduring the QassicalOttomanperiod (mid.ninth /fifteenth

towardsthe end of tenth/sixteenth century> md €e}td weregreatly popular andofficially

endorsed in the curricula of statfunded madrasasMadelung further scrutinized the

l af ] niih ~anqgaah nda>"MNlglio Sapkp mgnd>gm di ¢hd ladyi fm c] sl an i
(2000 which provides insightful analyses of the attitude of a leadazglyJ d n ogpiopeer

towards> mdi&m. |

Oo ' i f1p9d ¥tmdy is the next significant contribution to the history and early
development of] d n dsimyOn the réation of J d n dsintowards> md énj, Rudolphis
consistent with Madelung and much of the common wisdom on the Disputes: he begins with
a discussion of & o “Ydyniyyaand its relation with> » @dhaba’ akRawa albahiyya*
followed by examination ofAbdal-D d ] hkKd ] d (d.d48§/1730Jwho,f i ea ,Wwa® " e\
an ardent> md & Thethematically-relatedtexts from the Ottoman period which Rudolph
mentionsare:? ] sydt dY Findd d-¢ 4 h8Rdf ] s e dNedd atbr]md Ffany Khaled al
?] cdYah® Rki'] d drd ItsCommentaryalSinCal-Akgd 13%y

A noteworthy and useful contribution to studies or md 9 ]d In\py Hisputes is
B q] |  Blnhitisehé Theologie in osmanischevtieit Ualthough entitled ® o h h vy
Theology in the Ottoma¥period Uis perhapsthe first entire bookin Western scholarship
(published in 2008) whicbhiefly focusses on the theme of the doctrinal differences between
the two school$®J o _d i b ? ] i3 cormpnisédrogight driteally-editedtexts (some

21bid, p.168.

3] > afohc) Jo¥hhWIRMMDW f>mdG] 1 v Qdai fi c Studiesih ho@ur oflCL E.f a h » |
2imgilnd) Qda monf]hYm nol | aleideh: Brilln2000.iThiswork dlscopidess.  Ma | mi ]
good explaination and translation of disputeslated terminology from Arabic.

$1Rudolph, 2015p.7-9.

%21bid, p.10.

B1bid, p.11. In the firstEgyptianedition of thelstardtd a 1 m h ]l gl-A yahH]] syah Ottoman sources,

hei m “annal whidqg h dy ®4?hilskad & mvyh+-?i Phéyg?thesudameof his father (see

Chapter V).

341bid, p.10.
B¥FA7 "+ Fh nda biinhina) Oo ifjd glina7 U?ami > am nda r
theme7 . & H]lgdfj] mdOit md fa] %b ¢ -Sordd di-2Idle &d ) SY&skd] 1M+ ~ >fy A

NgdwK] g~ v % + Ol md-farp baing h&dphhab>amd d “-kJ1d]n od; B) Mymemimad alF m~ ] | y
Ndi t d  a %_ +Oi 6nal-f]yizal6o/&mayyizatmadhhab al dnol v g% ] dd# ] F & s ]
(Ibid, pp.10611, fn.43).

% Badeen, Edwar8unnitische Theologie in osmanisch@rigeitinstitut: Instanbul, 2008. This book is also a
jliglls miol_a bil ©Dbispitesin thetranslatedmersiom(ouiblisired in 2015) d
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for the first time) related to the disputesncluding: P o “Ydtny h i; s shdrter treatise by

Nawé Efendi Rawd aki ] by dasanl et |, Mumayizamadhab all d n glsyy "~ -U] h ] f
madlghib alghayriyya b viNd °; Tamk \akihti& bf Abdal-D d ] atrk;d ~ o;fanadl fimally

alRawa al-bahiyyeof > N #\dhaba Neverthelessan immediateproblem in this list is the

inclusion of > md Gekts$ that did notin fact fit in with the OttomanJ d n ojhayative.

Philipp Bruckmayr wrote two further works related to the present study. The first is an

] nnagjn ni arj]h> i hspdafedoIfdonhdisidgiinclide thé posta i h r
Classical period (2009)and the other isa study which investigates the legacy of renoed

Ottoman scholar aP i | edn gheological writings ofOttoman scholars affiliated with

Nagmd ~ ]y b \ Imthe latter,BruckmayrobservedJin agreementith the presentstudy

Uthe emergence odnew terminology orhumanagencyin late Ottoman theology® A good

comparison betweer> md G@hdlJyyn oyl y h _aj nm i m biohBPghfIfEI eg
theological differences, profound philosophical implications: notes on some of the chief
differences betweenthe md §andl ¢ n ophay ~ Y vhichdraws primarily onthe> md ¢ ] | y

> A @dhab& akRawaand thed d n oyP & T s e dviNgingrd] 1.3 Yi °

VI.  Note onTerminology, Citation;Transliteration, and Dates

For the translation of relevant Arabik] f ¢egninology, | havebenefitedfrom the
works of Wilfred MadelungUi h j ] | ni _ oX d 9akkd imdntBmd @MY f i c s a
(2000) as well aHikmet Yamh Ym RPg] f f ndai fici ]f "1 bbal a
implicationsa (2010). In various instances, | provide my own translation of Arabic
terminology and sought to maintain consistency throughout the thefdependig on the
colmmar n) ndai fici _] feferdd mi®* ] i larmB @ Agl}h& i ampao)n a ma i
[} Bputationsa. Likewise, in the wordsnadhhal®o3 m _d i i f a Jcredth aor kreddal h a a
positiond), andU FH ]gf %Rkjgemce ok | fadeg] Bad ¢ R n d alm térmscobciason, in
the first time a book is cited, | provide the full name of the source as stated in the

bibliography at the end of the thesis. From there, the book is cited by giving the name or

721 0_eg]sl) Mdifijj RQdadnRillvd]fdd h] h MaRmilendactheac i As h ]
Caucasuys. 13 no. 1, pp. 82, 2009.
¥R Qda M] | naki_lod Jlont Yjikkagajidhs Regarding a Latecomeih f Térgninology on Human

>cah_s ]Th> 1inm Mi mini EuropaamJoirallofiidrfish Stiidies3, 2@11, fonlineb | ma a

®V] glh) Eiegan BPg]ff ndaifici _]f ations:nbteslomdomeaomhe j | i bi
_diab “ibbal ah_am XdamalevaAnkaiadraversitesidl&iydt fakutedi despisdi(2010),

pp.177194.
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surname of the author, followed by a shortened titid the source in italic font. This is
observed throughout the thesis and includes manuscriptd, @lints and secondary sources.

Not every source cited in the footnote has been included in Bii®#iography at the end of

the thesisUthis includessomesour_ am qgqdi _d ]l a _ina’ il fokoina’

supportingevidence.

Transliterationofm _di f ] | mY h] gam) c ai candexpiessiogsf | f ]
from the Arabicis largely based orthe system employed in thé&ncyclopaedaf Islam
(Gentium font) As for dates, | have only given the deathte of scholars mostly in the first
time their name appears in the text. However, the deatate of a scholar may be repeated
in the course of the thesis depending on the context. To avoid cluessingiven the
bibliographical and biehistorical nature of this work, | have confined to providing the year
without specifying the month or day, even if it is known. Throughout the thesis, when a date
occursit is provided in Hijyform followed by an appximation of the corresponding date

in the Gregorian calendar.
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CHAPTER ONE
PRELIMINARMISTORICADRISCUSSIONS

When one speaks of the md dmpdhhabit is relatively safe to assume a sense of
homogeneity: scholars whmainly followthe P d d dr 3 § f legalschoold)in the name of
P o h ¢rtijodoxy U espouse a theological position which is critical of rationalism and
literalism, and avow allegiance te  al-pasamal-Y > m caSthelr master. (Only four decades
following the death of> md Sgedgrapher all 0 k | ° Spdkenaf al¥ md Y ] ds bre f]
four theologicalmadhhabsf Islam and, > ~ Bakr (Ibn)al-? d fk fi ,.dah garly and arguably
most prominent > md Caitel x ~ al-pasan acquired the nickname "db md € Jile.y
> md G {during has life time?*°) The school od d n oyik different, and one is led offack
if the point of departure to make sense of the eallyd n osinaghhalis the position taken
by later> md @ndJ & n ogtheplogians. Strictly speaking; » Mand, lal-J d n ojlvag not
the founder of a new theological tradition, nor was he seen as such by follow#rs s€hool
to which he belongediamely thep] h Jsdhapl ofSamagand He saw himself as a delineator
of the original theology ofrenowned jurist> * §] h y dofesponding to a strong sense
among¢] h kib eonsidering> * ¢ h \olbé theirultimate point of referencen legal and

theological matters alike.

This chapter $ divided intothree sectionsand a conclusionSection One attempts to
give a historical sketch of the background leading to the emergencé dfn dsimas a
prominent school of Islamic theologyln doing so, this section scrutinizebe critical
confluence between the use Bf] f athdyupholdingtraditionalist doctrinal leanings among
pioneers of thep] h ]legal school in major centres of learning in classical Islam. Section
Two inspects some early encounters betweed d n asmvand its more influential
counterpart,> md ¢ ]JUaischgol of theology which had come to dominate theological
discourses of the time. These encounters include a look at the plaecamfl ¢ ]inl classical
J d n ophritings, and the attitude of early md §Uincluding the founder of the schodl
towardsJ d n oj¢cholars andpanafismin general. Section Thregtudies thepost-Classical
theological tradition, beginning with modes of periodization of the history ef] f. thig
sectionproposesn ( i ma h naal m ni dbala3philessphical tradition pioneered by
prominent> md §ih thegradition of Fakhal-A yatO d ,tand another by a class of scholars

Olbn® md,Q1 M p.21A.)
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whoU] f ndi ocd ~af i hc a historical petiat &coutd] ngt de idéntified asl Y
practitioners of philosophicale ] f.Flnglly in this section] introduce three scholars from
the early postClassical period whtlin light of extant historical sourcet/appear to be the
first to compose single works that exclusively deal wittie theme of> md M h gyl v °
disputations followed byafourth scholarUaninth/ fifteenth century historian from EgyptU

who provides one of the earliest expositiord the Bebates imon-religiousliterature.

1.1 HistoricalOrigins

111 Earlypanafsmand the SciencéHdf f d g

¢] h ]lakvemerged fronthe school of Iraq which wanowned for its greater use
of individual reasoning r@'y) in legal judgement. Followers of the Iraqi school of leha
nomenclaturewould thenbeusedinterchangeablywith $anafismUwere also referred to as
ARl d(people of)alRa'y a title used in opposition t&& d ~dadsH, or traditionalists who
flourished in thedi i.*4The science of ] f, bwever,was developed by thé o C itaf, &
school of rationalisttheology emergedout of inter-religious debates in early Islam and
generallyfamedfor emphasisingeason fag) over revelation (agl). However, the relation
of thed] h ]sthaol of lawJeventually the dominantstate-sponsoredegal variantunder
nda skdégeabnd/eighth to mid seventh/thirteenth centurylwith the use ok | f,whg
problematic visa-vis other major variants of jurisprudencelistorically, the association of
¢anafismwith J o ¢ n theolody nas been greater than thether three canonicalP o h h y
schools of lawi.e.of Mdik, P d d, land $on Hanbal)

This incline tora'yby ¢] h ] Has been cited as one reason for their propensity to
rationalist theology?? > ~ ] h y founder of the school, was above all a jurist and his
relation with the science ot | f whg one of ambivalencé/arious reports show thahe
briefly engaged ire | firdtlye early years of his caregbut UneverthelesdJfirmly rejected
it later in hislife.*> " @-Qd mialH ] qd* ¥19/931), head @he ? ] ¢ d brdnchyof the

“Melchert, ChristopheiThe formation of tReo hsthgols of ladf,U1d" centuries C.Brjll, Leiden, 1997, pp-41

and Watt formativep.285. For a critical examination of this distinction seeth] q n d ] | vy Fighdhkallrdbd d 1 °
q] EdhinQaitb: Dara? ] m] Yi |l ) [/ - -6+

42\Watt, formativep.286.

43Accordingto reports from latergp] h Jhibtaries, as a student ~ ¢] h \hddlan interestirk] f dngl deemed

it 'the most dignified of sciences' (dardan ) dfElAmd ] hil>k ¢} h yHayderabad: Daral ] Y] +i b ] f
Y R n digya, h311Hp.137). However, various other reports indicate a change ih¢] h is htfjtude towards

H] fsdah as the fact he cursed the Mu'tazilite 'Amr b. 'Ubayd for 'engaging in useless discussidn$' (al], q v v
ChammalH ] f, gp2831) and warning his notabldéwdent > ~ v \frqrmamiploying theology when talking
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J 0 G n ], canffrmsdwo of> ~ 4] h s bnjmediate students Zufar b. aiHuthayl (d.
158/775)* and > ~ MutiCal-? | f @.d199/814)Jasbeing jurists who acceptedd o S n] t i f y
doctrines.** On the other handy * \( y memdMugammadb. atpasanal-P d | s VUmjdsty
influential immediate students of ~ ¢ h Whppear toopposeto the use ok | f, which

seems (at their timean exclusive featuref the J o G ilal.*t Given the stature of these
scholarsUand prior to theshort-lived adoption ofJ o & n dottrinés\py the> ~ ~ dstate

in the early third/ninth century Uwe can presume a predominance of traditionaligie.

anti-J o ¢ n theéolodypn the ¢] h ]irtellectual milieu. Below is s brief survey of the

attitude of prominent$] h ] Wwhg fourished in the leading centres df] h ]ldamning

towardse ] fUihdghe period spanninghe third/ ninth to the fifth/eleventh century.*’

It will be shown that Uuntil the mid-fifth/eleventh century (the tentative period
when the spread of] d n ojthgology began to be noticed beyonits Transoxania
threshold) U ¢anafismcould not be said to have a uniform theological doctrin&lore
importantly, with the exceptionof parts ofHd i | damddrtansoxania, the use ef] f d g
amongleading$] h ] Had an overlyd o G n &ssotidtian, whereby ned o ¢ n ]t hi ]fbyy m
did not engage in it in fear of falling into heresy. The alternativelJt®m ¢ n fedchingsywas

a form ofp] h Jtréditionalism based on the transmitted creedal statementsof ¢ h b ]

to laymen as it may lead ttheir engagement init (al ] e,8 { h d>k™Ng* h y[prifted together with at

H] I J ]I hydabip]™h yHaylderabad, 13111,373). When he forbade his son Hammaad froacficing

H] f tdedatter retorted: 'l have seen you engagingkh] f, @/lty then are you forbidding me from it2 » y

] h s bejponse was: 'we used to discuss theology as if swords were at our heads in fear of erring, while you

[now] debate in order to efute your associates and to ascribe them to disbehefi¢gHd d h) _-Kefeai® 1 h Bf
[a-H] b] MugmudbP o f ] Hg hig~ >aRhigdHabagl h-H] b7 )q vF | ]dhd hH Mijlisli Steura

yi Mill, MS 41330l1.108b; same story with variation ih ] e,8 | h dpp.83184).

“AK] "yg$m di hn nd] n Wob] | ghaldben'aldyhi-gh'y mdysorrobbratdsthédaim ni | a]
of his Mu'taziytendency (alK] ~ ¢ )RarajMummmmmad alFihrist(edited by Ayman Fu'ad @ayyid), [4

volumes], London: Mu'assasatBlurgan, 2009, v.2., p.18).

BSAFH] $~ ©J ] k dliAshdabadij Abd dlabbar bAmmad Fail akl'tizd waH » ] &-mjutazilagdited by

Fu'ad alSayyid, aldar alTunisiyya lil nashr, Tunis, [date unknown], p.£Q85; Wattformativep.286.

4> Ay Msyepartbd to have been angel by his student Bishr al ] | 'sy(dh218/833) engagementlh] f d g

(@-H] Y~ @J] k Bail al R Y pipihee1P9).

“7Based on Mmammad ibn A&mad atJ o k ] ° Alsanyabagd margl ¢] h ]biographical compendia an
lijli]l_d ihmjila ~s Tifbdmol YJi md omd ¥Re@pBlQand &ttich a] ~ i
movements in medieval Igdrrshot, Hampshire, Great Britain: Variorum ; Brookfield, Vt., USA: Ashgate Pub.

Co, 1992.

48This theological canon consists of five works attributed>d* ¢ h \amditransmitted through> ~ ¢] h is b ]
students. They areaH'Alim wa aimuta'allimby > * y  J aakPd ngi] fl kalChi "myd f ] n-Batti§indal-d g
Wdlyya both by> * \( y makbighal-'akbarby Hammaad b. Alp] h \abdjalFighat'absaty > * y QJ%e |
?2]1f @] gnd] | v) DF b ] h e HAIM watamuta'allim,edited by MutammadZ. al
H] gnd] | «7). Impdrt&nBy) Mulazilitep] h ] didynot accept the soundness of these works, which
generally abhorred the practice df | f Thgy+claimed that » @] h \did hot author any work on theology,
this corpus is falsely attributed to hifH] b JHg”y ], folPa).

1h ]f
f
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1111?21 cd " d°

In ? ] ¢ d, fademost centre ofQassical¢] h ]ldaming, mionat khay akQ | Y d h
(Inquisition of the created | YdJlastingbetween 218/833 and 234/84Bhowedd] h b b y
as having different, and even opposing, theological positions. We know that official judges
(gav\g) who oversaw the persecution of naronformist ulamaduring the Inquisition were
®] h ] bngtably chief judgeAamadibn > ~ y ddAd 240/854Y° But, the camp strongly
opposed to the official doctrine also included prominepit h ] Usychas theyduyBishr b.
a-T] fakH i h(d. 38/852) who was put under house arrest by the Caligfi#aZm (r.
218/833U227/842f" and the gdvwyal-pasanb. &Un d g d Wi ¥ @l." 242/856) who later
biographical sources describe as a traditionalisifA&l dat¢] ~ ¥°*n d

This division persistedvell into the fifth/eleventh century; biographical sources give
information on two pioneers of fourth/tenth century Iragi¢anafismwho adhered to
J o G nydlottrinds:> ” aj-pasanal-H] | 6d3¢0/951), and » Bakr atO d ¢d\370/9815°
Interestingly, the doctrine ofMumammad® + J wHnald q] dfi(di 403§1913Ya student of
the J o G rny$ & Bakr atO d &gl his successor deadingd] h ]sthalarof ? ] ¢ d Uis °
described by¢] h ] bbgrapher alQo | ] asdispunch (i.e. nond o ¢ n)]anhd tHat he

49KhatjaFN o | , ¥rgHe assertion that théd o | {.€, Bod's Speech) was created and therefore temporal and

not eternal, was a historically significant theological debate in early Islam. It is said to have originated among

the Qadarites, esp.-dh'd ibn Dirham (d. 11886) &> ¢ f, @2y p.120; Ibn KathiHlistory year 125; Watt,

formative p.242). The more systemized theology of the Mu'tazila made it one of its central doctrines, and its
unparalleled infamy came during theihnaor Inquisition wha | a * s id authdritiem compelled scholars to

confess it, a policy which was met with opposition by a number of schdJanss famously the traditionalist

Aamad b.¢panbal.

S0At least six of them are known to i h b @Vattformativep.286); Otbn> ~ v dAee®i@urasl \G] qd d i |

v.1, p.5667; alK ] ~ akgrihrist v.1, p.589.

SIAN o | ], Gridoydrd,ip.i67 ; dK ] ~ algrihrist v.2, p.21.

2AI-No | ], Grdoydrd,ip.L97.

53 Althoguht atE ] e v6] imihgdudes> ~ Bakr atJdldllal-O d tn\he twelfth generation,@baya, of the

Mu'tazila G] m,&Bhapuyoon amasa'iledited by Fu'ad aBayyid, 1947, 391; Madelugpready.112) and al

A d ] dreférsito his "inclinationtoJ o € n] t 1 f y n a]SiyatM.1B, p.B26)%ws ddindMutagilite is

far from final.In a recent study, HaythariKhazna outlines three points in the counter argument: a.) reference

to aFRd ts\¥ VY nis misgifig from the majority of his biographical sources, especially ofdtheh ]; b.) the

absence of Mu'tallite elements from his works ob)fiy &nd the presence of statements to the contrary; c.) the

fact he inclined to Mu'tazilite teachings (suds thedenial of human vision of God mentioned byfald ] d] ~ ¢

is not sufficient to corroborate his being a Mu'téite (Khazna, Haythantkhtilafat alUfijifya bgna madrasatay

akraq wa Samamd wa atharuhgUf, &-FighatHanafiPhD Thesis [Supervised by 8dpy, © P +Am@&pm i | Z
aFG] g i-Urdlunijyd, March 2004p.2630). We find a more definite statemeng BFMug] > ] my-Odtdy n ] f
did not usek] f dhdine with orthodox ¢] h ]ptactice (Mwg] =~ = JPmsapgkn | k dpr@4, g. 2). It seems that
aFOd'slghelasd o G n] aliAfdy d} akG]lmdgmm ~oa nii nda bilgalVYm Iici’
flnnal Ym Jo$n]tifina ta]f+
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explicitly rejectedk] f & Agan, a studentoH d ] q d whotwguwd become his successor
as foremosth] h ]inb?y] c disx” @bdAllah atSaymari (d. 436/104%yasa renowned
JoGnn]tif

Although agreeing on legal matterlgadinglraqi ¢] h F Wweye theologically divided
over affiliation with the teaching of thel o ¢ n ]; teache}fsdnd students df] h ]ldwy
while accepting one legal methodiffered considerably on matters of creekhterestingly,
it was in this time and locality that * al-pasanal-Y > m daBahdongd) o G n fedchinpsy
and became aE] h 2P df dylradftiopalist. If thed] h Jbboks of@bayd are correct in
assuming> md 8dahafjsmdue to his studentship of * @li a-Jublgy(a follower ofp] h'] by
law),then the fact> md @tjoricejrelinquishedboth panafismandJ o € risintisinfine with
the association of¢panafism with J o ¢ n Hdctrinkesyin central Islamic landswhich is

discussed here.
1.1.1.2Al-Maghreb and Egypt

Beyond Iraq, the Maghreb was tinesternmost outpost op anafism But the school
soon dsintegrated due to €imid P d yr@ld (from 297/909 to 567/1171) and the
predominanceofJ d f jurispyudence.Thed] h ] ibtigenMaghreb shared withtheid d f 1 e y
counterparts their indifference tokaf d°gIin Egypt, despitea number ofJ 0 ¢ nepJt hi Jf b v
judges sentby th& » ~ ¢ m? | ¢ d, org can presume a predominance of traditionalism
in Egyptianganafism The earliest entry op anafismthere was with the appointment of the
first d] h Jadwwpf Egyp UU F md.daPW] fm}FHEI h{Jdy Caliph alJ ] d in 64/781. A
contemporary of alH i hrepartsthat the Egyptians disliked the nemadhhalas they were
unfamiliar with it. AFH 1 hsoow fell into disfavour with prominent local traditionalist al
Layth b.P [d @. 175/792) who asked for the ngé h Jjudge to be removed’

“Hd ] q d labhorrgdk] f drgl preferred to follow aanbalte in prayer. When asked about his doctrine in

creedH d ] q d Irespongled that 'it is the religion of the eldgrivomen and we have nothing to do wikh f 'd g

(@-No I ],Gidgsgv,ipl135).

“Nol Gidgdd,ip.B53 andv.2, p.2A] b JHg% ], k.4 fol.175a.

%The earliestusedfl] f/dsg m_di f] I m ib nda J]cdl an q]lifineleyénthd nda ]
century atthehand ot "DharratE] | 1 Jymno ahn i b nda mad Bakhal? dgk]i mfalhvyi b

Prior to that, AFAd ] dqI*iynam) Unda of ] g] $ Hi] b bditgpdhamagdtgred fthe acitencési © h i n
of] jurisprudence,E d y and Arabic language and did not engage in the rational scienaesd'qlal)’

(Ad] d$iyany.17,p.557). MMug] ©~ "] my) mja]J]eihc ib nda m]Jga jalii ) g
¢] h ] dmd; Maliktes of Qayrawai®(] q g.@25).

S’Al-H T hNMugammadb.V y mid b ralgvolat wa k. @pudafeditedby AAJ ] t 1 1 ] h> UFmgdcyf &)

Kotob at'ilmiyya, 2003, p.268.
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The chronology of judges of Egypt compiled Mycammadb. V y med-Hhi h(dieg
after 355/966% provides information on thep] h Jjubges appointed from 204/820 towards
the end of themitma They are described as-fhmed for going to extremes in implementing
the® N ~ denforcement of) o G nytheologl/>° A turning point for anafismin Egypt came
during the reign of alMutawakkil who U unlike his predecessort) was known for his
traditionalist leanings and put an end & ~ ~ dstate-sponsorship ofl o ¢ njthdologly. In
the year 237/852, he appointed ~ wahalar and former prisoner of theniomaal-E djth b.
J 1 mé&dy250/864) to the position afivyin Egypt whowould set afoot series of religious
reforms®® However, it was not until the appointment of thi¢] h Jagdw? ] er &.Qutayba
in 246 thathanafismbeginsto acquireita | ] ~ i ni i h] f 1 mwas atdaflitiofalisn a |l + ?
who stayed in the office ofdvyfor twenty four years (until his death ir270/884) during
which he attracted a large studeiivllowing. Prominent¢] h ]tr&difionalist AbyuG] ¢ b ] | ] f
Haod q (9. 321/933) belonged to the next generation of Egyptidnh k. e studied under
> A J@aral? | ¢ d Majstudent of antid o © ny] t?ii fkhid handghe also narrated ~ vy n d
bl i g rb]Qetayh® Tamwi's” ] sajsunna wadl | g, d¢Fahafitraditionalist creed
close toE ] h “Mrhditignalism in its rejection ofk] f dwguld continue to be the foremost
creed among Egyptiah] h ] unty mid-fourth/tenth century when Eg/pt came under the
FatimidP d wyufe which further diminished the presence dfanafismthere.®®

1.1.1.3Al-P d dagd Northern Regions

In al-P d d the ¢] h ] towards the end of the fourth/eleventh century were a
minority and the leading schools of law were ofRld d dnd Aftydat¢] = \(spedialists in
Prophetic traditions) However, the pervasive local doctrine is described bylaf]] = = dsmy

being the 'sound doctrines @thl alsunna wa 4l | g."f ThéJ o G ilalj are said to be few in

BAL> G f vd7 gp)148.

®Qdas ]| a Fariag(id offige 204/82010211/826); (aH1 h ~ vy ) j ntb0AbEXf8f dEd | %i h i bbi
217/8320226/841) (aH i h p.320)Mummmmadb. abi alLayth (in office 226/841J237/852) (aH i h p.330).

% During his seven years in office-@ | 1 n d nmattemptad noemarganalize thé] h] bym khy Pddbi
‘ordereing ther ejection from the [great] mosque' @i h "~ y) j + 041 & 0 dJ mdea ablii ime y
pp.333339A d | d $iyany.12, pp.558.

61JMy.1, pp.127128.

2Ci | ?] amybad seerah d Nd Piyany.2, pp.59%05, for alHao q vy Nhwal a), Zawd d, v.1, pp.102

105.

8¢panafismhad already started to disintegrate in the Maghreb under Fatimid rule which had begun in 297/910.

By the end of the fourth/tenth century, Egyptian jurists were Malikites but official law was Fatimid Shi'ite

(No | ], Gidgedpc02).

*Mua] ~ ° Posanakn ] k doriz9g
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hog”al m ] h %NBarbgUindwhat a-Mur]a ™+ feferg to as the region of Ag
(the greaterpi pi h _am i b Ji mnbdki)) Utkie]jukists]werg divided Adtveeen
¢anafismandP d dsimiTRey,toog al a ~am_1| i » a  sdnadidindt endage in r
K| f & durther north Uin the greater provinces of aRdn (Georgian), Armenia and
AzerbaijanUthe ¢] h ] vizere sutnumbered by the traditionalish] h d #, arfd jvate only a
majority in the city of Dald (Dvin) in Armenia. Here too the common doctrine is described

byMug] * ° dsmoundand the jurists did not partake in speculative theoloty.
1.1.1.4Al-Rayy

East of theé> ~ A dhedrtland, the¢p] h ] df &Rayy(modernday Tehran) give us
an insight into the doctrinal division amongd] h ] of yhendassical era.rl the early
third/ninth century, al-Rayy was home ] h Jtréaddionalism. Prominent among them was
Hisham b®Jbayd Alth aFO d {dy221835) who declared that th€o Idnvivas not created,
and was the most highlyespected jurist theré® An earlierp anaf, from atRayy but moved
to?] c d,i dh alladManfy lal-O d (d\211/826) ewvedeemed those who say tii@ | Y d h
is created to be disbelievef$However, by the end of the fourth/tenth centyy, they were
predominantly K] i i d’P Ui.e.do)losvers of thel o G ri-J 06 i | "Mudaingadb. at
dusayn akK ] T (diedin Basrabefore 221/835)*

5 bid.

%Mug] * "] my m]sm7 $ndail da]lnm qgqala hin "1 plif@Erg *s
tugassim abhwd $ulubdhum wa la yata'ata-ldl] f d gatubbong, KMwj] ~ ° JAmsan)aln ] k d mi42).
Mu'tazilite teaching had little following in this region, except in one town calléaha (in Iraq) which reportedly
g]l]m diga ni Uhogaliom Jo$n]tifinam$ %i i &+

Mug] ~ ,PAosayabn | k dom378379.Aumadb. atpusainal-Barda'val-Asrushany(d. 317/929) from Barda'

in Azerbaijan was arenowned Mi'tt i f i na qgdi d] ° mpal-Oid 4d\y263186), aldscrilded, m]

Polt

bl f

A+

as a 'one of the sages ofRayy' by Ibndajar (Ibn¢ajar, Aumadb. Alil i raldh t)ydh? ai | onta- Jo Y] mm]
>6fdgi) .64.) p+3) j+thatd&m EamMm] Abaimcl hjdiyeddiiesaist)) d ] md mA]

indicating hisuseoH] f(§ g | ] @Gdgdvd.,pll66). He was a teacher of prominkrt G n dl-Karkhi.y

BEd  ynd >maodinjfgoldt gj i Il na>fs m]J]i > 7 UF d]pa hin maah
al-Rayy ma ra'aytu a'dama gadran minhu-Ragl (al-A d ] d Mdsemmadb. AumadJ i t dfhY njif> ] § b
rijal [ed. Ali M. alBijawi], Beirut: Dar al ] Y ) 196B,}.4, p.300)> ~ §] h s btyident and thergdvy -givdt

under atRashd, Mutammad b. athasan died in his house while in-Rlayy (alN o | ], @ldqydv®,ipl205).

®Kan yukaffir aja'ilin bkhalggkN o | (X @ h ], @idoydve,ipl178). Otheraditionalist¢p] h ] vieeren” Sahl

J y nalOd tdyearly 3'c) No | ] Gldg dv@,ip/188)Mummmmadb. J o k dahQ df {dy248 or 249/863)

the judge of aRayy No | ], Gridqsd/.@,ip.0.34).

Mug] ©  Posegabn | k ghoridbg

X]

N
h] k

" The theological identity of aK] i i d | dlm ~aah "1 bdhihiMufvol w'iy "~ rmdail fgii chi
considered the school a definite branch of Mu'tazilism (Bazdaw + Qda >md¢] 1l ynam qal a

considered them to be of the Mujabbi@mpulsiaists (altP d ] d | ] Mitial,d.7y §8) or as a category on its
own (atY > mdJC]] kl duf24f ald ] ¢ d ° d ° W Hir akfarg baynd dirag Cairo: Maktabat Nashr-dlhagafa
al-lslamiyya, 1948p.207211). AK] "~y g) ] Jo$n]ti feiledadK]]ihi'd!l R disgi nma)

A_ai hdm

(ihrist,p.223). AK] i 1 g1 $m ndai fi els |jymsjuderitoba® ghhy b ¥m mb_]1 &ammi | >

which gives him thep] h ]Jcdnmection (althoughaldd ~ j | i gi na”~ K] schapll[aiTawsa] ; ] m
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TheentryofK] i i dtolalRayympbnmi ~f s ~ac] h YVidviziercdsad ~ adan
patron of J o ¢ nsmt dTawb b. S N 4 . 385/995). Heook residence in aRayy and
promoted the spread of K ] i i d in thescity['?din particular theinflammatory doctrine
thatthe Qo | Yscbteated*Thed] h ] df themural provincesl( ] m)@frahRayyUhowever
Ustrongly opposed this doctrine. Instead they followed* & ~ °  alfWifafdhywho had
taken an intermediary position (did not affirm or dertie doctrine of the create@o Idny.’*
Under allragib b.& ~ ¢, datRayy became a leading centredofo ¢ n ledrning, especially
when chief]l o ¢ n theologian®@bdal-Jabbar alAsadal) " (d; 415/102)settled there under
auspiceof atldhib.”K ] i i d tontsued td be strong in aRayy and its surrounds well
into the sixth/twelfth century.” In the nearbyregion of atDaylani” Uparts of which still
o h * ayid d@mination around theend of the fourth/tenth centuryUthe prevalentP o h h y
schools of lawvhereP d d dnd E5] vh » Hofvewergpanafismwas predominant in its capital
province Jurgin, were many weregain followers othe K] i i d.I[®In dusdh, &arramite
anthropomorphists, followers of aMumammad® + H] | | d gSjitH td 2p5868),] f

werealsoaffiliates of¢] h Jjubsprudence?’
1.11Hdi | dmdh

Fh Kxy(wegstérnH d i | ) timenhost prominentp] h ] veere riraditionalists in
creed, althoughUlike ? ] ¢ d Utyere were prominent ] h ] Wwhe followedJ o G n] t i f y

> " @] s sdlhn dahvwakirayned. MumammadT. atTanji), Beirut: Dar Sader, 1992, p.167] it Vikedy for

political ends as the B/ids werer Zaydit® d \arid ptdmib had a good relation with thé& f ] rgjey in nearby

Habarasth who was Zayite too). Formoreon Naj | i ss]d maa Tiffi]J]g J+ T]lnn BQ
Ai _nl i ha i b Journdl ofithen Rayal Ashatic Sdeddtyr5 (1943), pp 2247. Also see entry on-al

KT 1 i dK]1 7 \akgijrist p.223.

2Al-Tawmy | Mathdib,p.167.

BA-Muql T Posanp.395.

“Qdim clioj "a_lga ] mo * ma n i-Za'fahjwiad disbwined $y] hjs follofversd i o c d |
bil n]l]eihc nda biq 0] Posefp.395).ddMMiugha”™ pimag_Pedam mi goh i b nde
al-r'daib saying that although the provinces inclined to the general principlesof Mu'tagflif i i dl i na ~ i _n/|
they would not be swayed to assent that tNeo | ¥ dréated (Mg] ~ ° Aasap p.395).

s |bn atMurtava, Aumad b. Yaya akMunya walamal fi Shaskitdp atmilal wa aNi@al, Hyderabad: Dar al

J ] Y] iSultaniyyaf1316H, p.194.

AP d ] d nvsays 'the majority of the Mu'tazilaof atRayy are his followers ] i i d1 &) ~on hi g n
divided into sects although they didnéti bbal i pal nda j | iPk]idj {Momdgikdagb K] i i d
b. Abd alKarim al-Milal wa aNimal (edited byMutmmmadS. alGeylani), Cairaviulaaal-Babi alHalabi, 1975,

v.1, 88). This presence further continued to thiath /fifteenth century according to Zaydite theologian Ibn-al

Murtava (d. 840/1437); see IbrMurtava,aFMunyap.35 and 109.

" Includes the greater provinces dumis, Junjin, Shahrasin, Tabaristh, Daylangn and aiKhazar (al

Muq] = = Rosay pp.353373).

BAI-Mug] © © Aosapnp.365.

In response to a rhetorical questionastowhyMilig] = ~ ] my ~ 1~ hin f]~af nda H]I 1]
'the Karramites are people of asceticismufid and worship fa'abbugl and their point of referencenfarji'uhun)

is>" @] h ydg] ~ ° Aasap p.365); he goes on stating that the followers of the four schodfs @fh ldmw

who kept to the way of these jurists were not heretics.
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teachings® Al-Qurashy points to two scholarsU > A $ahl alw] i {dd @&ropnd mid
fourth/tenth c entury) and> * al-pusaynQdvy -¢laramayn (d. 351/962ywho flourished in

the first of half of the fourth/tenth century as founders afanafismin K y m], Butihe does

not explicitly mention their theological orientatiorf* Chief among thé] h ] df kK yim]in® y |
the early fifth/eleventh century is thegdwP | ®.Mumammadal-U R mn ¢dg4§2$1940) of
whom a nonrJ o © n ]t h Jmmnk on creed survivesThis workis a distinctly¢] h] by
traditionalist creed based on the creedal statemeatsibuted to > * ¢iany bHowever]t is
further apart from E ] h ~rpditignalism than alHaod] gsycreed,albeit shares with itits
suspicious view of] f & lgnportantly, d-U R mn wvap ¢th¥ fiyst in arillustrious lineage of

®] h JsdhajarsUthe I'd © s0who in some reports were up to 'seventy, all of whom assented

to the sound doctrine oéhl alsunna wal-i ] g.§ Névertheless) o ¢ rismtcdntinued in

Ky m] untif the early Seljuk era with the emergence ob] h Jjlrist and J oS n] t i f y
theologian> ~ aj-pasan@li all] h ° (H.%484/1091)a closeassociate of the Seljukugrul-
Begwho debated irK y m]withitHe P d d-% » f dhedlobians> » Mucmmmadal-Go q ] s h y
andhissorr "al-J ] ¢Sy nal e hmakgpharaniym; inffugngal > md &hé¢ologjan

and teacherofaDd ] )3 f y

IneasternH d i | Stimalchies ofMarw and Balkh wer&eading centres op anafism
from the time of> ™ @] h yAsjudentot "¢ h ¥Is] nda hab.d\ayMarybm vikas,
appointed by the> ~ A dahkMany lasgdvyof Marw while> ~ @] h wyvhs]still alive (before
150/767F°Balkh became a thant centre ofp] h Jlebrring, only second in importancafter
? ] c d.’IndBalkh, as in Marw, another student ®f* §] h yU»]* 0 o nak®] f &d vy
199/814)Ubecame chief judge and teacher, and foundep ahafismthere.

OAFMugl] * "] my moccamnam nd]n $nda Jo$m]ti Pukanp3y.8eej | amahn
listof¢] h Y n] ti f] bl i g KxDd]ld%aptidgdmentathdidmn i> IS in Wddeldog, m] ~ u |
Spready.114, fn.21.

82ind i b ndag mno i a’ 1 h>d-dasanaH] |oehtNya | |malkksparfical& n] t 1 f i n
mention of atZajjd fs gbility in rational debatesnfaplis atnadar), which receives the praise of the Mu'tazilite

al-r'dwb b. Abbdd N o | ], Gdgydr.@,ip.R54). OQdvy -Hafamayn see ah d | d $iyany.16, p.25.

82The book$ published as: dlstuwd$ 1 ) HP al'hk d(edited by SayyigusainBahgivan), Beirut: Dar al

Kotob a¥'limiyya, 2005. Analysis of content is based on Madelung Made&prgadpp.114115.

8H] b JHq%],k Y fol.218b.

%No | ], Gidogd.d,ip.B57359.

Ml amah_a ib nda Joén]tif]d ih Hdgdlitg d]m ~aah hin
Montgomerylslamic philosophy and theology: an extendedeslinkyrgh: University Press, 1985, p.70. More on

ndi m ] h" nidgenetabseenGhapiers 7,8, and 9 in Schmidtke (€de Oxford Handbook of Islamic
Theologg2017).

8 He would serve in this position until his death in 173/789, and would exert wigghing influence as the

first collector @FJamj of > ~ @] h ‘sledal opinions; he was known for his strong addhmite stanceN o | ], md y

G] q &v4,ip.L76).
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¢anafismin this regionseems to have begmredominantly traditionalistin theology
and noimmediatereports point to the presence &f o ¢ n §cholarstoyvardsthe end of the
fourth/tenth century.® But, we can only presuméin view of such predominance of nen
J o G n fratlitiohasm Uwhether engagement irk] f dap free from) o G n dssocidtion.
Al-Qo | ] mehtions that prominentd¢] h Jibby 2] f ed ¢ anjy(d. 219/825)0 a
student of Zufar and> * \{ y m(mmediate students of * @] h yUbias versed ikl f d g
Neverthelessp> * W uy mldkhown for his aversion to thel o G itaf) WpraisedP d ] * Y oh
mastery ink] f &The figureofP d ] db.¢d emythen, gives usan early example af] h] by
use ofk] f dvghout decried J o ¢ n hsisdciatigns Nevertheless, ntil the end of the
fourth/tenth century, engagement ink] f dvgs not prevalent among theé] h ] bfy m
Hd i | dRemplinedcholar ofBalkh> ~ Bakr at$ mé&sh (d.348/959%° gave the following
answer to a question on the naturetie Qo | Y d h

Suppose that a King had subjects and a village in which he settled them; then he sent

them a book containing orders and prohibitions. Upon the arrival of the book, is it

required of them to know how the book was written, of what material [or] whence its

paper came? And so is tige | Yitidithe Book of God and you are His slaves, therefore
abide by Him and do not engage yourself in what is of no concern td%ou.

11.1®o0eddl d

? 0 e d dasdn early stronghold of ¢anafism in Transoxania and boasted a
characteristic local version of] h Jtradifionalism in the third/ninth century Ubeginning
with Acmadb. ¢ afs (d. 217/832) who is better known aal-H ] r (¢he Elder) to distinguish
him from his son> ~ ¢afs atlagd ny(the Younger) who died in 26378. > ~ ¢afsal-H] " v
was a student oMucammadb. alpasan andd] h Jworks of @bayd state that he was
described aschief scholar of all TransoxaniaShaykhMd ward al-Nah). That the
traditionalism he endorsed was distinctly of thig h Jjubists is borne out by the fact he was
famous for his ability in juridical reasoningikra'y) Ua distinctive feature obanafismUand,
is further corroborated byhis uneasy relationskpi with other traditionalistsUmost famously
with illustrious traditionalist Mumammad® + U BH? @ & @(g] 25¢/870), compiler of the

S7Al-Mug] T Aosap p.323.
8 According to lbnpajar, he was a Murji', sound in tradition and trustworthy (lldmjar, Lih atJ i t \d3h )

p.140)> " Yusuf's dislike oH ] f whgalready mentioned in the course of his reaction to Bishi 1 | .Jhmey
fact he praised® d ] ~ is pgrhapsindicative of a different form of theology which he engaged in (on Shigdd
N+ fBbeeaNo | ] Gldurdv.1, p.256).

8Student of prominent shaykh of Balkiiumammadb. Aamad> ~ Bakr at'Iskaf (d. 334)N o | ], Gidoydwdi2i |
p.239).

%> N aj-LaythatP] g] | ke]i halidwaz|lMS quoted in aWudarris,MuammadM., Masldyikh Balkh mina
akdanafiyya wa ma infarghihi mirmatmasiy i -Fighylyd? ] ¢ d ° d ° 7 -AWdaftad]rdgipya, 1978y.1, p.127.
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authoritative @§ = \gallection known asatd g 1 -foy >~ §afsal-H ] r*had numerous
students, some of whom presumably lived and taught beyond the localymfe dtirdugh
the third/ninth century. Most prominent among them was his son” fafsal-I'l ¢ dwpd
continued the tradition of? o e d dpanaflsmand was appointedydvyof ? o e d. dis d
refutation of thelafiyyyaUthe view that while theQo | Yschot created, the verbal utterance

(aklafdp is part of creation Usuggests that he continued his father's critical position towards

traditionalists (including al? o e d athoy of the lNaoypg who had been accused of accepting

it). o

The P d g dshwiho ruled overH d i | &md dtansoxania from 266/88® 389/999,
favoured¢ anafismover other schools of law arfél o httadjtionalism as anadhhaln creed.
Scholarly contact increased betweeh o e d dnbd dther centres ofp] h ]ldaming in
Hdi | §Todhls effect? o e dghdamje home to leading] h Jrationalists, including

(1) Mutammad b. Muammad al-¢] e vy gP d]]dd Author of e ibnatle d bag
indispensable manual daff] h ]lalwv @nly second in importance to the works Bfucammad

b. atpasan Born in Balkh, he travelled as far as Egypt to collgct’ \fraddions before

ascending to the position dfdvyof ? o e d. #ié whs then appoted vizier totheP d g d hi °

al-E dnid, ruler ofHd i | dwha would later have him killed at Marw in 334/946 (hence

acquiring the tittemd ], drynartyr).%

()% A SfMuzhmimadalP ] ~ ° d JagUyRooin(d) 340/951% ] h 1éb Y v n d

scholar who offers an insight into the doctrine of faith held by ead?ly e d @ anfih In his
book on the virtues o> * @] h \y(d]] ljln Aby$] tay he narrates a tradition that the
Prophet's companior®> ~ = P .flmdrdhad considered those who doubt their faith to be
disbelievers, supporting thep] h ] view and inadvertently ascriimg infidelity to the
contrary doctrine of faith that no person is perfectlgf their faith Uwhich was held by the
P d dstandthe;pand ~ 1 .F ] d

A d] d$iyany.12, pp.454161.

92TheP d g dshwere evidently champions dfanafismT a ] f mi e hsivaye pRoampity kvélcomed as
new rulersby local¢] h] &if Q me d @dHKd | md ] edi gahni i hm nUfdumder gfdhe h
dynastyUentered? o e dfdrithd first time in 260/874> ~ ¢afflal-ragd nheaded a dignified convoy made up
of Arab and norArab nobility and ordered the decoration of the city order to give a suitable welcome to the
new ruler (@aktNarshakhiQ] | e i d [e@itedeby AhlindBadawi and Nasr Tarrazi], Cairo: Danalarif, 3¢ ed,
1993, p.115).

SNol ] Gidyd.@,ipp.11213.

“Nol ],Gidoad.d,ipp.28290.

*H] b JHq*y],foldLTO.
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(3)> | dnhid Ibn atH ~ ](d. 377/984). Renowned as memorizewpf ‘'and chaster
of ra'y (analogical reason)H ~ ]répresents the combination off = \schdlarship and
¢] h Jjubsprudence which became a marked feature?0b e d danhfismin this period.
Hetravelled to? ] ¢ d and studied unde(J o ¢ n)]>t" mjfpasanal-H] | and weceived
the praise of =~ ‘authdrity > ~ aj-pasanmal-Daraqu®d yHe also studiedid d i | @viarh

where helater served agdvy*

Importantly, no immediate evidence points to the extensive use ok] f dy the
? 0 e dnap] h ] umty thre middle of thefifth/eleventh century.

1.1.2 Traditionalism Triumphant

1.1.2.1J d n dsmwatSamagand

> N Mand), IMumammadb. Maog y, al-J d n 04(d.\833/944)pursued his scholarly
career and lived his entire lifen third -fourth/ninth -tenth century Samagand Uthen under
P d g drulé. ] h ]histaries offer scant information on the life and career ofdkld n o4l \ °
and he has been passed over in silence in thgpntg of biographical and historical works
where he is expected to be foudtBut in the course of this historical survey of tiid h] by
relation with the science ok] f alg) d n ogpresents a genuine shift id] h Jtheological
thought. (We know thenames of eleven works by-dl d n ojlwkich were mostly rebuttals
of J o & n }eachirgy, one book against the d yafd another against thed | d@ i
IsmdCf ¢ Two of his works haveeached ushis theological magnum opud n attawmg®™
- Book olMonotheisrand exegesis of th€o | YQ@]hY g &SLim#9). Suddenly, we have

%BA-Hd ] n-9 T c H >d BakrAamadQ] | A]Jeadd * d " ulihg Beirdt: ®ar aKotob allimiyya, 1996, v.4,
p.407; Ibn alawzi, aMuntadhamBeirut: Dar aKotob atllmiyya, 1992, v.7, p.13%;0 | ], &d oy dvd,ipl65.

Hdi lhdmd ndim _ihnarn g]s d]pa "“aah 1T hnah™>a  ni l abal
9The the major biographical works thatdonotmeatiat) d no | v ° v -$]>In@.%30A23R) im}Kd g 1 f
fi abn dkh,g~* h  Hrd (d.f681i1288) inisq ] b JabFErsatAhd | d{.”"748/1347) in hi®i s ] |1 ->6f dg ]

Nubadi, atibarandald i t IgntSjokir (d. 764/1362) ifawat alT ] b Fsdhn Hd. 7vd/A372)imk? i ~ ds] q]
altndga,F~h Hd] f~ yh % MumgddimaHe wds alSp&ssed bverrindikendegy geographers such
asal?] el v % + 154 -E]-g6qly& % h+ -Bdaigiki(dn693/30283), dinfyari (d. 727/1326).
Despite being author of a major | kexegésis of thé\ o | )Yhd Is excluded from thé] ~ ] &hopup ] mmi | y
(biographies of exegetes of tieo | Noylahlo s ch 911/1505) and & ] q wd. 945/1538). He is also missing
fromalK] ~ v g$m ihtis] (h5 - ,n&G- & i mn iPl] idan#28/1636)Fsfdhdn @ u'@ph,d.

10-, . -05&8 - Hba®i] dd) d ¥ 130, .-4-&) A] g] m_o mAfgadghyhH G >mde
Shamsal-A y'lda’'ald d n g 6§~ f i-SalafydrekQ] Y1 § F  3Sjdéioy 1998)prR4QP4fl.

%|bid, p.472 and WatEormativepp.312314.

®AI-J d n ogB ¢ Wand IMucmmmadH | ralfdwoy (edited by Fathalla Kholeif) Bayreuth: DarMhchreq,

1970.

WAL dnogB ¢ u M]Q] Y e &Slnngedited by Majdi Basaloum), Beirut: Dagkatob al'limiyya,

2005. [10 volumes]
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ad] h Jjubstwho produces numerous systematic workskpff th defenceof traditionalist
¢] h ]Jtheojogy asexemplifiedin the works of> ~ ¢] h vy Sitrictly speaking, his theology
was neither o & nyfot tiaditionalist.

Al-J d n os&cquired knowledge o] h ]lawvrom > N Bakr alG y hyi(frgm the
town of G y t riear Balkh), who had studied under™ B o f ]nslgzd) t jadthdent o ~ y
¢] h 8 bompanionMumammadb. atpasand] h | d Samagandhad a marked interest in
theoretical sciencesi§/fi) in addition to knowledge of the practical side of the law ¢ ). y G
> N Bakr alG y t i vehdr flourished around the middle of the third/ninth century, is
described as a master bffiy &andb o AR d n osdlsg Studied under ~ N3k al-G Bvg
another student ofG y t ,[*dvimowvas a master &f f @aying produced anant) o ¢ ny] t i f
polemic on Divine Attributesg}-[i t).§°Despite some oppositiodsuch as by * aj-Layth
al-¢d bhal-Samaganady(contemporary d al-J d n o)lwiho disallowed the use & f dhg
religious scholarshif?* U al-J d n ojlang " his followers would establish through the
fourth/tenth century a characteristicp] h ]tr&dition at Samagandwith k] f dsgits focal
point. This distinct¢] h JtheaJogy of Samagandis shown in the works by al d n ol$ v
most influential student> * aj-Qd mialg] e \algSamagandy(d. 342/953) which consisted
ofmogg] ni i P o bdaegds and dbmmentaryon> ~ ¢ h is &kFighal'akbarl® It
is important to note that interest in speculative theology by the pastd n ojd]yh ] df vy m
Transoxania did not only affect their theological orientation but it had a parallel affect on
their theories of$] h ]jusisprudence, UM, BHigh®J d n o) sjudent> ~ gl-pasanal-
Rustugfani authored a book of theology entitlaHIrshdd®’and his theological opposition to
the J o ¢ ntéstmanifested itself in his legal judgement; for example, ¢jeh ]J o \& ilah t

YINo | ],Gidogd d,ip.44> » Bakr alG y t ak prgbably based in Samargand. Other teachedsdfn oyl vy °

were: Mucammadb. J o k dat® d ,t dy 248/862, judge of -Bay; Nasir b. Yahya-Bhalkhi, d. 268/882

(? ] sydt d,Ajumhdb. pasanF md d-g §§ h ] § f dyli diR gCdfedited byV y mAabd atRazzaq), Cairo:
Mu/flafaal-Babi aiHalabi Press, 19423; AlZabidi,Murtava Ithaf alSada amutaaqqin fiStmar d s ] Y -d#inRf y g ] f
Dar atKotob alUF f gi s ] d7,v2,@B)l on) [ - -/ +

2No | J,Gildydd,i562.

ALK ] mPp B y-J b % Maymoun bMumammad Takfrat aF'Adilla fi ULy &FA y(bdited by Husayn Atay),
>he]l]) Q¢leisa @ogdolisapd69.Ai s]han Utfali ?2]te]lhfDSE
104He is reported to have said that 'the person who engageld |n f sthapld havehis name erased from the

register of scholars' (aH] b JHgq"],% 1 fols.108b and 167a).

15 Katib @d a finakashf atp h wttributes three works oH] f ak] e g ] g1 | ka}Phl “gud'adani f
(v.2,1008faq " 1'Rgd §d nda _ | am(v.2,1167) anBhawalFighdab e ~ ] | ¢] fhiyvi2}p=1287).

Authenticity of the current version ofalP | dhs been called into doubt; see Muhammed b. Tavifaici,

B>~y Mlak dnoglayFhE+ Uf ] d1985-4h 1-10fn&8 Aal ci mi

MQda a]lfs mjla]”> ib Jdnolvy img "asi hhepdelofmomei] Fhig] 1 m
discoursedJparticularly the science ofifiy f -fighUin it deserves attention.

WKatib @d a { Kaghfvathp h Gahn asami#&otob wakb o) y ? ] ¢ d * d ° #Muthineafrdprini] ,o4] f

v.1, p.70.
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ruled, in line with their doctrine that matter is infinitely divisible into parts, that performing
ablution with running water s invariably better than with water kept in containers as the
latter is more likely to be fully polluted with a single drop of an impure substance. Al
Rustgl | brtakes special reference to the debate with the € itafj dver the question of
“the indivisible part" (@uz' alla’ dajydajazzd when issuing & ] rtogthee contrary !

More elusive however is the early spread bfd n asmpeyond Samagand and
eventually to other¢] h ]cikches in the Muslim world. To be sure, interest in theologgs
not confined to alJ d n ojlamother relatively prominent scholar from the generation,
@baya, ofJ d n oydnd who is not mentioned among his studentsi$ Bakr atSamagandy
also produced what appears to be two complkgtef dngnuals and a polemic against the
Karrdmites, deemed to be the first of its kinttf> ~ al-J o Cakk] nig vhluable snippet on
the history ofJ d n dasimwentions that forty students of * Nal al-$ Fvg id addition to
al-J d n o/dnd at'lyadi's two sas, were representatives of the same doctrinal school of the
] h ] df Samagand.°

The fact that alJ d n ojbelpnged to an earlier tradition of theologicglanafism
confirms that he was not the founder of a new school of theoldye uniqueness of the
®] h ]sthgol ofSamagand Uin light of this brief survey oftheological doctrines among
leading®] h ] umti thre fourth/tenth century Uis in the factit representedak] f -@entred
theological tradition based on the transmitted statementsdy* ¢ h yWhpat explains the
later significance of]J d n ojlis Jhat he became the representative of tljenafism of
Samagand, in the same way that ~ ¢ h \péchme the embodiment of the Iragi school of
ra'y, akJ d n osbegame the epitome of the theological schoolS#magand. As far as the
use ofk] f @& goncerned and in the face of the rapid spread ah d §n afdremostschool
of P o h theplogy, later$] h ]histgries could justifiably boast of @l d n oybhsytheir
foremost theologiarlJF g dagd o n ] en*f f i gy

. +. +/ +dasanaPmd qJfl v i h ?2]cd”  d°

> /A gl-pasan$ > BinyU F mgpd = g d Gvpsl bgrn in Basra in 26874 but moved

? ] c¢ dUthien acentre d Islamic intellectual activityUwhere heresided until his deattin

18N o | ], @idqyd/@,ip.B10H ] b JHa ], k.1 fol.186b.
1095 Ayl o Y, Takira,p.471H] b HqN ], k.1 fol.192a.
110> A JyJ o Y, Gakira, pp.469470.
WALH] b Ha ], k4 fol.174a.
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324/936> md Stqidiedsunder renowned o ¢ nghebologfan> N & fMycammadal-Jublg $ v
(d.302/915) and continued to espoudeo © n ¢reded unty he was forty years of age. A key
point concerning his intellectual developmenis his conversion to ‘traditionalis or
mainstreamP o htheglogyUthe nature and extent of whicthas beersubject to debate in
later centuries. Thaew theology of ab md Wwasdefined by special oppiontoJ o S n] t i f y
rationalism. Bt he invariably engaged in refuting théhereticalaopinions ofAll dat¢] ~ v n d
(Traditionalists), they] d s (litegalists), andMujassiméCorporealists)*?lbn atK ] m'sg (d
380/990) biography of md ®thd egrliest we haverhim Uoffers the following accounof
the converted> md & ] | y

Then he (&> md Prépénted from confessing thé[o ¢ njlcreed 6f Divine Justice and the

createdQo | Yirdtie grand mosque of Basra éiniday. [He then] ascended upon a chair

and announced at thtop of his voice@hose who have recognized me, then they know [of]

me, but those who do not recognize me, | shall let them know who | am: | am such and such.

| used to confess that th@o | Ysdcteated, that God is not visible to our eyes, that | am the

doer of my evil actsBut, | [hereby] repent, relinquishingJ o & n]]creed.f. fand | hereby
embark] to refute thel o G n ], éxpokifgdheir scandals and fatits?

The theology o> md $prpved;controversial even during his lifetime; it waisadily
noticed and opposed by contemporalyo ¢ n thdologians, as well as traditionalist St
especiallyp] h ~s] Ih the face of such resistance, and owinghi® numerousfollowers,
> md G Jrdpidlyrsgread beyod its original home in? | ¢ d:{o théeastinto P d d dir¢les y
of Persiaand westH d i | dJmamiheven as far as-& dsf (Tashkent)in Transoxania
Westward > md ¢ Jwioudldrewgentually become a pivotal doctrine id d f ¢estres of the
Maghreb!*

> md ¢ bidgraphers agree on the prolific nature efmd 'S $cholarshp. His chief
AT iocl ] ] d&id(d. 572/175F recoudts the names of arownk hundredob md €] | y

booksUand, everconcedego areport that they were up to three hundred odd volumes®

112Qytlining the wayward groups of his time,-&1> md 6 ] | v -faldlibisioh ehM{slimrsects inhis ] k d f d n
ak'Islamiyn. He writes: 'the Muslims have [been] divided into ten types: thel y 6] ) Hd] 1 Ui ym) Jol i
Jahmaitespi | d | v ) s, tBeoGoihmeoheysat'ammy, the traditionalists Al d ~“E d ‘f& n]Jdh®~ nda Hof f
] mmi _i]lnam i b >Q80dd>Seé dbd mdicy] 1 W9 fUFdng d JBldamiyeerf wa ikhtilaf al
Mussallirgaidaal-Maktaba al'Asriya, 2009, p.25.

MIALLK ] ° vagPhrist v.1, pp.64&49. Quoted by BaahAwwadMaroufin "Biographies of> * al-pasanal-

Y >md ¢ ] | eighthbentiry AH haJadhwav.1, April 2003.

3] e imi) Dailca U>mdG] | vy iJom En Stadia fsleoid®)YLl7y1962)nppi3d F mf ] g
u8o0.

bn® md,Q1 PM)s yjh+ . 03+ F~h 6>mdei |l cipam nqi | abAanbda h _am n
(awork on the problem of visibility) wherein around seventy books which he authored before the year 320/932

(i.e. four years before hisdeath)l a h] ga ™ + Qd aak 'si@. 406H015ddendusa list of@wenty
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But despite his impressive theological output, the claim that he eventually resorted to
traditionalist theology, especiallfianbal; provoked a major debate i md Stlidles; At the
heart of this controversy is one dfie few of> md 'S Jadrkg that have reached us. The book

is entitled ak¥ ~ d@n P/ BF i na (elucidation of the principles of religion), and in it

> md Gspdmg more inclinedtowards traditionalist theology U to the extent it is
irreconcilable withhis other worksin particular aFLum&®> md &Hen,egmerges in Islamic
intellectual history asa schoarly personality split in half. This unresolved finaoctrine of

> md %eft thedoor open for interpretation, and for oppositests to claim him as their own
Usomething that will have significant bearings in later perceptionsoimd ®yjitsJyd n oyl v °

counterpart

ComparedoJ d n oy ynd ®dd bBmpre controversial and turbulent intellectual life.
As already noted, al d n ojdaw himself as a delineator of* ¢ h s thgology in its true
spirit; his theology was founded on that of * §i] h ydnd the fact that the name of-al
J d n o/is ound in the chain of transmission of * @] h is lerpedal canons is further
affirmation of this fact!’ Therefore, affiliates with thel d n os$chool have been almost
completely followers of the] h ]Sthgol of law, which continues to the present day. On the
other hand,> md G ] elnjoyedga more diverse following. Ib& md'€ @]l N ;mgjudes
biographies of the prominent md & df thefirst five generationg@bayd )rafter his death in
324/935. Of the eighty one sf md '8 $tudents and followers towards the end of thesed
half of the sixth/twelfth century, only two are confirmd asp] h ] by lbm®> m d, evhilé the

six books he authored in thaubsequentfowrs a] | jal ii "+ F~h 6>mdei l ] > " m ndl
addition to six books fromlbn&K] “~yg$m fimn) nda nin]f hog”al ib qgile
hundred and six. Se&dcCarthy, Richard Jhe theology of¥almd ®éytowhy Imprimerie Catholique, 1953,

pp.211230.

16 The U F At Heen controversial among Muslim and western scholars alike. The arguments range from
"iornihc T nm Jondil mdi ] Ns  >mdG6] | yLunt@and @ U mdvdete] . 620)
targeting different audiences, the Mu'tazilis and th@anbal traditionalist respectively (Michel Allard's

argument accepted by W. Watt, in Wdtprmativep.306). Among Muslim scholars, the debate was mostly over
whentheUF ~qdjhmf ] ondila’ s >mdGé]lvy ih nda _ihnihoog ib dit
on the creed of the traditionalists, i.e. dismissing the engagemenk]inf dog that he wrote it once he

relinquished his Mu'tazilism, dating his more speculagiworks towards the end of his life. Another argument

is found in Wahba S. Ghawljlathra ‘ilmiya fi nisbati mk{ F* d h] G]-Fyg dbtp adasa®iY>mMdE{ | v)
Beirut: Dar ibn Hazm, 1989, whereby Ghawiji doubts the attribution of the bookdfh] >md¢] 1y i h i nm
version.

WAE] ~] mdi ) >Mucammafl G ddgdim asvatoawashi> ~ A dH) T i g }THaqgadfi,f2004

p.1327;aH] qnd] | v) DB FhMd] h sdAm wia biiita'allim On the theology of * ¢] h ysed

Watt, Formativepp.131134.
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rest are mostlyP d dsb an& tp a lesser exterx d f sl I jyrisprudential affiliation was

omitted, early> md §a}ekither traditionalists or $| 8/

Another noteworthy comparative observations the two school's divergent attitude
towards the science & f dh\galreadyoted, traditionalist panafismwas reserved towards
the use ofk] f dJthis also resonatedn Transoxaniathe home ofpanafisms foremost
theologians. On the use &f f dygthed d n og, >y lYYusr at? | t ~ (femowned early
J d n ostheglogian)wrote that 'the great majority of our jurists and religious leaders in our
lands (Transoxania) forbade people from practicing theology in public so as not to give
publicity to the doctrines of the heretics* Therefore, thep] h ] Hady angreater interest in
jurisprudence and they strongly believed in the adherence>t® ¢ h \jnlthHeoretical and
practical (theological and jurisprudential) aspects of the lalteir view of a "treological
system" has at its heart the spirit dbmmentary AFNas#®, paving named prominenp] h] by
scholars going back tvlumammadal-P d | s (ddlB9805))> ~ ¢] h s forkmoststudent
Uas having the same sound theologyatil aisunna wail ] g, §ugdestin his Talflra that if
there had been only al d n o4 lheywould have sufficed for all of thetf?> ~ al-Yusrargues
on the reason for writing his major work of | f: thag had theBook of Monotheibgnal

J d n oghotsbeen long and impenetrable in parts, he would have beamtentedwith it.' '

Although > md @pdld\d n olvefe contemporaries, no evidence points to them
meeting each otherThe obscurity ofl d n o/ang his early followers is understandablé, i
not justified, from the lagi-Y > m dstarjdpoint. WhileJ d n dsmwas confined tap] h] by
circles of Transoxaniaz md &m was closely associated with bd¥hd d dnd JSdyf sScleoals
of law and came in a time when Irapjanafismshowed theological inclinations that were at
least problematicand controversial from draditionalist P o hdtagdpoint This is reflected

in> md '8 gwh yew ofpanafism which will be discussed in the next sectiononearlynd ¢ ] | y

viewon ¢] h }Jbdynyoitheology.

YEA h G Qi ep T 7B30.

WIAIL2 ] t ° % 4 a-YusrULy &FA y(édited by Hans Peter Lans), CairoMalktaba alU >t d d | -turatls, ] f i f
2003p.15.

120> ~ al-Yusr, p.471.

121> A al-Yusr,p.14.
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1.2Classicab md énjahdp] h JTheglogy Early Encounters

1.2.FourthTenthCentury

> A gl-pasanal-Y > mdvas clitigal o> ~ ¢] h yamd more so of thé] h ] df kjsm
time. He considered him to beJao | (fit.ipodétponer)because of his definition é&ith i g ) h
as merely knowledgenfa¥ifa) and confession¥( i rk to the exclusion of actions which were
postponed, or "put after;'faith.*?* This definition is especially problematic for md @g il vy
did not necessitat® | ] n justiflegtidnaon the part of the believetaccordingto> md & ] | y
it is abstract belief withoutsubstantiation(b &i o g f ] -7 jrh'%ie everf relates a
report in his Magd f whareby aJ o & nybytthie hame ofumaral-P d 1 & tjuestions> ~ y
¢] h \p¥el his concept of g dOhe of the questions is whether” ¢ h wbuld consider
a believer the person who confesses beliefintheIslamicab] ni i h i b jibacl i g] c
but is not sureif it is in the city of Mecca or elsewheres ] h vabsjvered in the
affirmative.> md StHem, goints out other related formulations by ~ ¢ h ythaj belief is

not divisible into parts, that it does not increase or decrease and that people are equals in it.

It is important to remember that the charge 6fjd was commonbhattributed to > ~ y
] h vabdl¢] h ] ib thenearly Classical period® The J o G ilal} dbjected to the above
definition of I g @it implicated that the 'grave sinnerhfurtakib akabra) was a believer,
who they held to be in an intermediary state (one of the five pillard ad ¢ n doctriné) °

> md @iYes six opinions of thd o € itaf concerning the meaning af g dahdall of them

122¢ F in lislamVc thought refers to at least three different meanings. The first, perhaps earliest, was put forward

by atpasanb. Mumammadb. atpanafiyya who used i h i d g pujtilg SG%MI i j dan¥Ym _i omi h&
fourth place in succession to ProphbBtumammadYThe other two, as aP d ] d | J(dm5#8{11583) explained,

are to 'postpone’ or 'delay', and it applies to putting human actions after faithaf) and assenttg§] Y. Khe

last sense a8 1 is thad of 'giving hope', afitulated in the asserti h  nwthgrertherd is faithsin does no harm'

(Watt, Formativep.120; aP d | d | ]Mitah \d1h py139).

123> md ] Ikydpf1don )

124 A student of Amr b. 'Ubayd (was one of his scribes) and Wasil b. AAth']( d, $iyany.6, p.1051bn Makula,

ak'ikmal fi raf* alirtiyab 'an amu'talif wa amukhtalif min fi edlsma' wa &uny wa dhlgab edited by Abd al

Rag d Bl-Yamani and Nayif ahbbasi, Hyderabad: Majlis da'iratala‘arif ak'Uthmaniya, 1963, v.4, p.532).

25Gi maj d Di phowsshdwrMurjia devempedrfrom being a political movement which aligned itself

with orthodoxy and the Omayyad political order (contra Kharijait®sd \arkd )Qadarites) to articulation by the

theological school of * ¢ h vabd] his associate$G{vony, Josoph, The Murji'a and theological schoeolofy

¢] h MPhO thesis, Durham University, 1977). Later Muslim heresiographers called this the Early Murji'a, to set

in J]j]lln blig f]lnal dal ani _] f Updssiblyi éveh Juntilrtiea end of the Rh ni f
fourth/tenth century Udesignating> ~ ¢] h \amd]his associates as a Murji'a sect was commonplace. This will
~d]l]hca ] gi hc sabwilldekhovenlbelowmd 6] | y

6AK] "yg nio_dam i h nda _ihnlipal nise Mirfaypvwhdeanhintainghga J ol 1 1 ¢
the Mu'tazila as believers, considered them to be grave sinrfarsn(mu'mign muslimn ldkinnahum fuslg) (at

K1 ° Wibrigty.1, p.556).
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agree on defining it as "the fulfilment of religious dutiesind excludeknowledge or assent
from it.**” The traditionalists were also criticadf > ~ ¢] h \?hr fact, their doctrine Uas
articulatedby Ammadb. Hanbalwas the exact contrary t¢y] h b.Acgording to Ibn Hanbal:
1 g dslvords and actsk(] g f oama),dngreaSes and decreasgsfd wa yanqyisnd that
faith of a person can be superior than that of anoti&r»> md prpriounced allegiance to
Aummadb. Hanbal's theology in hi$ ha}*and Uas suchJheld the traditionalist definition

ofi g &h

Given this is a study of the relation betweenmd @rjidé]yh Fdbdyvn o4l v i ,nl i han
the fact the founder of> md & rhaded] h ] & subset of the Murji'a in his book of
heresiography issignificant.***While clearly critical of> ~ ¢ h s bidws on faith> md G ] | y
was possiblgpecially referring to thep] h ] db hisime. In factat the end of the concered
entryyda nol hm miyaUasea whizhirkpiaces] h ] ds thenmore poper subset
of Murji'a among later> md %érdsiggraphers*> md Sviitédsy'and as foD d ]| mand| h
most of the followers of> * @] h ythely narrate from their predecessors that faith is
confession, love of God, glorification and fear of Him, and reffi@m disparaging his right;
and that it does not increase or decrea%®lh terms of this definitionffmost of the followers
of > N ¢ h gheide may well have been intended by md %o]rdfextothe D d | niyaant
contemporary¢] h k(ng not¢] h ] b gbsolute terms) That the followers oD d ] mmd h
attributed their definition of faith to> ~ ¢ h \skelpar enough fron» md 'S $tdtement. It
seems that * @ h igs imhge of orthodoxy was marred by the existence ofamikofé n] t i f y
] h> Jol imoY]d nkwga®mmdKy i i d*P)iwkasdaftliation with ¢] h Jlalwy

27Qd a J o “diffdrad bvier]theé ramificgions of this assertion in terms dafivision of sirsinto minor and
major (akNahdm for example saw faith as the avoidance of major sin) and the distinction between faith in God
(iman billahand faith for God (imafillah& %> d % Jdgp.@Daz1L4).

128> A y-N girh Hibatu Allah aLalakd $dy418/1072) exposition of the traditionalicreed strongly condemns
the Murji'a, esp.> " @] h vy bl] ] f94]>"dafN;d mHlilzatu Allah,ShawUfy fn 1 lakd alsunna wa ganda,
Dar Tayba, Sa'udi Arabia, 9,2010, v.5, pp.108869).

129\Watt, Feamativep.123.

130> md G]*lappasanalY F A d b &-diyprizBeirut: Dar lbn Zaydurjundated] p.9.

B> md WFIMwIi) ) k dpf229nMadelung, W., "Eafyo hdwatrine concerning faith as reflected in the
e 1 akinan of " 'Wbaid atN d mhi. §allam (d. 224/839)Studia Islamica XXR&ris, 1970, pp.23H4.

182> md @] Ikydpf1don )

133To bediscussed in the next section.

134> md &]] Ikydpfidon )

135Followers of Bishr b. Ghiyath-al] | (¢.r218/833). It was said thatmostdfa Jol i i $] i b ?]cd’ ™ d
followers. He was a student of * y  Wo>modo® ]| k oifpaj al? ] ¢ d ,falg,202; alY F mb ]>1"da¥ y h \ )
Mudaffar al- Tally fi aFA ywa tamyiz dirga alnajiya an firaq dalikined. M. Z.aH] gnd ] | y-Makt@jai | i 7 ] f
ak>t ddl iss]) .665) |j+52&+

136 Al-pusain b.Mucammad alK] i i d | % his folloWers,weré &l &nown ago m] s hi s s ] %> md G
J] k dpfltirnaj? 1 ¢ d fadqy vyj +/ - 4,8absirm&6). Codskigrddan associate ed gl | (§oainote by
Hlgnd]ly FtabsilUFmbbB&Y¥yHY) afohc$m | Wikathead d rhoylssddB n K] i i
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was well established md ¢ hobkg-¥ * dalrdady mentioned, gives another indication of

the man's attitude towards> ~ §] h v lh the course of his discussion on the gravity of
upholding the doctrine of the create@o | Y kites four reports accusing” ¢ h \pftit]

In two of them> " @ h \slagparently disowned by hig] mnal dbEANBgd] $ gdh
for holding the hereical view that theQo | Yvgshcreated® Interestingly, unlike> md @l | vy
H] & prominentJ o G rit¢ ¢omtedmporaryof > md FUhaving considered two of ~ y,

¢] h tsiminediate students a3 o G itaf) Udoes not attributel® iltbd ~ ¢ h Vb ]

> md 'S ¢atliest followers may well have shared bistical view on> ~ ¢ h yAs]
already suggested, early md §&etevalmost entirelyP d dsbJi d5f\si oe tyaditionalists
(ARl datd] ~ y ibrd> md repoits of ap] h Jbyptke name of * Nai al-Wdtdwho was a
contemporary of> A §ahl allo G f (d. 869/979), a prominent student of-¥> md®*&A}J- | y
Wdidpchanges from the school afa'y (panafism) to the school ofi = y(presumably
P d dsmjiaffer seeing a dream of the Prophet personailsiting al-Fo Gkijand praising the
school ofd = ¥*HTdwards the end of the fourth/tenth century> ~ Bakral-? dtk fi ¢dh y
403/1012) was particularly unimpressed by* ¢ h \afd]had reportedly said, 'l conclude
of his & ™ @] h Yy erpr in ninetenths of hismadhhab. and [of] the remaining tenth he is
on equal footing with his opponentt)perhaps they [even] surpass himini*? d k 1 @laf d h y

specifically ¢] h ]sbhgol ofk] f 'd(Bladelung, Spread p.113) should be read with caution. In terms of

prevalence ofp] h ] dmgng heir ranks, a similar claim could be made about the Mu'tdzil@ompared with

Najariyya,J d n osmywas consciously and almost entirelyU founded on the trasmitted texts that are
attributedto> "~ @] hyb Ei qapal ) K] iidliss] tiheN ocal aWasehteddandriheé a J o $n
negation of the Divine attributes; they defined faith as knowledge of God, His messengers, and religious duties

and confession. It increases but does not decreas® (alc d ,fatdg p\208). Extant evidence does not refer

al-K] i i¢dnaftsmexcept his association withal |1 | AWKk ] © ° {citad by Madelunymentions that

the people of the Mountainous Region (inc:Rey, Hamadin and Isfalan) were either excessivg@anbalitesor

$arnl agi mn K] i iisheliafte thg [rightld] guideédmeects'(Mila® ~~ Aosagy).1, p.384)lItis also
oddthatardentp)] h] by f i ea Jok] ° ]d¢amafismjQudna HKi]n ildad biasls Jniqg anldaa imj f |
groups each of whichaccusedthe other of disbelief (aBa d ~ daroyj +/ - 4 &+ Tdi fa Dd] mmdhi
considered akintd) d n oflsvitdepmsnda m]J ga _i of ° hi n >Imdjéfld ynid aK]Jaimid Icil s
describe adurji'a or Mujbbira,andHanaftJ d n o¢lmy " am_| i “ha ] m Jo$n] tif]

187The other reports are> ¢ h s lgraindson Omar kh] g g . > ~d§ h \vhéatd his father telling him

that > ~ ¢ h ywiag]trialled over theKhalgakN o | ; ¥ndl the lastis on how it took> » y  \wonmmrith of
continueddebate with> ~ @] h writillthe latter disavowed the doctrine déhdq%> m d(®H A @28)] Modern

¢] h Jsdhalar Wahba S. Ghawiji (d. 2013) argued that the cufveRt” hdishbleen altered from the original by
>mdé]lvy) mja_i]ffs 1 h nda”d hwhighihé diso dehountetl asreauthentio | [ aj i
(GhawjiNab ] $1 f gi ssiY®B1poplREBMMA] n eind”?

1BAILH ] Yetates that whers ~ ¢ h wvhs]told that Zufais a Qadaritegrchatypeof Mu'tazila) he said: 'leave

him, do not argue with him as [engagemenf iaw Figh will bring him back' (alH] Y~ ® J ] k §dladna Fh

& Y ngp.19§109)

¥bne md,Q1 N, 9.183.

phn® md, Q1 N,p.186.

“iReported inaDd ] t>dMEwd g akJ ] h egdiydf  n U (édikedl yMuoeEmmadH. Hito), Damascus:

Dar atFikr, 198Q.p.439.

40



follower ofJ d f laveagd most influential A drite after> md ®©deénsto havecontinued
his master's interesin E ] h “tHedlogy**?as well asis disparaging o> ~ ¢ h v b ]

1.2 . Fifth/EleventiCentury

Laxer attitudes towardsdanafismbegin to be noticed in thewritings of leading
> md $nhstens in thefifth/twelfth century 243> ~ Bakrlbn C y | Uwho dies shaly after
? d k 1 nfA@pHOL5 Ushows a contrasting attitudeéo the latter. He even composea
commentaryon> ~ @] h s@&k¢ liIm waalg o mllinf{the Learned and the Learndr) which
he praises> * ¢] h v dvantmgeous knowledge in theologtaiay ) and his merits in it
over other leadersof Religion'** More importantly, the expression denotind® o h h y
orthodoxy, ahl alsunna wa 4l ] g, §€gihs to include both schools &a'yand ¢] ~ ¥*h d
Another early example of that is given bsenowned> md %hpdlogian Abd al-Qd d aH
? ] c d (dd422/1031). After outlining the seventwo wayward sects of Islan¥Abd al-

Qd d says:

As for the thirty-seventh sect, it ighl atSunna wa# ] g, @fd¢he two partiesal-Ra'yand
al¢] ° ¥ hhd saved sechkfirga alh jilya) contains the greater lot of Muslims, and [is]
made up of 'the associates ok, a-P d d,b ™ §ijvh yab q ty]) Q4d If @ridihl a
ydhir (Literalists)**®

> md Scpnmimgnly debated with the] h ] dutynainly in their capacity as fowers of
a different schoolbf law UnamelyP d d &r U § ¥ Uamo; over matters of the principles of
jurisprudence U &Hign).*’Abdal-Qd d al-? ] ¢ d is gaid ¢ have written a rebuttal of

142 Khalid K. 'Allal argues tha? d k i fifl dohtg avoid persecution by Caliph-@f ~ i | gdi ah il m
traditionalimg + Ea ] f mi okylah ° n RinkediditiorGofh]a m”, Pudnevierp] h J(Allgl, Khalid

K.,aF'azma alagidiyya bayna-Alsha'irah wa Ahat&ld ~ v n d -qagndyin © Rdlijriydyh,Algeria: DaraF g d g

Malik, 2005, p.15).

143Prior to the appointment of Njgm aFMulk as Grand Vizier the Seljuklp Arsatin and his successdvalik

Shoh | (between456/1064 and 485/1092y md ©\eleaititically persecuted. Toward the end ofysd
"igihlniih -Qdhi?ll cdd " «d D/ /],f. -0. & ahbil _a’ }lenedthdgtip nii h] f
over both> md Gahd the Mu'ezilah (Maghzawi, M.akbu'd alsiyasi fi intishar-ahadhhab & > md G-rhalshyig b1 ] f
al'islami wa maghribiflgeria: Kunuz afpikma, 2011, p.13). At Ghazna,dday, N+ R Wwholergoged e ¢
authonomy from centrab> ~ A drufd was similarly intolerant otheology, and even personally debated with

IbnCul (Ad] d Piyayv.17, p.487; Ib& md, Q1 I $.938)) However, the most serious challenge to the

existence othe > md Swlag dyring the ministry o g v ~Mulk &-H i h *(d. 45%/1065) whiJbeginning in

the year 447/105%)officially sanctioned cursing the md S(aldngwith theP d ¥l g j of jinm 1 h Hd]
] h™  Kylm&mg|i I p.408; Maghzawalbu'd alsiyasip.15). This continued until the appointemt

Nidal gal-Mulk (in 456/1064) as Grand Vizier who was a great partron oftined G ] | vy m

441bn C y |, $hawal'alim wa ammuta'allim(ed. Ammadal-Sayih & Tawfiq Wahba), Cairo: MaktabafTakhqgafa

al-Diniyya, 2009, p.24.

145> ~ al-pasan al> md G gxtarg Bonks indicate orthodoxy to be exclusive to the traditionalist doctrine of

Aumad b.panbal%> mdF]] K difp.826229).

146A1-?2 1 ¢ d,fadg,pm.2628.> ~ y-Myddfffar atisfar] $ ¢hv 14. , . -458& cipam nda m]ga
Tabsir, 2&+ Lh UFmb] IQdY@¥. maa F~h >m]el i)

“4TAl-D d ] tsa-Mankhy contains what could be seen as a rebuttabdf h Jjubisprudence.
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> /AU F makds® \ 's mbdkgn "the merits of ~ ¢ h s imddhhaty presumably over that
of P d d.'®¥® A Similar anti¢] h Jwork wasalsocomposed by prominent md & " lgly
J] Gal® o q ] (8 U7AB/1085)* Their scholarly rivalry UneverthelesdJwas not free from
mutual tolerance**Q dal-A vaiP o ~(& ¥71/1369jurther reports oftwo debates between
> A Y &nk -P]d & tifamous> md &chdlagand prominentd] h JodwwMucammadb. & f
al-Damayd 4 Yd. 478/1058)>' The latter is described by Ib®% md asialrival of aKiyd al-
Harrd mprominent > md Gvhd was even favorably compardd his contemporary al
Dd] t(d50%/1111)3*When alE ] | Idigdmiry 504/1110his funeral was attended by -al
Damayd dyand atW] s hUaceording to Ibr> md:ehiet¢p] h ] d thenmimeUand recited
eulogiest> Ibn & md alsol reportsof a question put to aDangd H Wwho probably
subscribed to traditionalistyanafisnt>) about 'a group of people which approves the cursing
of the sect of thee md $ahd capsiders them to be disbeliever&\l-A] g ¢ d dnsweiNvas

The> md ¥4 dre the notableg (/) of the Sunnand champions oP d ] .Theys}od

up to respond to heretic&the Qadaryya, atRd bai and others. Whoever defames them,

defamesAhl alSunnaAnd if the matter reaches the ruler, it is incumbent upon him to
disciplinehim (the defamer)n a suitably deterring mannet®

The heretcal charges against * ¢ h Wbspecially concerning | dndihYs views on
faith were revisited. IbnCuy | U i@ his commentary on al¢ I f i g-g @ @llinff
distinguishes between two senses'ofl . Carifnenting or> ~ ¢ h s bohtention that the

seltnamed Murji'a are upholders of the right walye says,

148]pn atSalahH ~ ] &fdgaha’' aP d d b ed MuhsalA) y Ali Najib, Dar abasha'ir al'islamiyya:Beirut, 2
vSs., 1992, v.2, 554.
149Entitled Mugith aKhaldp 1 F U e i RalkhY atp] hf WwI2,)p.1754). The andi] h ]séntiments of this book

were taken to new extremes By g da)E] | ] g ] s h Ythe famoos'aB t h tUgho would write during
his early scholarly years a book (modelled Migith aKhalopy F g dagHaramayn) entitledatd ] h eUbm, f
whichatAd ] dm]*sym7 U] h~ 1 h nal#tda] h dcdhdeffarguageton a garficuldé g ie.> ~ u

¢] hylbji md hi n ~ a Slya).18,p.B4d). dal aY %

>h ar]Jgjfa ib Ql]lhmir]Jhi]l]h iThnifal]lh_a ib Pddbi&i mg
(@$i mni Aicdndo$be beretic. Easter] h ] whg opheld this view were ababthamumnal-? oe dd | vy

(H] b ]JHa % ],k.d,rdol.163ar ~ §affal-SaH] | | whb glso ruled that doubters of faith should not be

allowed to marry into other SunnitedH] b JHg”v],k.4 fol.194a); and-&8Vd d i-Saffat f] b JHg"y], k.4 n

fol.239a).

BIAI-P 0 e \abA y&bdl atWahhabH ~ ] &-Bavd b i Skubsa&ditetd byl Mahmoud alanahi and Abd al

FattahnalEi f i 0 &) @] i-koiolvatUs>]11] ~Uisdss]]dY) ]Xo852] na”>Z) p+1) jj+/01
1%2lpn 'Asaki,Q] ~ £89.h )
13| bid.

B4Ad ] d Piyany.18, p.485.

%5bne md,®1 I p.338.)

1% W. Madelng seconds J. Schacht's assertion (Schacht, J, "An earlyaMagtise: thee i raldafim wal

muta'allini in OriensXVIl, 1964, p.10@hat this work is an exposition of the doctrine & F rittgnyby > ~ y

Jok caRPi]fg ] | kwholattrinutesitto histeacher @] h Y]] " af ohc) T+ Bnda B]I fs J
and Transoxania and the spreadddinafisnm) Ber Islang9, 198237).
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Know thatbelief[in the manner] ofi | HasjPbéen permitted by some of our predecessors
(aksalaf while disliked by others. Some of them dividéd | inta| two types and said it
comprisesgood and badtfaitsd Z X P _di f ] | nitZs perndidsiblg td hidabdlidda g
J o |, théy Yefer to the suspensmttawaqql)fofJudgement @km on the grave sinners)
[whether they are goingjto heaven or hell ira definite senseUcontrary to theJ o G ifaf t
andKharijites. They als@rgued:as deeds do no good wifthe co-existence offdisbelief,

sin does no harm witfthe co-existence ofpelief.aThis is themaddhakattributed to Mucgttil
b.Po f ] qfgmbiis traditionalist)and those differing from the Khaavij andJ o Cilafj t
X &A% forAhl alSunna wa &kticdma(people of the Prophet's way and moderation) they
said the same as the author of the bak.> ~ ¢] h ¥ WGHd's mercy be upon hirt’

Prominent> md $hérdsiggraphies from the fifth/eleventh centurylo not speak of

>~ @] habd Muij Ya title nowacquiring exdusively heretical connotationgalthough
the existence of an early orthodox Murji'a is acknowledye@ihe Murji'a aresaid to have
become four typedhree affiliates of the Qadayya, Jahnyya, and Khavdrij, andthe fourth
is the "pure Murji'a"!*®*The latter aredefined adeingthe new unorthodoxi |, ivlcH still
“alipam inm ga] hi hc bl i gdshfeifatmpuiirmteegenberofa %i |
Rwhere there is belief sin does no haan@nd seen as a distortion of the early doctritié.
These Murji'a aran turn divided into five sectsone of them is theD d ] niyyegwhich is
mentioned at the end o md '8 gntryyon the¢] h ] ib thenMurji'a section o> md ¥ inl v
Mad f.* B d ] nyyegow, became a Mugisect of its ownt®*@bdal-Qd dal-P ] cd'sd "~ vy
account of theD d ] nya g the following:

These are the followers @ d ] nthed o | Wwhb dfaimed that faith is confession or love

of God and glorifying Him, and abandoning arrogance with Him. He [also] said that it (faith)

increases but does not decrease and depaffiesn orthodoxy] Ualongwith the Yynusiyya

(another Murji'a sectlUby making every attribute khila) of faith a part of faith. And this

D d ] mahadnid in his book that the statements made in it are the same as thoseofy

¢] h velgdrding them, and this is a mistake by hidd ] mondhim & ~ @] h ydedause

> ™ @] h \sdid that faith is knowledge and confession of God and His messengers and in

what has come (revealed) from God and His messengers in its entirety, without

specification, and that it does not increase or decrease and people are not better than others
init, and[finally] Dd ] nsaid|ihincreases but does not decred$e.

Leading> md & gf the fifth/eleventh century deemed thetheology of> * @] h \ag |
belonging toP o hohnthpdoxy @hl alsunnawadl | g)drielfamous letter of defence against
the traditionalist assault on the> md Y ] byi@bdsal-H] | gl o md [ds 465/1072)

%7lbn C y |, $hawal'Alim pp.193194.

1%8Shahrast} h Milal, v.1, p.139.

10 F mb ]Takd,¥%.830 v )

160]pid.

181 A2 ] ¢ d, @bd aN d db. Hhir atTallira at? | ¢ dya ¢published as"e i nudyfakdin"), Beirut:
Manshurat dar alafaq aljadida, , 1981p.203 andFarqj +. 1 - 8 Wdbsirp.§3JPdi Y \d h | Nilad, 41 y
p.141.

182712 1 ¢ d ' Fargpy203.
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includes a refutation of the allegation that md “d¢emed the Muslim laymen to be
disbelievers Kufr al¢ | mg).dClarifying> md 'S positipn al-N o md $agsl 'according to * y,
al-pasanal-Y > m dditt i$ agsent and this is th@adhhatf > ~ ¢] h VB3 md §ij thisy
period even considered * ¢ h \tdobg the firstmutakallinof the jurists’®* They saw the
heretical image of> ~ §i] h vabd]thetrue¢] h ] tb igenthe result of false attribution of
heretical doctrines to him. As mentioned earliep] h ]ldanjng tora'y meant they were
more susceptible td o ¢ n thdolbdy,\as well as other scbis that fell out of thecommon
P o hfold. This meant the theologicalidivided ¢] h ] &ttvacted special attention in
> md Swritingg of this time who wanted to clear theeponymousF g d of distasteful
accusations> * al-Mudaffar atF mb Jyputh the reason as follows:

There appeared among the latéthl alRa'ywho assentedtélabbasato something of the

doctrines of Qadariyya and the Rdiw, by way of imitation huqallidanyid), and if he

feared the swords oéhl alSunnaattributed the malicious creed$ie believedin to > * y

¢] h \adbddisguiseand sodo notbe deceived by their claims. ~ ¢ h \jsmdt guilty of
being one of them andf what they attribute to him'®®

A similarheresiographical sentiment is observéowards> md jomhepf theleading
J d n o/tragts of second hélof the fifth/eleventh century: the book of WAy fakDy by
illustrious? o e d @] h B al-Yusrat? ] t ° (H.498/1099)In it, Abu atYusrdivides
Muslims based on their doctrinal affiliation intseven larger sects which are in tusub
divided into minor groupsUsix of which are heretical®® The seventh category is described

by> ~ al-Ysur as follows:

183Al-P 0 ~ dalagat aé o 4\M.3dp.419.

184Ahd atN d dAl-? ] ¢ d givks aschronological list of the earliegto n | en] df thd egrliest generation of

Islam @l-F'acmbg he includes®> fbyAlyHd f and® ~ ° > fUmadr;,dhe 8eeond generationy] h)j Ja'fqr b.

Mutammad al-rddiq; of the early jurists, >~ @] h y b ] -P]dHhd, Halldavid by the latter's students al

Mumd mi 2H] )l dJafBumay®@] h~  Al-kbu]'d dhfy 8 ndah F~h Hoffd”» %>~" >f
al-Junayd a? ] ¢ d; thkenh theF g d g akdfasgnal$ >md®] ¢t d, Tddra, 307310 andfarqg,363).

UF mb Rlsovwskhhpraisess @] hyb] $m ndalfrmd Tabdirf. 258 i | em %

165(J F mb | Thif,p.458. VA ] ¢ d giges the same reasoning: 'nowhere in the lands of the Muslims will a

fatwd (religious ruling) be accepted fromaQatlan a) G] d g i n a Je, RK®ité dr anthropomorphistd ] | Ui i
unless thisg o b(fatwagiver) is disguised as a follower of the schanbflhhak i b P> d¢p ih §amgd i |
conceales hiseretication pid'g on Qadar (a? ] ¢ d,Fargp\58).

186 These heretical sects are: i) tied yvéhd reject the succession of thiest three Caliphs in Islam; ii) the

Khawdrij, who wage war on doctrinal opponents; iii) the Qadariyya, who denydhdaror God's agency in

human deed; this group includes the Mu'tazilaaltZabrasha'iyya (a minor Mu'tazjlsect from Marw),

pirariyya, Bakriyya (followers o ~ Bakr aiN] f d h dpusay8iyya (folfowers of apusainb. atK] i i d1 ) ] f mi
knownasaK] i i d | -Zuhaydyya)alTd dniyya and the philosophers; iv) dlabriyya Compultionists who

contrary to the Qadariyya deny human agefgcthis group includes alahmiyya (followers of alahm b.

N bqgdh&J] hyantfpllowers of Bishral ] | v my &8 p & n d awhd put actiondffer faddj);i mnj i h a
pi & nda -Nijdsdinch @dropaseplists, ascribing spatial properties to Gatiey were followers of
Mugammadibn Kard gUi | m)i( Adu-Yusrfat? 1 t °, Ulig,849250).

44



The madhhatof ahl alsunna wal-i ] gid thé sevath; it is the doctrine of the urists,

Qo | ‘spkbialists&-Qurd),'’P yshtraditionalists Al datd] ) Inisl[also] the doctrine

of the [Prophet's] companions and their followefal-samba wa ald " n) &g it is the way

of the Prophet> " al-¢pasanal-'> md @rd hig followers say that they are ahl alsunna
waal-i ] g.dhe preaterot of P d dshaie $ollowers of the md SchdohMala madhhab-al

> md)%ipdlthere is no disagreement between us except over a few questions, on which
they were wrong'*®

12.3Bixth/TwelfthiCentury

DistinguishedJ d n ojtheplogian> ~ gl-J o Gal-k] ng (0. \H08/1114Yallirat at
‘adillarefersto two > md §wWho had responded to the definitide d n ojdiogtrine oftae g v h
(existentiation) ! The first charge against it is that the terminology tde q \sha later
innovation. A-K' | myrites,

[The adversaries say:] iidoctrine which you innovateeo one spoke of it from the [time
of] predecessorsaf-salaf. Even one person said that this doctrine did moimefrom Iraq,
but it came from theHeights @lFAGfQhlpy which he meanSamagand. Some> md § Havey
claimed that this doctrine was innovated by a group of peofétun mimalnds) known

as alZahrashdiyya, followers of a man known as” $ im aFwW] ~ i B; j flodrighed in
Marw after the year 400 of the Hijrat®

These words show the sense of uncertainty ameagy> md & (possiply from Irag or west

Hd i | dregdrding the school ofSamagand, but, they also reflect a natural> md ¢ ] | y
reaction to one of the fundamental doctrinal differences wiilanafrJ d n ogtheplogy(and

will continue through the centuries)It seems thatltowards the late fifth/eleventh century
Uassociates of md G Jwhaidith discuss this doctrine saw it ageretical innovation of the
JoCimlarK] i i d.ITheyv} T d liyyammerdioned above as the presumed innovator

of the doctrine oftae q wads a les&known fifth/eleventh century group of] o € itaf} ftom

Marw.!"* Clearly,this point can beinvalidated on a historical basisyhich K] mhinbsglf

®Nol Il dY g]s ]fmi galh mno ahnm ib laficiih#+

168> A J-Yupsr,Ufy ,2250.

®Tanci,> * v M Jal d n og1BY -2;j MadelungSpready.111.

170> A al-J o Y, Wakira, p.405> ~ al-Yusrat? ] t (3. 498/1100mentions in hisufly & \alsimilar account

i b ] h aecthhodwhd donsidered the doctrine ¢f e gtable a late innovation. he says: 'and this ] e)dsy h

a major theologial problem on which thee md &g wrdte many books; | saw that one of them composed a

book nearing in size ta[thickz hina”“iie ]J]h> m]i~ 1h in nd]tehl@ndal a ]
tady rnwho believed that: creationn(] e)dswdt the same as the createdikawwa), existentiation {jjdd) is

not the same as existencenéwijyd) and that existentiation is eternalk(em). This problem was addressed by

>Ny M Jalk d n oslvhendealing with the Mu'tazilite doctrine and affirmed that it is the sound opinion

of ahl alsunna wal-jamdé.and he is older tharfcame beforepl-$ >md &1 1 v) ] h™ S @] hmbhda i
] h>  di m (>mnleYusa bp,jon?).

M21t°]gy gahnii hm nda W] i hwhodifférédireansmainsireamJunnisnioven j i b J ¢
the question of Divine Will. According to him, they argued: ‘'just as you would not say (allow) that He (God) does

not do or is not able to do, you should not sdg [does not have therior Will]." (> ~ gl-Yusr, UAL,fp.55).
Bazdawattempts to refutethis view, but admits that 'some later [associatespbf atsunna wa g&ama'avould

incineni  nda i jihiih ib,pb®la W] *il]mdd$iss]$ %F" i~
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undertakes in the same book by tracing the doctrine back>té ¢] h \V'bThe second
> md enéntioged byK | mhjadan even more serious assault on the concetdaeiy VAfter
recounting the charge of innovation mentioned by the firstm d &if His\pook> * al-J o ¢ v h
continues,
He was not satisfied with this discreditingaéhmny) fof us] so he raised this problem in his
book on elucidation of the doctrines of the believers in the eternity of the world, and
mentioned the doctrine of Proclus whereby the world is eterf@gvyn) because the reason
He God created the world is thedrd's bestowal j(d) and [since] His bestowal is eternal,

then the world is eternal. Nexte saidfiand close to Proclus's doctrine [is]a@fdoctrine of
agroup of peopleand related the doctrine which we are about (i.e. existentiatith).

These twaaccounts, possibly from the end of the fifth/eleventh centyghow> md & ] | v

as holding anegative image of the theological school®dmagand.*’*While overly positive

towards the theology of ™ ¢ h ytiep md & df thisyperiod were ironically opposed its

most ardent propagators ifransoxaniaK | mdn&wmers to the claim biMucmammadb. at

Hayhm (Kardmite anthropomorphist, died first half of the fifth centuryAH) that the

doctrine oftae g griginated among theH o f itesdofSamagandand Marwby arguing that
althoughahl alsunna wal-i | gwefelat$ ga mn] ca bi f fbi'gheyhad i b F~2
originally drawntheir theology from> ~ ¢] h Vb ]

Towards the middle of theixth/ twelfth century,we have the prominenfAbdal-H] | v g
a-Pd] d| Jdore48]1158)vho attempts to settle the issue of ~ ¢ h s ] dncg¥and
for all Uelaboratedn the section orD d ] niyyedfrbm his celebrateda-Milal wa aNical. The
report whereby> ~ @ h \slinferrogated in Mecca over his definitionfzfith) m Uo hi omni b
ehi gf €ited yY md ]Med f) é rattributed toD d | mhimgseédf whousedit asan
argument tosupport ofhis owrdoctrine. P d | d | Jacousek i of falsely attributing his

own madhhalto > ~ @] h vy He] also rejects giving the label of "Murji™ t8 » @] h y b ]

1725 A a)-J o Y, Valfira,pp.467475.

173> A a)-J o Y, Valfira,p.413.

17The earliest mentionof d n oyl W'sndai fi ci]J]h blig HidadEmiddaAy hm_diif
by alC y |i {de478/1085). According W. Madelung (MadeluBgreadp.111) this book contains the earliest

mentionof> "~ u M Jak d n oyl v "h-JJd nfwil kn"ar n + J ]his eldinodm a stutly] by sl.iBots in

which this reference is quoted (Gots, Ml § n ol yo'h "Hi ma@li*¥i gakN ajIn'y Iglam XLI, 1965). Al

CuylilYem ~iie d]lm ]fmi “aah oma’ 1ih O+ Jlan@ITheblegydd®i i am
Philosophgd. M. Marmura, Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1984. The author has not personally viewed the manuscript
(Ayasofya MS. 2378).

WA h Heffd>f %] dQaddd Pl+6 v/ 1/],f52 2 & mulakallinjwho isaldoked spp Po h hy
favourably by botl > m dagd]Hanafh d n olmyg] J o Qwriting in the second half of the fourth/tenth

centuryUl bbil gm nd]n nda ndaifics ib >md¢é]Igy djmap) fl a] s
p.37)> " al-J o Yai the end of his critique of b.dflay] g m] sm7 $]h> F ndihe nd]n no
[now] become extinct'$¥ ~ al-J o Y, Yakfra, p.405).

176> A a-J o Y, Yaklra,p.405.
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Pd] dI Jsaystltahthe fact ~ ¢ h \vhadbeen considered a Murji' in the extant books

of Magd f (dlatborations of Muslim doctrines$ because of the authors' misreading of his

definition of faith asfassent by the heart and [that it doesnéti | a] ma i Uwhicha | a] m
they wrongly thoughtas necessitatind¥utting deeds after faith. The otherargument

presented by d ] d | Jstwhatd h y

>~ @] h Jobposed the Qadariya and tldeo € ifaf of the early period &l-radral'awwa)
andtheJ o Gilal)t 1| m q a f f Khawiij, nsddao labéhRybonewho oppsed them
over the [problem] of @dar a Murj¥tBerefore, it is not unlikely that the title was attached
to him %> %]Ju h yby thefwayward sects of the] o ¢ iafj and Khavdij.'*"”

In the second half of the sixth/twelfth entury, Ibn & md¥em | % + QJ4~A s vy h 4 2 ¢
provides a noteworthy(albeit problematic)> md @ ]dInp V¥ v a h 'PBy tvay aflgiving
testimony to> md 'S grdatgess as an orthod®ko htleglogian, Ibr m d quotdsareport
byrenowned Transoxaniaf] h ]sdihnalar andudgedasanb.Many ] better known agakhr
al-A v @vvH d d(dh 592/1196%”° - who hailed fromC] | ¢ dnipbietn Uzbekistan). lbn
& md was & contemporary ddvvKhdn (he named him> » a-& N ~ @jwgal-Aska) and
introducedhim as "among thechief associates of * ¢ h & (mih kubad ARGl dAb¢] h Ny b ]
In it, QdvyH d dsdys that having surveyed the existing books on the science of monotheism
(G9im attaway ) by the philosophers and thé o € ital, hefound them to be wayward and

erroneous. He then proposes the following:

I havefound by> * aj-pasanal-'> md $njay God be pleased with hjimany books in this

art. They are nearly two hundred..l4 md $had] aputhored a grand workefending the
doctrine of thed o G n ], asihd ifitidlly believed in their doctrine. Then God showed him
their waywardness and he departed from... [their teachings]... Most followers-Bfdld b i G y
accept what the [eventual] doctrine of * aj-pasanal-Y > m dséttled og. The followers of
al-P d d Hmve%viitten many books in accordance with the doctrinessoind ¢nja bhahaba
Wayhi al'Ast¢ 1dyBut some of our associatesatll alsunna wa 4l ] gidvéliflated> * aj-
pasan al-> md CGij kogne problems maglil) such as his doctrine gawluhl that
existentiation tae g Mahd creationifhukawwanare one andother] such [problems] as will

be shown through [our following discussion] ... If one is able to identify the questions that
> /N al-Hassan erred in and knew the error [thereof] then there is nothing wrong in looking
into his books, as many of our assaem have taken holaf his books and looked into
them 1#°

F~ h G >xomgnentatydh ihis the following:

Wpd] dl ]Mial, gl p141; dl g i, Sayfal-A y'Abldr a'Afkdr (ed. Aumad M. atMahdi), Cairo: Daml-

Kotob wa alT | n d ] -®Qawkniyyp, 2004, v.5, 86.

EAh GQ@mt gpilh9) 1 - «walAQdHP o ey % +4 4 - E&romQ]jNisaghisi di] & dkno i n a
Kubrav.3, p.377) under the titleA d 1 e | H JAbbdsgQadhi“élskar aHanafl in the entry on> ~ al-¢asan
akY>mdG ]| y+

PAL> G fvg,@.p24.

¥bn® md,®1 I spy1B9N40.
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And these questions whichhe (tiid h ] b vwHal dMd& | abal l a™ ni- "~ i hi

dasan or ascribe him to disbelief, waywardness or her@dsy if they investigated them
further (¢] k k ] KJuf dilgd agreement will be reached, and it will be shown that
difference over them was preconditioned upon agreemerasiluhu atj i h'8 k

The inclusion othesestatementsin the canonical apology ofmd Y ] By ibn®gmd e i |
is in itself of great significance as it givesvholly favourableattitude to the doctrine of the
school ofSamagand by a strictly> md &iitdr ffom the second half of the sixth/twelfth
century. More importantly,td a _ d] | ] _ n adoctrimedftae qJlsdowa legitimgte
¢] h ]thieological positionfrom a formal> md Stdntpgint

The quote is problematic, although not in an undermining way, in that it is found
verbatim in? ] t " Y](493/1099¥orward to his WAy &kdy .H?Ibn & md may well have
attributed the quote to the wrongauthor (i.e. QdvyH d ¢. IHowever, it is more likely that
QdveH d d fad inserted the quote form? ] t “Y]rigrward to WA, fakdy hwithout
acknowledginghis source. All in all, the fact Ion® md Bthel leadinga} ~ \sahalar and
advocate o> md ¢ JUwasnugaware of a significant d n oj0assic may point to the

limited circulation of J d n ostexis’in central Islamic region&?

However, it wasiot until the end of the sixth/twelfth century that we have the first
major > md “encougter withJ d n oytheplogy at the hands of Fakhal-A v &-O d (dy
606/1209)0 d ,tawvelttravelled scholar with wideranging scholarly interests gives us an
invaluable narative of his personal encounter with chigf d n oytheplogians of his time,
which he recorded as a series of sixteen scholarly disputatidhenéd It) ¢ Six of them
concerned theological problemé:His debates have an overtone of bitter sarcasm and are

coloured by a sense of scholarly rival According toO d ,tthe defining doctrines of the

181bid, p.140.

182> A aj-Yusr,Ufy ,fop.1314.

183 The quote isnost probably? ] t ~ ] gyYm ] m da jligimam ni c¢ci 1hni
Jdnolm) ™ ni qdionkteréhdisboakf i pal m

184 Kholeif, Fathollah,Munafp | d n akA]lyver®Hd fi 4 i fmd wad aknahr,Dar atMashreq: Beirut, [date
unknown].

1850 d tMynah |, gmas'ald) pp.1417; (m. 3) pp.220; (m.4) pp.222; (M.5pp.2224; (m.13) pp.5%82; (M.14)
p.53.

188His opinion was overtly negative of Transoxianian scholars? & e d, thil elample, he described its leading
¢] h Jjubisg al-Raddiy alNaysabur (KholeifMunap | g.7f.) as a man with a straight sense of logic.., but slow
in understanding and dullvitted who needs to think long before uttering a few words.' Celebraled n o4l vy °

ndai f i ca-Avatr&y udio e d(d.1580/1184), with whon® d tiebated the proldm ofn ] e sy h)
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school of the people of Transoxaniah{ ng ward atnahi) are the belief in existentiation
(tae q Nakdifferent from creation (nukawwa)) that God's true Speechl(] fud\igph cannot
be heard, and that God does not impose an impossible tabkimans. He is strongly critical
of all three doctrines, butmoresotde qgdi _d ] jjal]l m niYrd]tpdag & a _ i

chief doctrinal differencebetween the two schools

The only reference to>  Mandy lal-J d n ogin @ d's seminalbook aF-Muma/lallis
ontae q ¥’ d alsp knew> ~ Mandy la-Jd d n ogds\amufassifexegete of theQo | Y, h
and his grandn ] kcontaihs an early reference td d n o Ta'wit}.'®® There, the only
theological dispute with thepanafid d n osl discussed was in the context of te | Yed h
story of God's speech with the prophet Mos&aVhether Moses heard God's true speech or
not, the> md &chokseyan affirmative stance, while tded n ogloljected to thee md &fgr | v
not postulating a medium through which the speech could be heard. Instead they said that
what Moses heard was only sgah through a medium and not God's true speé@id'sny] b my |
is significantly one of the earliest md Svbrksyo treatJ d n oshsyequal to> md Gn] | y

representing a theological split betweeahl atsunnawadl | g.%¢f ¢ ]

portrayed as an inconsistent, satbntradicting theologian who unjustifiably presented himself as the foremost
theologian of the land.( pp.120, 2224). The only scholar wh©® d tegcribed favourably was a student of al
Raddiy alNaysabui by the name of aRukn alQazwini. Of him says-&@ d thg best and most dignified among

his@o] " "1 s& mno  ahnm+ Fhnal amnihcfs da q]lm nda i hfs i
187 Discussed under the title: "the proposition thatse ¢] h ]jubisis have claimed thah | e ig &nbteternal
attribute of God and that the created [world] is temporal”-@ld tFakhral-A yMummallafkarayon] k] ~ "1 gy h

walg o n ] ' }ni@adalU o B g] q] fgodq ] CrifoYad g Jnf* }Hagayniyya, 1323/1905.186).
1883 d n oVl@N Y cappéadsio have been in circulation through the seventh/thirteenth century Egypt. The
prominent mufassiShamsal-A v dQurtubi (d. 671/1272)born in Andalusia but settled in Egyjtmentions

akddnoyl v'h nda _ i hn aQuortubi,djarhi'd @hkéam ab a la(éds.Aamadl-Bardouni and
FA1']1dyg >nbi -katob ptMa@]yyal [R2OAolsh 1964, .8, p.38 and p.1@8).

189AlLO d tFakhral-A yh] boskghaybBeirut: DarU F d sTurdth gbd>1 ] ~i ) X0l ° a,vbnii h8
p.316.

10A-0 d 11§ oudhGlayby.6, p.526; v.14, p.353; v.24, ppd®2v.27, p.612.
¥13] "afohc hinam 1 h diEmyclagaedia of IslBnd ($ecant Eitde sigmenclatire

fldndimg'a im hin jlamahn i h m_dif]J]lmdij “~abila ]JIlioh®
the writingsof alQ] bn] t dhy &+ Bpi "ahnfs) ndim jlijima" ]”“mah_a
constitutea™ i _nl i ha harn ni nd]l]n ib >mdé]Ilvy+ Ql alJngahn

i
orthodoxy may well have began in the Classical petipdh ©° Odt vy Ym i orn]jiminiih ]~
alludes to that.
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1.3The laterH ] f Taagition
History of) F f-i§ ] 1 ahdthe Question of Periodization

Historians of Islamic religious sciences speak of a divide between eaHy (
mutagaddg u)hand later &g o n ] ki ]| gutiieologianst®? An influential accounton this
divide is offered byfamous historianlbn Hd ] f (d.u8B6/1406. As delineated inlbn
Hd ] fY mutmddima® the (otherwise mainstream)P o h $cience ofk] f chas gone

through the followingfour phases of devefpment:

(1) Theinitial phase, whereby the sciencedf] f dagci hm ni  “dafenoema "

ib _laa VYY) ]h' nda g]i Mol fadtl mimmvud rmsicdy m

culminates in the figure ofab md & ] | y

(2) The second phasem i ha i b Uddlaymdpdovinahe etiomaNMoundations
of a theological systemThe principal pioneer of this phase &-? d fk fi ddh 403/1012)

whose methodologys described by reluctance tese Aristotelian logic.

(3) The third phase of development inaugurates with renoaaitheologian ofK \@my, |
>MNad] Ca-6Gaqq ] (srimary teacher of aD d ] ). idef tgo,did not acceptthe use of

Aristotelian logic in theological arguments. The third phagkculminating inal-Go g JYsmh y

booksalP d i, gndits shortened versiorak& | mldcdnstitutes what Ibn Khaldin callsak-

Q@ pbayalgddyna li-g o n ] en](thef oldgmay of theologians) as opposed to el v k] n
J o n ] k¥ ]| dtide way of the later theologiansyhich Uas IbnH d ] f stategUbegins with
a-Dd ] td Jyt theih,ymarks theR d i mn idivide in] nfethodology ofk] f dg his
formulation of an antiphilosophical practical concept of logionvhich is permitted toserve

in the dialecticsof theology. D d ] andf fi tJlpoweverUinaugurates ayrowing disputing
fervour with the philosophers as adversaries in creeéhportantly, IlonHd ] f putg&dOd t v
Uin some later accountshe realinitiator of philosophicalk] f dJgs being in the same
categoryofUf ] nal ndDad]ftPtcfsyy 1 m ] f

192 See: Wisnovsky, RobetL ha >mj a_n i b n dRo h@uyia i d h RisiichSde@aeds fandi h

Philosophyol. 14 (2004), pp.65- - 8 Pdi d] = a) -Deds]gtiadhal-QR|$ 6@/ twetith Cehtury

Aapafijgahnm ih Jomfi gArddi¢ BclencesiajdaRbphyyof. 15CRO0S) pp. 1479.a F h

BE A h HdMudaddiia)2, pp.21214.

Mpdid] > a ~ anal d§ihdya ab o riirst @drk of tiiewlogy to fully replace the method of
inference used by previous theologians with Aristotelian logi¢;E @O d t atRer than alDd ] t g f v
responsible for the spread of logic in later] f RV d] ~ a) Dgd]t ) AR @lji+dD G 6 & +
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(4) Importantly, IonH d ] f refeysto anfevenlateac | i oj i b ndai fici] hn
deeper into books of the philosophers and confused the subjeatter of the two disciplines
Xjdifimijds Hespeaksoithaw tieiwo apgreathes were mixed up by the later
theologians Ugiving the example of the Persiat-Baywd qimhisH q ddnd By latelin his
words) non-Arab scholarsQlama a®jam).**lbnHd ] fY'my hd i & nfi dbgaesonithe
tension between the parameters of logiphilosophy and theology proper. He ib
neverthelessU exclusively criticalof n d a R a p ahlkolodiahsnvenbsa theology was
indistinguishable from the works of the philosophers.

Another historically-significant account on the philosophic&urnain Muslim theology
isofferedby] _i hnagj il ]|l s rebowred dtholerdiidftheolpgiadd | &l-d a
AyahQ] b n @t793H.890. Hisaccount on itis similar to that of IbnH d ] f Uthgughit
is more descriptive andloes not criticize thephilosophyladen k] f dfdghe later scholars.

In hiscommentaryon atK ] n]@begohe writes:

When philosophy was translated into Arabic and the Muslims plunddads) into it, they

attempted to refute the Philosophers on the points in which thdiffered from the canon

law (P d ])l SoCthhey mixed withk] f dngich of philosophy in order to understand

thoroughly the goals of philosophy and so to be put into the position to show the unreality

of it. This went on until they included irk] f dngst of physics and metaphysics and

plunged into mathematics until theology was hardly to be distinguished from philosophy

d] > 1 n hin “~aah nd]n in 1ih_f oama] @dj} dkdsishcm ni A
thek] f dfghe Later Theologiansitg o n ] kiifune

Q] b n durtltkih spoke ofa divide between early and later theologians over the
definition, subjectmatter and goal of the science kf f dHg wiote in his magnum opus

Shawalg | fidli o mni b si hc atidnaof tBgoldgy byithe iatpr dchdlars

As some philosophical discussiomsalmjmith ckmiyyg do not break with religious creeds,
and are not suited except for the sciencelgf f @drgong the Islamic sciences, the later
scholars &-g o n] Y] e cnixeditheny with the discussions ok] f dfar better
elaboration of facts, and to use them as an aide for investigating thorny problems.
Nevertheless, there is no quarrel in that the quintessence&]off dsgo other than the
studies of the divine Essen@and Attributes, ProphethoodF g date and the Hereafter,
along with the relevant study of possibilities. Therefoegmmontheologians &-qawn)
confined [their discussion] to disproving that the subjectatter ofK] f @& @ivine Essence
alone or with the essences of possible beings from the standpoint that if it were so, proving
it (the Divine Essence) could not have been one ofklsf( ¢)mproblems, because the
subjectmatter of the science is not proven through trecience itselfimawuCaldm la

WEA R HdMufaddiplp)+/ ) j +/ . 1+ Fh ndim mn]lnagahn) ®BURyHd] f y
T] b n danddakP\d ] dl-G d | Uall bf ywhom flourished in the eighth/fourteenth century and were from-al

i]l]g %Mal mi] ]1h> Tamnalh Hdil dmdhé&+

1%8Edgar Acommentarygn the creed of is|ap.910.
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yu N ] s hi)but islprgven in a higher science until it arrives at a subjetatter whose
existence is evident such &eing (@ n ] sild h ipijdwu®ihu baynaaltd o * yn q] ] f

q o d).{f

Thisdistinction was dsoadopted by Ottoman scholar®_ | #imd e @?968/1B16)t | ™ ]
echoes aQ] b n dnt he kiscourseon the difference over the subjechatter of k] f d g
between theg o n ] kirpneusd mutagdvynun.  He writes that

Fnhma%l) f¥)subjectg] nnal im Di > Ym Bmmah_a ]h> Eim ]|

mutagaddmy, hit is alsoarguedthat its subjectmatter is being qua being. And that it is

“ibbal ahni]na’ d494iifd§ @ hhichsiudies absolutm axistéhddin

terms of varying goals. This is so becaldse @& fpunded upon the principles of revelation

(alshaf and metaphysicsaf© i f-U§ f )dsdon reason. According to the Later theologians

(akg o n ] kMg, the subjectmatter ofk] f @the knowable as faas itrelates to proving

laficiiom _laa"m) ib _fima il fiima | afap]h_a-
to the religion of our PropheMuaammadpeace and blessings be upon hith.

Thelater OttomanSachali d ~ (. ©1145/1733in hisQ] b ai® fmalsodifferentiates
betweenH] f ady o~ [Y@hkology of the Early Scholars) artd] f @tgon] Y edi | y
%Qdai fics i b nda I ]nal P dif]l]l m&+ >_ il 1hec
consists of the disputes with other Muslim sects, especiallyJhe © ifalj. And the writings
in itinclude the book by the master » U &inal-F m b ]y Id.d18)\arid the book of » Bakr
al-? dfk fi | ¥ AsYfor the theology of the later scholarSachali d °~ defihes it as what
comprisesmda Ugi ri hc iitbrefgtations¥°mi j ds ] h°

1.3.1.Doctrinal Affiliation and the LateH ] f Tdaglition

Qd] n ndal a ] fraditoh (oradiscodrse)dllgmic zheology conjures up
two sense of the term. The first is that what came to be known as the Ktdr ¢raglition U
in its developed formJwas quite different the theology of the first fiveenturies of Islam.
Qdim U ibbalah_ayY gq]m glhibamna 1ih nda 1hbf
i.e. in contrast with Classicé#] f @lgere it is said to be minimal, or even absdblearly, the
second sense of the term is chronologithle. the tradition of Muslim theology which came
later in time, and unavoidably includes writings that did not necessarily fit in with the

fphilosophicabparadigm.

WALQ] b n)Y t EAY Shawalg ] dfedited byAbd atRamy d mayrah)? ai | o n 7-Kotok; 1998y ] f
v.1, p.184.

%Q_ ] #hmde dA lwwd] € § ] ] d-1 i 3 mP ] diC]RY J@ditorauivkhown),]Beirut: Dar al
KotobalUF f g1 s svi2dp)132. 6 5 2 ]

9P ] _d] f,Mucdmithadb. @ ~ Bak a-J ] | Y Q ]mid aA®yR'f (gpgfed by Mumammad b. Ismail-8ayyid
Aumad), Beirut: Dar al? ]| md ]-IMamlyya,|198%.146.

2001 pid.
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The controversy ovesstrict doctrinal affiliation with ] R n d a infadhbatlag f a
opposedto a variant of jurisprudencefigh) Uhas been noted in the Introduction. This
uneasiness among Muslim theologiaasassociate with a particular school of (particularly)

P o hdneed reaches a new climax in the literature of p@f ] mmi _ ] f shtdidY] | i mg
light of the above distinction between historical and philosophical senses of katerf Uj g

appears to be a feature of thegter (philosophical) senseAlthough the full exposition of this

distinction lays beyond the scope of this study, but init@mparativeobservationsreveal

that while Uon the one handJstringent doctrinal affiliation with a school of theology was

not among the guiding objective i b f ] nal eRjf dwgsUomthe othér hahd) a
thefocalj i 1 hn i b nda final]nola i hldnndoa v iinmgonam

Determining with precisionthe time-period ofa philosophicaB nol ha ] h~ qgdan
was univegally pursuedby Muslim theologians is a topic yet to hdly explored in modern
scholarship But, whether the laterk] f dradition beings with atiG o q ] (fohhis early
systemization of theology), or his student-BId ] t(fdrfthe inclusion of logic), oraDd t y
(for his thorough engagement with philosophy), afindeedUwith Ion Hd ] fY'my hB a p a h
fl]nala ndai fici ] Hdi I gsadtsdimpbpiftand g fall condideration of
the dating of laterk] f degerves a separate investigatidut, as faas doctrinal affiliation
is concerned, no doubt the philosopHgiden laterk] f traglition was largely dictated bgn

> md €dntinium of development*

From the seventh/thirteenth century> md & groduged numerous contributions to
the later Islamictheologicaltradition, which were systemati¢ voluminous and included a
wealth of opinions and idea3his tradition eventually culminated in the eightHburteenth
centuryk] f dhanualsof Avudal-A yatU O] y&-A yahtQ] b n dnidSakyigal-P d ] dl-y b
Go | Uall bfwhich would become standard scholastiferences throughout the Muslim

world. Leading focus dhese works was the mastery ohtional arguments. Furthermore,

TP mhi pmesYm /--1 ]1lni _fa RLMahQemjidimcsiabjhdpi >aim_4ht
into the influence of ontological formulations fronfralsafan Classica¢ | nf, iy tracing the adoption of the

Avicennian distinction between essence and existence in core arguments for the existence of God put forward

by prominentP o htlmeglogians. Although the study avails of a numbedofi n o ar ywm %] f i hcmi "~ a >n
presuming auniversatd i mni | i _] f ] h™ j ®Piothéhlpilgadgi] i]hfm jAnNotlfhaag]inh _ %7
study scrutinizes one doctrine and, more importantly rieinates with the towering figuer of aQ] bn)Xt d h y

What remains is the question of whether later theologians of the next five centuries {Rdstb n dirt fch v

followed suit and adoptetlin a similar fashiorJthe concerned Avicennian distinction. Furémmore, to what

extent did later (postQ] bndt dhy) -Oidlt v & 5,8 Ima j6g, Edl gnti (or semi) philosophical

theologians share a common understanding of the purpose and functienjofilth + ¢ + 1> nda jlii b
existence as purused i€lassicak ] nfi ndaintain the same central position in the dialects of pd3fassical

Islamic theology?
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the tendencyi b R p a | tackq) Uthe thdraudh énvestigation tareach the most true
opinion on a given problentywas part and parcel of the internal dynamics of later (post
O d )tMwslimtheology.®*

Preoccupation with philosophical inquiries, in tandem with thendencyof tack y k
led to a shift of focusi® o hrhdya i f i ci _ ] f defehcé&nii ibc th ipdplihgta 3 o f ] |
the investigation of theoretical problems. Mastery of rational skills became the raison d'étre
of theological writing whichUgiven itshegemonyover commonP o hkh § digcussiong)
in turn influenced the intensity and relevance of the disputes betweem d &m dndl
J d n dsmwas will be discused in the course of this studps such, aital feature of later
j di fi mi j dam.is]the generatlifdiffdnece to the school o3 d n oy langdndeed to
the inherent disputes between commof] h ]Jnbdya i f i ¢ s dgmh whickr medeBy] | i
continuedanagd f ° i g g iifdifference 0 jtsP g hrival. >

Importantly, whilenda a]l fiamn nla]l]nimam ~a i _]na’
andJ d n o | Youtlineddpelow) exclusively appeared in postlassical time, thego not
easily fit in with the latere ] ftrddition in the philosophical senséhat is:part of a line of
development otherwise dominated byhilosophical> md Y ] This nyagertain degree,

applies to a large portion of the Ottomaditerature on the Disputes.
. +0+/Jm@lchil mj on] nii hm7 B]Il fs MIininsjam

The focalpoint of P o hik} ¥ dsghe refutation of heretical Muslim sects. In this
sense, as far as opposition to groups such as Jdhe G n ], tthe fP]dd;adhd the
anthropomorphistsUall of whom weredeemed to fall out of the fold &f o honthpdoxy @hl
a-sunna waal-i ] g)dBthe J d n og, ¥ md & Jarld yTraditionalists were in broad
agreement®But, the crucial point shown in the course of this survey of encounters between

> md &m andpanafid d n dsimguring the Classical period is thatalthough theultimate

2paa7 Oio]l]sda”~) Hd]fa> RBLjahihc ndlslam@ Flarescencof®a |l 1 bi ]
seventeenth@a h n o Interaatiandl JourndlMiddle East Studi¥sl. 38, No. 2 (May, 2006), pp.-283.

203Analysis of Clascal and posi@f ]| mmi _ ihdifferencedo¥]] H Mbdyn o | is offieredgn Chapters Iral

FFF | amj a_ni pespbnseto Qitdnzad ¢ md ¥ yhidpeg o the i hi hit] niih ib ]h

BRgihig]fimn J]h _ih_ifi]lnilsa ]Jnnino a ni nda ~a”]nan
204> ~ Bakr ab'lydvy(d. 361/971), prominend] h ]frbmythe School of Samargand, issued an duti'tazilite
declaration which contained ten principlesovegrd i _d ndas i brihadxya Theypie kmbwnR® h h y

akJ ]| md-ashrfallyfiviyya He wrote them before he died and made sure to dissemitrem through the

markets of Samarqand>(" 4WJ o Y, Vatfra) j +14-8 2] dci pPIH)mMnBFh "] do> frfididh ar
URndadhmdifitedi f dbi s-gdn] é]Jwk #d ael]{edited by Seyit BahgivanBeirut: Dar

Sader, 200p.21).
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principles of> * ¢] h s th¢ology agreed with those of md ®thdreyvere some doctrinal
differences that could nobepas®dover in silence. These disputeghichvaried in number
and philosophical significancewere touched upon bylassical Muslim theologiansand
reflected a friction between two schogland revealedhat each school in fadbelonged to
different courseof intellectual development. &t they never formedJduring the Qassical
period Ua selfcontained unit of theological inquiryAn early attemptto encapsulate the
disputes in one place canfimm the first haf of the fifth/eleventh century.Abdal-Qd d al-|
? ] c d fradnedthe doctrinal difference betweer md G Jahdipanafismin the following
words:

The fundamental principle of >~ @] h g lihpology & f X are the same as the

fundamental principles of the traditionalistsAlti dat¢] ~ ¥ exoapt in two problems, the

first is that he said belief is confession and knowledge, and the second is his doctrine
(gqawluhdithat God has an unknowablessencenidiyya).?®

Later in the centuryJ d n ostheplogian> ~ a-Yusr at? | t ~ dutined at the end of his
Wy &kdy five overarching doctrines over whick ~ gl-pasanal-Y > m dd#férdd from

commonSunnismthey are:

D >md¥inl ycl aa@ahln igisid ] h° G] dgi ss|] ih ] mmo
identical with His creatioss;

2 Td]n g]l]h¥Ym mihm ]h° "imrfafiab Jla ] _nm
pleased;

3 Making verbal confession of belief a criterion of belief;

4 That the mujtahid(one who gives individual judgment on a given problem) is
always right;

5 That the deeds of man do not affect his ultimadestiny Ui.e. man is born

felicitous (m] )wnwretched ghaqy.**®

In Classicab md @rjdJ & n ok] f “tfaxts, these disputes and related arguments
and counterarguments were articulated in the course of a general theological narrative.
Prior to the early eighth/fourteenth centurythe disputes did not constitute a setfontained
Bndai fi ci _] fomed aubpjacdatter bf a smecific body of texts in Islamic
theological literature.Extant historical and hbliographical sources show that the earliest

pre-Ottomanjuxtaposition of> md @ndJ & n oidisputes vere the following:

205412 ] ¢ d ;U pB12.
206> A y-Yusrfuly &kdn,pp.252253.
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1.3.21 Ibn Taymiyya (d728/1328)

Aomadb. Abdal-¢] fnipn Taymiyya(d. 728/1328)"was an mfluential Damascene
E] h ~scHolgr. Aithough boasted immense theological interestbn Taymiyyawas a
powerful voice of opposition to the science &f f dnggeneral, and later philosophical
> md & ih particular. Among the nearly threbundred works to his name is a work
entitled: Rigla fi @gdat alY > myy& Wa} ik ¢ ak] d n gwayghayruhu mina-ganafyya
(Epistle on the Doctrine of the md &4dnd thwe Doctrine af d n ogland otheipanafis). This
work (now lost) is mentioned by q i i b FAh Q] s gi%bdg-Nddy(dmno  ah
744/1343) in his biography of Ibn Taymiyyake Rdkakduriyya 2 and,by Ibn Qayyim al
Jawziyya d. 751/1350)n the compilationList of WorkSthat are authored by his teacher.
This work is the earliest to be found (in light ektant historical sources) of the genre of the
disputes betweerr md G JahdD dhg dsmg*

1.3.22 Najmal-A yairH | ] @yE8¢L357)

NajmalFA vy B" In} W% fakH | ] rtdy n%8/1357) was a prolific scholar and
esteemed judge frm DamascuBlparticularly famed for his collection of religious rulingsal
Fatawa aHaramsiyya). Ibn¢ajar (d. 852/1449n alDurar akdmina(collection of biographies
of scholars from the eighth/fourteenth century) refers to am | zZi(didactic poem) with its
subjectmatter described ash ma¥ifan  bagna aldstY i | ] -0] ch]yybd]wina akhido b vy
Uiy ikdy kon learning the differences between md € gnd¢y h ] ib theology)?? We
knowH | ] nogkrasteadfastly antP d d Imé i6 s Tuddat atTurk (Gift of the Turks)Ja

treatise on governance and political administratiolm. the latter,H | ] engdorsesvhat he

207AL> G fvdlgp)144.

281hn Abd alE d “Mpgammadb. AmmadalU Rk addurriyya mind ] h dskaiykh alsidm Ibn Taymiyy@dited

by MutammadH. alFaqi), Beirut: Dar @t i ragAtabi, p.71.

29|hn Qayyim aldawziyyaMuommmadb. Abi Bakt) > mg ] Y g o Y ]-I$lam]ibn TagmiyRedifedsby Salah f

al-A ydhMunajjid), Beirut: Dar aH i nagJadid, 1983, 23.

201pn Taymiyya was certainly aware dfd n oyl ywdai fics ] h™ ga d]l]pa ndaybi ffig
Manfy lal-J d n o4l yJh'n o | gs aisautgn the following work$1] Ibn TaymiyyaAamadb. AbdalE ] f y g

J] i g-atéwaledited by AnwaraP ] t ] h  -Jalzaryy aMan/ &f Dar aWab ] 'Yed., 2005, v.6, p.290;

V.7, pp.431, 433; v.8, p.438; v.16, pi2pand, in hisA ] | d¥lvak( Yk f-nagi(gdited byMuzammadR. Salim),

Riyad: Dar aKonuz alAdabiyya, 1391/1971, v.1, p.354. FingB}in hisMinhjj atSunna aNabawjya(edited by

MucammadR. Salim)@] i | i 7 JoY] mm] m]n Nolno”~]) Xoh>]na> 8 5 pifm-
MAL> G fpd4g.)) j +2. + > f npanafismaad’the Qaks inBM]) | ]?meemi ¥m Di bn bil nd
in Mamluk Studies Revi&n(2011), pp.636.

22716 mk ], tbddrajar Awmadb. AliakDurar ake d g 1 1 § salghi  Y-fham]ndHyderabad: Daral ] Y] | i b

al-Y R n digya h349/1930 [4 vols], v.1, pp43.
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believed to be the] h ]lelgal sanctioning fod ] g K rulers to assume Caliphal authority:
an opinion opposed bl d d whb é&herwiseconfined it to thoseof Qo | ] aescgnt?®

1.3.2.3) dal-A yad-P o A T71/1370)

Q dai-A y@bdal-Wahhdb alP o (e %71/13709;7*“P d d $choRnandurist born in
Cairo, then moved to Damascus where he would become chief juddgyria(gdvyguwdt ak
Pd g @l-P o "heiled from a scholarly familyhis father, Tagy al-A vy @&li al-P o " (d.y
756/1355)wasa P d d jristtapd @j = \schdlar of great renown.P o ~veasg an ardent
advocate of> md ¢ ]ak therlgading school @Gunnism In his magnum opushbayd al
P d dyymialkubra(a compilation of the biographies of leadifyd dsh hie fhgjudes a didactic
poem in whichhe sought todelineate thirteen disputed doctrinebetween> md ¢ Jahdi mg
J d n dsimyseven verballafd) and six reald ] Y 9 dlisputes This poem is known aal
K y h i(ie.gHyming ends with the Arabic lettemi o I wa &d would leave an enduring
legacy on the perception, and development of the critical relation betweemd ¢ Jahdi mg
J d n asmn following centuries. TheK y h iwslldé discussed in various places the

course of this study.

But, some background on the compositionRb 7Y dwy h iissverihwhile. Like his
father Tagyal-A \, Ad al-A y d&-P o ~wag stongly opposedio E ] h ~tjaditignists, in
particular the students of Ibn Taymiyyécommonly referring to them as Hastviyya Ui.e.
ascribing spatial qualities to Godilis father wrote a treatise entitledlSayf af] k (the
Sharp Sword) which was a valiant rebuttal of IbaNa] s ssBixgthbusandverse didactic
poem on creed and the arHl ] f,ahtrY > mdafginienssit pursued Incidentally, lbn al
N] ssig¥Ym jiag q] ®uyhfUmsdTanNaiPphYelynj inadga g] s qgaf f
been an (albeisignificantly shorter) response to it. As for the motivation for composing it:
we know that a copy of ~ al-Layth atSamagand)y cammentaryon> ~ ¢] h Y &#hfighal
@bs®was in circulation in Damascus at the time, and tiab ~had;composed a further
commentaryon it prior to composinghe K y h i.However> " aj-l ] snd¥Ym pi-cili onm
Y > mdc6nmmientary was erroneously believedto be a work by> ~ iandy la-d d n ol y °
himself UhenceP o Y@gmmentaryn it was namedalSayf afy | mdfiShawd k v Ao\

28 | ] miyinpa i h nda jlafo a ni nda "~iie7 bU&fini]lgn rcd fpxa)l hn
judge beauseUthey supposeUthe Sultanate is limited to Quraysh and the Turks have no claim for it (al

H 1 ]lmymyl ] diyidat éQe | =f ibi gl s ] -mulk(edited by Absl akagn] atHamdawi), ] f
Damascus: Dar-&hihab, 2000, p.32.

24AL> G f \d4gpp.184.85.
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Mar, (the Brazen Sword in Commenting on the Creed of Man/, IUi.e. atJ d n ofd.y °
Therefore, the facQ) dal-A yatP o ~lewjished in Damascushen, a strongholdoE] h ] f y
traditionalism particularly following the influence of Ibn Taymiyyayand given his (and his

b] ndal Ym& ] hni j ] ntdesloginal semirdeat ofctte itimdlithseemg than i
Po~en ah i oh*nafll] sonidnYdn nl a]l] ni ma q] m-Pormeasf f a_no
now confronted wih a stronglyworded criticism of> md € ]butibyagro-k] f @ h h y
theologian. Thus, aP o "YeahSayf amashiy was an attempt to maintain a unifieB o h h y

front againstcontemporaryadversaries of the sciencekjf f d g
1.3.24Taqyal-A vadirMagl y(d.5 V211 /

Tagy al-A v Aamad b. Ali al-Magl v @d.\56 1/ 2 1 #**f Cairene scholar and foremost
historian of Egypt during theninth/fifteenth century. In his comprehensive history dgypt
Upopulay known asakkhi@OakMag wyta Ual-Magl v refgrs to the disputes between
> md G JahdD dhg dsim{presumablyin reference tathe Egyptian context He says:

Now, there is between the md §&nd thg) d n oglUfgllowers of> * Man/y k-l dnogl y°

they are a group op] h Jjubists, emulators of thd= g d>g”™ @] h \alkK]o Ydgb. Thdpit,

and his two associates * { u mbo]b%bk.E " | JatiHay ] @ndMumammadb. atpasan

al-P d ] s (mdyhGpd be pleased with thetdgontroversy over creedal mattere(d b &Ha y

G Krd whichis welkknown in relevant contexts (books). If one traces this (controversy), it

would not be over a dozemipSasharaproblems which caused in the early times rifts and

ijjiminiih) JTh™ a]_d ib ndagegventdalyihd resoted a™ nda i

to turning a blind eye (orthe Controversiey?*’

Magl \Ytnate on the Disputes in the quote above resounds the attitude &® al ~ (ang
> md €if dengralvhereby they are not seen ageserving of much scholarly attentioi his
rather indifferent attitude to the Disputed)as is the case towardsid. ninth/fifteenth
century EgyptUindicates a hegemony of md G Jwhigh is ¢p beobservedat the same time

through to the end of the tentfsixteenth century in classicaDttomantheological literature.
14 ConclusionAn Unequal Rivalry

This chapterattempted to discuss the key problems and concepts related t@#rby
history of > md 9 ]d In\pstheplogical debatesBy way of sketchingut the background

which led to the emergence of the schoollo] n ojih §Samagand, | gave a panoramic view

215This work will be discussed in detail in Chapter .

218AL> G fvdlgpp.177178.

27 Al-J ] k | Amhagh. Aliak) ] g hwadOF Y ni ~ dkhi@Qwa aldihar,Beirut: Dr &Kotob adUF f gi s s ] )
1997, v.4, p.193.
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of the attitude of earlyp] h Jmasiers towards the science kif f drlgis initial survey has

shown an uneasy relation between practitionersdof h ]lalw\and the use dk] f dSmce
danafismwas associated with officid> ~ ~ damthorities, and became the chosen legal
doctrine among a variety of sectdsuch as the o Gitaf, the Muiji Y] ] h ‘dmiyyala H] | |
¢] h ] vieere(m a general senséfieologicallydivided. Leading traditionalis(non-J 0 ¢ n)] t 1 f

¢] h ] wopldh not engage in the science & f decause it had an overly o S n] t i f y
(Pheretical) associationThis division over the religious legality of the scienceldf f d g
(which was more severe in centrdl] h ]Ildaming centres, especially in Iraq) would
eventually be bridged ithe Transoxanian city oSamagandwhereby an influential¢] h] by
school stood out by its defense of the traditionalBto hdogfrine (as articuated by the

books attributed to> * ¢ h Y tbrgugh the medium of the science kif f d'ge triumph of

(non-J o € in ftrgd&ionalist g anafismduring the early fourth/tenth century took place at

the hands of> ~ Man/y lal-J d n o;Uwho would become the epitome of thiaeological

school of Samagand U and > * al-dasanal-Y > md®whd would instigated a major
intellectual movement in defense & o httadjtionalism; againwith the scrupulous use of

the scienck] f d g

Survey of key encounters betweenmd ¢ JahdlD ah g dasmpetweenfourth/ tenth
and sixth/ twelfth centuries has shown> md ¢ ] as ihavigg greater presenc early
J d n oplritings, whereas) d n ogtiexts and theologians are nearly missing from Classical
Amd Gtéxts.WPoints of dispute witht> md @hgdlogy were frequently brought up in early
J d n ogWwritings. In contrast, prominent> md & gf the; same period seem little aware of
the theological school of thep] h ] bf \Samagand, even less so of -dl d n ojwhp"
eventually became its chief exponent. Also, the scant information we have of the early
> md 'S Viewyofd d n o/bang Transoxanianpanafism makes it difficult to construct a
coherent picture of it; a picture which may not have been there ie first place.The early
> md §, holever, held critical convictions concernintie theology of> ~ ¢] h \Wa frend
which begins tochangein later centuries. In general, althougkhe relation between
pioneering> md & gndl¢py h }Jbdyn oslwags marked by scholarly rivalry, it was not free

from instances of mutual tolerance and acceptance.

What would be called the latek] f &hdg ] " 1 ni i h) gdi _dPoihghjvf i a”
theological interests towards paying greater attention to intellectual problems from

philosophy and natural science, was a gradual process that began in the seventh/thirteenth
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century. Thisshift Uwhich would be the common scholarly paradigmthe postQassical
period Uwas in factlargely dictated by dominant> md GHedlogical discourses. The
dacagi hs i b f]namd%bhlslamitheologicdl discpufs@sgalong with
nda RBih ibbalah_aa ib ndama fvodetementalasgeftd =~ m
that led to the growing attachment toJ d n ojthgology among laterp] h ] sbhglars.
Finally, this chapter documents the earliest prototypes of works withmd QD ]dInwyl y °
disputationsas their primary subjecmatter Uwhich wouldbecomean established genre of
later Islamic theological writing during the Ottoman period as will be discussed in the course

of this study.
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CHAPTER TWO

OUTLINE OF KEY THEOLOGICAL DISRSTES
PRESENTENDCLASSICALI QR OTEXB

2.1 Introduction

This chapter is an outline of the chief theological concepts over whichdhg n osl v °
and> md @dhdolg differed. The various doctrinal differences discussed here are grouped
under four main headings: Knowledge of God and the Role of Reason; Wisdom and the Acts
ib Di 8 Mla amnih]niih ]J]h nda >_nm ib J]h8

As discussed irthe foregoing chapter, just as writing on the differences between
> md ¢ ]Jahd Jnggn dsimbecame a mostly) d n o;cogmitment during the Ottoman
period, early] d n ostheplogians were evidently more aware of theirmd €durtegparts
than vice versa. Tis persistentJ d n ojengagement with> md Ghedlogy is a marked
feature of earyJ d noghdi ocdn qdi _d _i hni hoa" ndl i ocd
development. On the other hand, easlymd €e}td sihow little knowledge of g dJgd n o4l v °
his schml or ideas. It was only in later md G ](darticulgrly from the eighth/fourteenth
century) that one finds difference with theology of thé d n og (gnd¢$anafis) more
pronounced. This chapter, then, focusses primarily on authoritatlve h Jabdy] d n ogl v °
texts predating the Ottoman period insofar as they provide a theoretical background on the
development of the debate in early Islamic theology. Contributions to the debate made in
later theological writings (particularly during the eighth/fourteenth and early

ninth/fifteenth century) will be included where relevant'®

218The theological texts frequently cited in this chapter are (in chronological ordeld A n o/b ¢ Wany |
MumammadH i ralldwmy (edited by Fathalla Kholeif) Bayreuth: DarMhchreq, 1970; & ] g ] | k] " v
Layth Shawal-FighatU | e(edjtdd by Abdallah al > h m] | i &ndAiYedljhiyygh#[iindated]; AP d f i gy )
>ARd] eQllgdy ] Dahi: @Jd]] netulfadpugi, 1309 [1891];-@1 t ~ P q yvusrfuly BFA y h
(edited by Hans Peter Lans), CaireMalktaba alU >d Id1 s-tidath, 2003; AK] mP b 4J o YMakmoun

b. Mucmmmad Talfirat at'Adilla fi U4y &FA y(edited by Husayn Atay), Ankara, Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti Dijtane
Ot fali 2]t ellchgibradYQd.] e B] > 1 Hi MRS g d vy "d Yfi-tawng, Hdited
byAbdall ] i v Qol e a-GhahallF omh]7g A} 1) 6 G@yal?fi ° duiya-Aoyiédited

by Bakr Topalogly)stanbul: aiMaktaba alHanifiyyah, 197%l-H d ] ~ "Gqd thhd)yHhi k= ~ Wiy &8bA v h
(edited by Adel Beybgkistanbul, 2006; @ ] g ] | kShamahA yahramg Y HUbhijyali(edited byAumadal-

P d ]),)Kywait, 1405 [1985].
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2.2Knowledge of God and the Role of Reason

Momammad 4 d i “H] [y h @1B79W1951), one of the last influential advocates of
J d n asimfrom within Ottoman scholarly circles, summarized the difference between the
> md @rjdJ d n ossclools in the following way: that if one were to place the theology of
> md G Jhalfivay getween thed o G n ], who &njphasize the use of reasah]j, karidtheir
counterparts- the traditionalists-, who primarily rely on revelationifag), thend d n dasimy °
is best placed between md G ]Jahdith@ho ¢ n ].2°Thif Yiesv echoes a contention, held
by a majority of scholars o d n asimythat over every chief difference witb md ¢ ] | i mg
J d n dasmis closer toJ o ¢ n fheolody.WVhile this is true, it is important to remember
that aJ d n o4llike > md Snjpaintgins the view that religious knowledge is drawn from
rational and scripturalsources alike, and attempted to maintain reasonable distance from
J 0 G n feachinh s

JdnoMm  2i idatay is considered one of the earliest works®fo htheglogy
that begin with a clearly defined theory of knowledge, with reason as oneitof
constituents®'Init,ak) dnojl yvahni biam ndl aa ga]l]hm U”rs qgdi
is attained: sensory perceptionG ($)d testimonies [ e d)* and reasoning nadar& % Y
However, there is a crucial point over which he differed with the méjoof traditionalists
and> md ¢4 lh thed @ n ogliey, knowledge of God by reasoningdar) is obligatory on
every rational person. It is through reason, independent of prophetic revelation, that man
shoulccontemplate on the divine wisdom inherent in creation to conclude the existence of

an eternal God Who is ultimately unique and different from His creation.

Reason plays a fundamental roleJnd n oépigtemology in that, without it, neither the
senses notestimonies are able produce reliable knowledge. It is through the faculty of
reasoning that one is able to compensate for the shortcomings of the senses in fathoming
distant objects or subtle bodies; likewise, reason is the unescapable resort to disting

false report from a sound traditiof®*Therefore, criticizing the view held by the adversaries,

219> A pmahra,Q kh alg ] ° d dHtisdiyya p.169.

20In hisH i ralatvay ,al-J d n oyl \ i h b irdligious kmodlgdge is acquired through two sources, reason

(U]) &nfl revelationin] )gSeal-J d n oyB  iakfavy ,'p.4.

21KholeifK. alTavmy ,"p.xx; CericMu@aRoots of synthetic theology in Islam : a study of the thedigyif |

AR dngl 9% + Kuala loumpud Iht&national Institute of Islamic Thought and Civilization, Z9¢&man,

Eiegan RBRPg] ff ndai fici _]f i bbal ah_am) jlibioh® j di
i bbal ah_am * an ¢ aaldylmglakaizmidefsitesi Nahiyaf fakultesi désgisi(2010), p.179.

22) d n ojHly Taldatay ,p.7.

) d n oyhHy Taldatay ,"p.10.
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Jdnodyinam7 Unda “ahialm ib | a]lJmihihc d]pa

of] reasoning; this obliges them to confess the necessity af] mi ?Andhsinee¥ d n oyl v °
admits that the ultimate sources for religious knowledge are twofold, reason and prophetic
revelation, the importance of reasoning in religion also rests on solid scriptural foundations,

which is borne out by hi€o | Yedpdsed justification of reason.
2.2.1 Rational Necessity of Knowledge of God

J d n ojtheplogians then agree with thd o G itah that reason, not revelation,
necessitates knowledge of Gapl ¢ i gu] G tl-fi fb]] d ).2&Thikideh has its origins in some

h

statements attributed to> * @] hykd]li 1 m |l ajilna” ni d]lpa m]i°~

from the person who is ignorant of God for [all] the signs of creation that he withesses in the
qi | ¥t medntinthed d n ojlandd o G n)]view ttiat belief in, and praise of, God are
incumbentupon every rationally sounchuman even if a divine command is absent. But,
although they seem similar) d n ostheplogians point to a subtle distinction from the

J o G il concerningtheir doctrine on rationalnea mmi ns i b e hi qlfyar c a
al-? 1 t " (§. 498/1099) clarifies that nothing is made an obligation except by God, and that
reason is merely a caussapabp of this necessity?’ Similarly,> * B d | @kPld f (d.gfeer

mid. Fifth/Eleventh century) distinguishes between the necessity of belief in the religious
obligations and of knowledge of God, basing necessity of the former on revelation and the

latter on reasorr?®

This centrald d n oydiogtrine is also onef the chief theological differences between
> md ¢ ]JahdiJ @ g dsimnyEarlyJ d n o/texis commonly debated it but by looking at it
from different angles.> md & grdued to the contrary of thd d n ogl that no belief is
obligatory or disbeliefis forbidden prior to the descent of divine decresh@f. To the
> md §, indkigg any act incumbent upon God presupposes the existence of a parallel eternal
power and undermines the omnipotence of Gall.d n og, gn the other hand, see
deactivating therational faculty of man an act of frivolitga®ath inappropriate to God who

created the world out of His wisdom and endowed man with reason as an aspect of that

243 d n o¢H Y mdathay ,,p.10;> » Zahra, p.168.

25Early¢] h ]JtHeologians were divided over this matter. ~ al-Yusr writes that this view was held by the
J o G ita,]the majority ofthe scholars of Samargand, and soéje h ] ftog imag. The contrary view, however,
was held by the majority oAhlalP o h h]  q] i~ G} o ¥lvusyUd%p.214).

226> A y-Yusrfuly fp.214.

27|bid.

28>nrRBd] etPld f]i fy wD1. Aj]sg see discussion of the disputeski]: mBahnaH ] f ppd283 and
P] g] | kakShhaifp.463.
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wisdom. Another aspect of this epistemological dispute is that the rational person who has

not received the news of revelation is pardoned for disbelief or ignorance of God according

to the > md &% ThegJ d n oslieyv'is again different from both thed o © itaf @nd the

> md & Thiewargued (contrary to the o ¢ n ]) that thq rational persorwho does not use

his mental faculties to know God cannot be consider&dral o a a bécaukelaahe&lin a

neutral state, there is no prior belief in the existence of God which can be negated to the
opposite state of disbelief. Also, (contrary to thamd ) theyperson who willingly
disbelieves by denying the existence of God is not pardoned because his state of disbelief is
pre- i h>iniiha ih nda M&c]niih ib Di>Ym ari mn

Earlyd d n oglwere bitterly critical of the relation between faith and kwledge in
> md ¢hgdlogy. This debate was manifested in different ways, one of them was over the
possibility of perfect knowledge of God.md & didinat accept the possibility of the perfect
knowledge of God because ultimatélymans have no role in ducing it?**Hence, early
J d n ostheplogians considered the md &dnt¢eption of knowledge a kind intellectual
paralysis.> " @l-Layth atSamagandy(d. 373/983) wrote in hisommentaryon al-Hgh ak
U] e7” J8imal & gaitl: God is known by God and not by [anything] other than Him, even if
one was an ordained messenger or a high angel; yet He knows Himself truly and the angles
and believers are bereft of this [knowledge]. This coming from them ¢hend §) Js Inaf
suf ' imi hc “~a_] oma #WNeadya centarylater>mdali] lakipdd] fi(dogdy+ Y
after mid offifth / eleventhcentury)declaresn d ] n U] > nmidl &¢iditigrate meaning
(magd of knowledge is perplexityaira) and inability @j2 in knowing because [ik md ¢ ] | y

29A1-P d f QY g Ppvil > » a-Yusr,Udy,.214> ~ al-J o Y, BahraH ] f, gpg283.
2Pdf RY YL AP] g] | kShhaifp¢63.

Z1This will be discussed in more detail in the section on human acts and predestination. However, this detail

was an early doctrinal dispute between tilfg h ]JtHeajogians of Samargand ario e d. &arlgd d n oyl y °
theologians (the school of Samargand) argubdttfaith is not createdgFUi g ] h ¢ d ])swhereggtreed f i o k

? 0 e d dmdintained that faith is created. This is describec>by aj-Yusrat? ] t ' ] gy 1 h nda bi ffic
Ujaijfa “ibbala’ ipal b]ind8 im in _alamobadah]i ] hinhkgl
albeit agreeing that all acts of humans are creations of Goakpluga lillgh Prominent scholars{{] Y)gof ]

? 0 e duhanidnously said: it is absolutely impermissible to say faith is a creation of @bey went to the

point of commonly affirming that the communal prayer led by a person who confesses the createdness of faith

im hin p]fi of8amadaad unanisiaudly]saichhat faith is created; that it is a creation of God and

ascribed to ignorance thosewhgud af > nd]n in Veméh ljal 2&5&¥F %mdG]]1fy 1 m
the context of this dispute, and it does not seem to figimdater theological writings on the disagreements
Nangqgaah >mdé&ngolyngi hd

AP ] g ] | kShawalKighatakbarp.47.
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view] knowledge is neither reached nor realized; fiand §] jrde gnd perfect knowledge is
igji mifi~rfa+y

Furthermore, the> md Gdntept of faith (the same held by-Bld d bnd Ghe
traditionalists) whereby it is nofixed and subject to quantitative increase and decreasde (
tisd’ ] nywab in died apgosition to the understanding held Byd n osgl (gnd
¢] h ] ibgemaral) to whom faith is unchanging and not subject to increase or decrease. This
leads toanother important doctrinal difference between the two schools, famously known
] m Rar _aj nalh mivh tdghddhmed end $4jeld that one cannot make the
mn] nagahn RBF ]g ] ~afiapala qind _odgcddsana _ ¢
gdandal iha im ] ~afiapal il hin+ Qdal abil a)
qi f f innslk¥a] 9% dedlarindy uncertainty concerning the validity of their faith in this
life and its fruition in the hereafter. Early d n og who rebuked this doctrine, negatively
described> md G J] Imi rhg R ma _ nalR d] kéygadorpoting doabt avdhe heart of
their understanding of faith®**

The same line of argument continues in latérd n oytheplogy. We findAkmal alA v h
al-? d ] (d.n%B6/1384), one of the most influentiap] h ] theplogians of the
eighth/fourteenth century, declaring that the similarity between thé o € ital} and the
J d n ogl oy this doctrine is undeniable. But, he ensures to highlight a subtle distinction
between them in that the source of necessity of belief in God is the very presence of reason
according to theJ o G n ], whefedsdhel d noph vy anal gi ha nd]n Ul a] m
means for acquiring knowledgéJ(] f ]-o Jo ®)| ahdbtife provider ohecessity kg uh) is
God but by the medium of reasofa@& (A more detailed analysis of the distinction with
the J o Gitaf} is also made by contemporary] h ]sbhylar Qd miFg* h  id, dUfd.y
879/1474). AR d ™ Jcdnfirms that the rational necessity of faith is a verified opinionsof* y
¢] h vahbd that his teacheré® were all of this opinion. But interestingly, although he
typically takes an antlY > m cp&sitidn in his works, aP d » Itriesrtoyminimize the gravity

of this dispute with them; he says:

BBAPYf BFQY B 098, )

24p] g1 | kQ] g dhal6 and p.22.he ramifications of this doctrine are more closelylated to the debate

over the acts of man and predestination and will be dealt with in more detail in section three of this chapter.
25A1-? d A ] Mumammadb. MumammadShamwalyyat alF g dJg ¢1 ih Yedited byMuammadal-U>s i ] h°
damza aiBakri), Anman: Dar aFath, 2009, p.55.

Z6That is: scholars who flourished in the first half of the eighth/fourteenth century.
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Know that our fellow associates haseguedthat we do not mean by the rational necessity

of faith that it is the sort of deed which is meritorious if performed and punishable if
ignored, because this deed (belief in God) is known through revelation. Instead, we mean: a
kind of inclination (ujamn) towards belief occurs in the mind whereby reason does not see
belief and disbelief as one and the same. Rather, reason should consider belief to be
praiseworthy and disbelief to be reproachful. In view of this, there is no difference between
us and theAsd G § dn this matter®’

The significance of this dispute is highlighted by doctrinakemd @ddi-AjyatP o ~ e \
(d. 771/1369), author of th& y h i-%orse]of the earliest works on the disputes between
> md &4ndJ \J n ogl (igtroduced inChapterOng. In theK y, h i, tlsegdtional necessity of
knowledge of God is considered a real dispute witkd n ogl rather than a verbal on&®
Interestingly, while al? d ~ ]dbes \not give the dispute on the rational necessity of
knowledge of God much theological weight, we findPab ~(whgse goal in th& y h Twass |
to minimize differencg acceptingthe opposite view and lists the problem among the nron
verbal, real disputewth J d n ogl y °

/| +/ +/ S]1fi>ins ib nda Bgof]lnilYm 2afiab
Qda jdifimijdi ]f l ajal _ommii hm ib nda
ehigfa ca nl]hmjila- "ol ihc nda _iolma ib n

belief W g dakmugalli which became one of the key theological disputes between
> md G Jahdd dhg dasim\But, a more influential source of difference in this dispute related
to the fact the two schoolslso held different definitions of faith. Ironically, oa would
expect theJ d n ogl Uwho (like theJ o G n ]) teiphdside the use of reason in the
acquisition of knowledge of Gddto disapprove of blind faith. Nevertheless, the established
doctrinal dispute was that the md § ihvalidated belief of the emulator, and tded n o8l v °

saw it as valid.

TheJ o © ilaf argued that the nature of faith obligatory updmmansis not abstract
Uwhereby themere assent to the existence ohe unique eternal Creator is sufficient.
Rather, the substance of valid faith in tdeo ¢ n Yietv shioujd include the detailed rational
proofs of faith. In other words, faith should be assented to in a substantiated or detailed
(mufallgl sense not unsubstantiated or abstratiljumlg.?*J d n ostheplogians in line
with>~¢] hym] i h_ajniih ib b]l]ind) _ihmi>ala"> ]~7

BTAI? d ~ ] Shawalwalyya,p.59.

Z8A-P 0 N e \abA yAbdl alwahhabH ~ ] &Rjchd b 1 Skibsa@ditet byl Mahmoud alanahiand Abd al

FattahalE1 f i 0 &) @] i-koiotvatUA>]11] ~Uisdss]]dY) [Xoh ] na>Z) p+6) j+054+
29> A gl-Yusr,UAL,fp.154.
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a believer, which was strongly contested bymd §&. THe pook oMagd f iy r » al-¢pasan

al-Y > m acénfaihs\a direct criticismof ~ @] hyYm] bi | gof ] ni ish"¢] bhybd] i nd:
did not make any [practical component] of religion a part of faith; he claims that faith is not
"ipiminrfa) “iam hin 1 h_1I| a] ma?idin ogdsawthaathema) ] h
> md andJ « © ihprascription of detailed faith upon every individual inevitably amounts

to ascribing the common laymen to disbelief { e ¥awdm), for bnly a learned minority can

effectively fulfill the task of knowing the detailed rational proofs of the articlesfaith.?*

Indeed this was a common accusatiorrofnd ¥ inl yi _n | i th]ah Jaddyogd] @] Ibfys

P o htleglogians**?Possibly to ward off the associationsefmd §WithtkeJ o S n ],* 4 d ] d

a-J o GakKh] mgrdvides a verified interpretationtéok § & the actual difference between

> md & dntdyd n osl oyer the prescription of substantiated rational faith. He says in
TakratatU> " i f f ] )

This dispute [with> md Fcbnicegns the person who had grown up in a distant lagdt
mina fagta) or atopa high mountain fn dhidi jabgl and has not receive the religious call
and lacked the verified knowledge of the existence of this religionill@. He then
encounters a Muslim that invites him to religion and delineates to him the obligatory
articles of belief; telling him that a messenger had passed on [the message] of this religion
from God and has invitethumanity to follow it. [This messenger,jurthermore [was
divinely aided] with supernatural miracles. This person [having heard this] attests to all of
the above and believes in the religion without prior contemplation and thought. This is
what they & md € gndlJyd n og) disputed. As for thpeople of Islamdhl dar alslam)
[including] their laymen, scholars, women, mentally mature teenagefis {raildim al

G k m),furhan or country dwellers, villagers, desert or steppe inhabitants; [we confirm] that
they are all true Muslims who know GoddaHlis monotheism and so on. None of them lacks
a kind of reasoningvarbui mn)jthodgld they may lack the means of expressing it [.] Over
them there is no dispute between us andYab m ¢ But]tHe gispute is between us and the
JoGn]*®if]d

Nonetheless, the crucial consequence of themd Gahd Jyo G n }ejedtidnyof
ohmo”~mn] hni]lna” "afiab i m nda Jjdlnlof éppoaed | ai a
> md &vholinterestingly sides with thel o G italj an this doctrine against the majority of
P o hjlrigts and traditionalists?** > " al-Layth wrote in defense of thé d n oyposition:

Ub]J]ind ~s agof]l]niih im mioh” ndiocd da %nda
(i mn)icontfad to theJ ot&zilah and> md & [&s] they invalidate faith by emulation and

20> md &J]] lkydpfidon )

AP d f QY g 00y ~ aj-Yusr,UL,p.154;

22Ag gleaned frolNo md ] s| vy Ym f &€hapterlOne 1 m_omma™ i h

243>~ yJ o Y, Valiira, p.6661. AIP d f |1 P\ f Wy fg Hp\W), predating- * 4J o Y, yrtentions the same

allegorical example butonly inthd o n] t hhgrn qgind hi | ld Wagli @hid dag 1, mid y > md G
Q] gdad3)and akd ] ~ » d-Hg ] MadEtdyp280) quote> ~ g)-J o YW\ihllira, and expresses the

sameview. (AHd ] "~ dt vy = i am l4h o Wyrg &l rgiai&hr

24al-Pdf QY g Pp100> ~ y-Yusrfp.155;aP ] g ] | kakShhaifp.462;
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_ihbamm nda ~i _nliha ib nda %) dnqobdcunteatedm i b 1
that if a person believed inagada and assented tQdfddaqggathe articles of faith without

seeking or being able to demonstrate rational evidence for them, he is to be considered a
believer. Ultimately, in thel d n ogViey, in order to reach a particular destination, it does

not matter whether one follows an instictor or a map on the one handor navigates the

correct pathway by his own efforts, othe other Ubecause both will eventually lead to the

same destination. Likewise, if one believes by emulation or by proof of reasoning, both will

lead to the same gb&li.e. belief in Gotland must both be described as believ&fglowever,

the soundness of faith in th@ d n osVieyv'is only technical in that those whose faith is

wholly dependent on emulation are sinners for not using reasoningir) to garland their

faith with certainty.> "kl ] snd gl i nam7 Undai nmii} atoopmsandb b] i
times higher than the status of faith by emulation. The more reasoning and inference used

by a person, the more enlightened their faith wilt &% SomeJ d n oy thgologians,
disagreeing still with the commor» md $gsitiog, point out that there are two possible

opinions attributed toF g d>gmd @n tHisypoint, one of which (the authentic one according

to them) agrees with thel d n osVieyv'and validates the faith of the emulatét Indeed,

some influentiald d n ostheplogians, like> * yJ o Cakk] mddngt even attribute the

invalidity of faith by emulation to the> md §dnd confineittothed o S n ]2 1 f ] d

Therefore,itisnote | j I i mi hc nd]n nda " ibbalah_a ipal
is considered merely a verbal difference in-Rilo "Yet\yy h i. Al-B p A ehp ultimately
subscribes to thel d n o;bpinion on this dispute, reports of disagreement among the
>mdé&]ilhy_al hi hc gdandal nda _ihnl]ls piaq ib
falsely attributed to al& md GAFP oy neigtains that even if in fact there was a difference,
it would be minimal and insignificant®® In his other workalSayf ayy ] g, Which is a
supercommentary on >~ il ] s nStawatfigh aFU ] e he] ditesatE dyby J d n oyl v °
theologian alH d | 2yfdd691/1292) to corroborate his claim that it is a verbal difference
and explains it in the following words:

> md @id fotyntend to say that he who does not know God on the basis of a rational proof
made up of logical suppositiong (0 k ] "t) andyadnclusionsh(] ¥)idi line with the

245> ~ al-Layth,ShawalFigh p.15. the wordstidlai m ndim _lini _]1f a>iniih im qglil
246> ~ al-Yusr,Ufy ,fp.155.

247> n al-Layth, ShawalFighpp.1516.

248> A al-Yusr,Uy ,.155; alfd » yuhiy " gd.553; 1l d g i, @ldgyodpp.135136;iH d ] ~ “aldEtd \Jp)26)L.

249> A gl-J o Y,BahraH] f pb®485p;Takira,pp.3536.

Z0A1-P 0 M )], k.9 m385.
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nal gi hifics i b ndaifici] »mdJFduohfined thatrfheaf i apal +
believer] must know them in an abstract, simple senk#jimlg, and this $ the case in
every lay persorf®*

2.2.3 Rational Recognition of Good and Evil

The divergence over the role of reason in knowing God betweemd & &nd y
J d n ogl leg to another dispute which would be thoroughly discussed in later theological
writings on the doctrinal differences between the two schools. Thd n og, who(similar
to the J o G n ]) thaldf thad the existence of the rational faculty ihumans makesit
ih_og~rahn ojih ndag ni ehi gamyihereligiquacall,alsb ndas
drew closer to thel o € ifalj it approving that by reason alone one is able to recognize good
and evil in this world> md §, pnithe other hand, did natccept either of the above dictums.
To them, the revealed lavakmd ) ekcfusively determines the necessity to know God, the
prescribed religious duties, as well as all indications on the gamdrf and evil Qulm of

things in this world.

Like theMuGazilah, J d n osgl diyided the things of this world in terms of good and
evil into three categories: first, the things whose quality of being good is known by
independent reason; second, the things whose quality of being evil is known by independent
reasm; and the third category refers to the things whose quality of being good or evil is
ambiguous>?On the last category botd d n osl agdd o G itah agreed that the ultimate
point of reference to unlocking the ambiguity of good and evil is religious law, not reason.
But, J d n ogl differed with theJ o G ital} aver the entailments of the good and evil
recognizable by reason. Contrary to tleo € ilah who argued that rational recognition of
good and evil alone necessitates action and divine law plays no role in this necessity, the
J d n ogl (ig line with statements attributed to- ~ @] h Y roléd that although reason is
able to fathom good and evil, natig is made an obligation except by God because reason
cannot be fully independent of revelation. As for themd §, théy\distanced themselves
from both schools and saw no inherent quality of good or evil in things of this world, rather

a thing in this world is only good or evil because religious law prescribes it as such.

BIAIP 0 » e \ahA y@HESayfalg ]| md Y d o @€ |bk » "Mdri &in Yeprem, M. Sam dngN9i h >ei a
risalesi ve serhdtanbul:Marmara Universitesi llahiyat Fakultesi, 2000, p.41.

22 A similar classification of good and evil is founds y  a®JubfyY>y" al-pasanal-Y >md 3 pPF oy mi f y
teacher & " Zahra, p.170).

69



The book ofQ] gddoy > " R d ] eeyPld f {dgaround mid.fifth/eleventh c.)
contains one of the earliest d n ojacgounts on this debate, but only in the context of the
opposition between thd o G itaf) and the majority of scholar% ¢ ] g 9] f n] ) gitié Mame
of > md %s]omitged. He classifies the things of this world in terms of good and evil in the
following way: that there are things which are good in themselvass@gmin bi@ynih), such
as the values of faith in God and justice; or evil in themselkelsatingoiUyhih), like thievery,
injustice and disbelief; and finally that there are things which are good (or evil) not in
themselves, but for other (external) factorsgsanli-ghayril), such as the construction of
places of worship or the removal of harmful objedrom the way of pedestrians.-Rd f i g\
then concludes in what seems like a response to oth € itaf) and> md § By baying:

We say: the good is good in itself and revelation testifies to it as being good; [likewise] the
evil is evil in itself and revelation testifies to it as being evil. It is reporteddf ¢ h \ad |
saying in his book entitledrG I' f 1 g alimthat igjastice i§ evil in itself and we do not
say it is known to us as good or evil by reason [alone] but we say that we [are able to] know

whether a thing is good or evil by rational prodbi{dildat atU ]) &sfmuch as [we are able]
to know it by proof of scpture (bi-dildat atshaf.*?

The question of whether good and evil are known through reason or revelation
became one of the key theological disputes betweemd G JahdiJndgn dsimn’later
theological writings, especially from theighth/ fourteenth century onwards>* A highly
influential J d n osargument in opposition to the> md @dctring of good and evil was
made by? o e d ds¢hdlanradr al-P d | lahQ@ ]d (H. \w47/13465° He argued against the

> md & that iyis rationally impossible not to give reason a role in the recognition of good

AP d f QY ¢ Ppp.17T48.

Thed dnol Vi _nliha ib cii  rapra-Pda pniitYtivd book@HTawiparalQ] @ avy f ~ s
alé R f pyoged influential and was frequently quoted beyond thghth/ fourteenth century as will be seen in
the course of this study. However, the doctei of good and evil is absent fromRlo * ey Ym % + 44. , .03

poem on differences (known ag-Nuniyyg. His contemporary) d n ol ym_d i f ]J-Avy »?edgf 1€d. n]uf
786/1384), mentions it in hisommentaryon the Wdlyyaby > ~ ¢ h \JnktHe cours of discussing the role of

I a] mi h 1 h logynbdt@ithInosreferemce tdadr atP d ] | y?Yd]~ ] Shsbwalyyat Agd] h p15J).
B5radral-P d | | QY ddeléates three meanings of good and evil. The first refers to whether something is
described by an attribute of perfectiorkdndg) or imperfection aq3, such as knowledge and ignorance. The

Pa_ih” im gdandal migandihc im “iha ]J__il >1hc ni i hab
refers to when something is described as good or evil if it commands praise or reprimand in this wadld, an
johimdgahn il lag]l> ihdmalay #abhajbnakctraamddhl woh] hhti i

two meanings are known through reason alone. The third meaning, however, is what they differed over. But,
mih_a ~indJgmdfrgdlacin dlhn | a]l mih _]hhin >analgiha Di Y
someoneadr al-P d ] Inasr¥vied down the difference over good and evil in terms of praisadh and

reprimand @dhamm only (adral-P d ] lahQ¥]d @]y G CyRif Glafe Dibrary of Bdin MS Landberg 394
fols.120b121a andadr al-P d ] JakTawyoln aFQ] b n ) t BapAYy'ShawatQ] f q i dTawdg Gajro, | f

1377 [1957pp.172- 175). A similar understanding of good and evil is found in the bodfami Yoy $hmsal-

AvdrP] g ] | Kd ditér §90/1291) (P ] g ] | kit Ypg.B6pU467) and> ~ aj-Barakat alk ]| n¥] nb y% +
710/1310) manual of the principles of jurisprudence { y-Barakat alK] mhatd § hidJ ] i g a-MJun,

Fazilet: Istanbul, undateg.4)
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and evil. If the obligation to believe in the message of the prophed (i yl“yatnap) , as

well as the fact he does not ligfmat akadhi ~ | vefre] bstld exlusively known by
revelation, it would lead to a circular logical fallacglgw) because the obligation to believe

in the message of the prophet was based on the very truthfulness of that message. Likewise,
the scriptural basis of the fact the prophet deeot lie is another false circular argument
because the message can only be believed in having established that lying is a forbidden act
unsuited for an infallibleg 1A$m& j | i j dan+ Qd adtasabthat isbgliewvindia R c i i
the message of the ihff f 1 ~f a j | i d&hd df lging mostl lBoth Beakpowh & %
through rational, not scriptural, proof. In conclusioriadr al-P d ] Wwnit€s jn response to
the>mdm]hd]n T h il > al ni Jpii*> fici_1f 1Th_ihm
evil in some acts of God are known through reason, for if lying and-aheiverance of

promises were acceptable in God, [all] religious lawsl(] )IwdultibeSrendered meaningless

]h> Eim jligimam qi®df> hin “~a nlomnqgilnds+Y
2.3Wisdom and the Acts of God

Another doctrine over which thel d n osgl difered with the> md §ab related to
the acts of God. The md & grgueg that the acts of God are not explicable in terms of good
or evil, wisdom or frivolity, and commonly cited th@o | Yeddisewhich a] > m7 UEa ]
"a koamniiha® bil Eim ] _nm) “~“on ndas i ff ~*a
TheJd o & n ], onithie ptider hand, believed that the acts of God are invariably explicable in
terms of intents and purposes, because anvalie God does not act in a way which
contradicts His wisdom. Therefore, it is impossible for God not to arrange creation in the
most appropriate manner; that is, goodness and doing the most beneficial for His creatures
(b i flaw) Jark necessary upon @oTheJ d n ofinterpretation of this problem was
different from both schools. They argued that just as God is described iQdthe Yad &t
wise and aHknowing, then His acts are preonditioned upon His eternal wisdom; He both
intended and aimed at eating the world in line with His divine wisdom. But, they also

emphasize that God creates with wisdom by His intent and freewill and not by compulsion.

Zoradral-P d ] JQY ¥pl.i21a) AR d ~ Jsdemsyto make the threfold distinction of good and evil a feature

ib >mdé¢]lymg7 Unda >mdé]lym m]i 7 cii° ] h” apif 11
imperfection that invite praise and reprazh; what is in line with nature or opposed to it; and what relates to

nda _ihmakoah_a i b 4 a4 ]Shawativdlyyd,pp.5A68) tNeverthete¥s, digpufe on the

rational recognition of good and evil does not draw strong criticism frakh? d ~ Jpartly kecause he connects

it with the problem of the rational necessity to know God, which he already trivialized as mentioned earlier.
B'Suratal>h 21 s] Y) SNo Im¥rdndlated BQEY rrd)b
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Therefore, J d n ojkhgologians desisted from accepting the o ¢ n freed fthat it is
necessary unto @l to do the most beneficial for His creatures ¢ i buidefiar). To them,
ascribing any sort of compulsion upon God belies His omnipotence and presupposes that He

is compelled to act by another power, which contradicts His monothei€m.

The fact> md & §ndldvd n osl held different definitions of wisdom was central to
their theological disputes on the acts of Gedmd & grdued that an act is described by
wisdom if it corresponds to the intention of the doer, which meant that an act of Godtis n
justifiable in terms of wisdomagkmg or impertinence ¢af) because God does whatsoever
He wishes. Thd o G n ], bnitHe ptider hand, ruled that an act is described by wisdom if it
is beneficial for the doer or other than the doer (i.e. choosing tlestlfor creation), which
inclined them to ascribing compulsion unto God who out of His divine wisdom should act in
accordance with that which is most beneficial for His creation. The n ogl, kowever,
argued that an act is described by wisdom if it ulitely leads to praiseworthy consequences
(9] f ] dB] da) lkdeedd,Jwisdom is a crucial notion ihd n oythaplogy because it
directly relates to the theological problems of divine justit&ln > ~ Manfy lal-J d n oM my °
e i makahoy , wisdom (Bkmg and justice @d) are closely related, if not even identical; he
m] sm) Uqi m" i gUlbanwhich i$ puttiig mwerything % its [right] place; and
nd]ln im X]fmiz ra" gglao]Crajik anifibrivoutliniognimeiaboae+ Y
dei hiniihm ib gim ig) qlina nd]n Uafo_i > ]niih
is invalid will be very extensive as it will have numerous divisions and-@dwisions; [all]
theological discussions over the determination of justice and ingestaln | 1Svaaktdd R
| api f pa ?%'Mhem hiven thensighficance of the question of wisdomKgl m] by
apologizes for not probing further into it irthis book of his Ual-Talfira Uand promises to

deliver on an entire volume dedicated on the problem of divine wisdé&m.

28> A gahra, pp.170171. Framing thisid_ n1 i h] f i bbal ahJdnoéobmyiamHb > mdf]Jolnar
whether the acts of God are explicable in terms of good and Bvif (Y ] yb Y $eéms rofbéd g pcbduct of later

K| f dWe find reference to it in aD d tMyaRalp.65; alP | g ] | kalrdws Ypp.seyU470;fadral-P d ] | v Y]

Q] Gfolsyl20pl22a; akQ] b n Shaddrd;] Kdjv.4, p.304.

2More on the definition of wisdomid d n o | geex /el Yusr,Uf) &kdin,p.130; aK | m Talyia (edited

by Mucammadisa), v2, p.922; dld » ydt-¥i =~ pg.&Jlaj d g i,ak@]lyvg pdIl)aHd ] » ‘aldtd Wpw)6pP.

%603 d n olk.vaiTawny ,’p.97;wkma is defined ink. alTawy,j + 0 - 3+ > f mi maa V] g]lh) RBF

i bbalah_amaa) j .50+

61> A gl-J o Y, Yakfra,p.505.

22A1-KK] md lbiyna U] m bil Xndima gqdi maaeZ m]Jnimb] _niih ]h"
a1 _]l]na’ ih ndim %nda koamniih ib gim ig& qgqdi _d F d]
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2.3.1 Does God Pardon Disbelief?

In light of their definition of wisdom, the> md § drglueg that certain acts of God like
forgiveness of disbelief and polytheismalC | largalk@r waalshirk or committing the
righteous to eternal punishment in hefiire and the disbelievers to eternal blessing in
heaven are rationally possiblé {iagfan. That is, although evidence contained in religious
texts ascertain thaGod would not do such actéi.e. they are legally impermissibleliayr
jdY i t annibnprietReless, they are equitable with reason and imply no contradiction
because God chooses to act in the way He had intended. Hence, according-tmtthes, | | v
there is nohumanly-determined criterion of wisdom on the basis of which one justifies the
acts of God) d n ojtheplogians, to the contrary, proposed that the ability to differentiate
between good and evil, a goatber and an ewviboer, is an inherent aspeatf wisdom.
Furthermore, they argued that the md @gpilowal of the abovementioned acts of God as
rationally possible clearly deviates from the divine wisdom out of which the world was
created.K y | -A Y dir ~ y(d.\$80/1184) wrote against the md & Wwhb kuled that it is
both rationally and legally impossible f@dod to pardon disbelief because

According to our fellow J d n o)lassociates, the difference between disbelief and other
sins is that disbelief is the ultimate transgression, and one wldahnot be permitted or
tolerated; therefore, it cannot be forgiven or absolved. And since the disbeliever upholds

that his opinion is true and proper, and he does not seek divine amnesty or forgiveness,
then why would his forgiveness by Gbe consideredn act of wisdoni®®

This dispute which also relates to the role of reason in the recognition of good and
evil is the first among aPo Yery | a] f ake O btéalphl °_hsjaty) bexveen
> md G JahdD dhg dasim\He says:
The first [of them] isthat in our doctrine it is permissible for God to punish the righteous
and reward the transgressors [since] every blessimgn(& bestowed by Him isfavor (favl),
and every indignation rfugma is justice. [There are] no restrictions upon Him in His

dominion and no justifications for His actions. As for theth § n ogl), thé transgressor
must be punished and the righteous must be rewardstt the opposite is impossibfé

Similarly, $] h ]sthaglar Ibn alE o gndUon whom the influence of md &hedlogy
(especially that of aD d ] ) i dlegrUsides with the> md § dn lthg problem whether it is
rationally possible to submit the righteous to eternal punishment in hellfire. He quotes a
laterJ dnomarn ] m m] si hc7 Umaetngl punishindncin helliraand i ¢ d n a
the transgressors to eternal bliss in heaven is possible according to themd §),] yéty

23A1Md A udky i dpsBRB4.
224A1P 0 A1 )] K, \d9n p.386.
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revealed evidenceafm] )gr@les out such possibility. As for ug @ n ogl), \Jt ‘is not
j i mm¥*Commentihg on this, Ibn aHo g ) says that he favors the first opinici

2.3.2 Is the Will of God indicative of His Love and Pleasure?

Another problem relevant to the debate on the acts of God whicld n oyl vy °
theologians discussed in oppositiontothemd @] ¢ y m i h  qwillginld@inkcld&i ~ Y m
pleasure (iva) and love fhambba. > md & Held that God does not will something unless it
is also desired and loved by Him. In other words, because God does not desire evil (such as
disbelief) then this evil is not part of Hiswill d noph y*af i apa’ nd]n Di > Ym
from His desire and pleasure. They affirmed that everything in the world happens in
] il >]1h_a qgi mashy)Pwill (iMja) andawisdlom gkm& notwithstanding
their being good or evil. However, only the things which are good happen with the pleasure
and love of God, andalthough evil is willed by Gotlit is neither desired nor loved by Him.
According to earlyd d n og,>ymd & gide with heJ o G ifalj in this doctrine.> ™ al-Yusr
says:

> /N gl-pasanal-> md &didt allhumanacts (good, evil and neutral) are by tipkeasure,
love, desire andwill of God; furthermore, he does not differentiate betwefivine] Wil
andDesire, and betweelDivine] Love and Basure. A3 md @igsénted from the doctrine
of U] di-unna walki ] g avér]this great problem which is among the five doctrinal

disputes betweet) | dstinngwal-i ] gah&thel o G itaf) wtho [even] called themselves
the People of Justicé)(] d -fadi) belcduse of A’

> " @-Yusr then states the view held by thleo G ilah) and the> md & Whichyis: because

God would be unjust if He desired evil acts and then punished for them, we must say that God
neither wills nor desiresevilacts. *lWoml i ggahnm i h ndim ~s m]s
ndas _f]iga' ~a_] omay atributet inabiftyn (U J&ictn DPPEVY qn+ Y i f f

Fh f]lnal ndai fici _]f qglinihcm) ga bih” nda
His love and pleasure in& d * ¥ tommgentaryon thewglyyaof > ~ ¢] h \explained in

the following way:

%5lbnatE 0 g dak) o md B P M HLutf akFMug] ] comyméntaryaFMusamarap.176. The quoted text is
atU R gby % ~ al-Barakat AbeAllah b.Ammadal-K ] m(d.¥10/1310).
2681 bjid.

27> A y-Yusrfuly ,ip.53.
268 |pid. AHd ~ y@Fe 1 °,pp.7173) and al d g i (a+@§ g dpp.78)79) discuss this problem only in

relationtothed o € n Jqgiinfdidon | abal athd]a® mdt w)mddFil]d aypmerl )>f 1 ° gahnii
_f]l]igm nd]n fipa ]J]h> jfalmola Jla ih iha ga]lhihc qginc
iomn fiea Di > Ym qiff+ aQdinm a n _]#m]liBaldadbiyp). %jdfa 1 mj ona
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In generali o | i _nliha "~ analgiham nd]n apals _1la]na
what it was. But, righteous submissio@@ &f to God occurs by His wish, will, love, pleasure,
command, divine decree and predestination. As for transgressitai/ya), it occuss by His

divine decree, predestination, will and wish; but not His command, pleasure or love because

His pleasure and love are only befitting to what is good, such as righteous Haetlsins?*°

? d » Jthemstatesthat according to> md $ | U f i pjeasurd ane’of the same meaning as
"ipiha qgiff) ndalabila ndas XgomnZ ”~a?i h_f on
In P o Y h i, this dispute is one of the verbal differences with thed n osl AkP 0 * e
suggests that the contrary opiniontothed noph ygdi _d m] g Di > Ym qi ff
love is falsely attributed to ab md SHe lfugther reports of the majority o md &, palrlyy

and late, as having the same opinion=ag @] h yBui, although e mentioned it in the

course of his list of differences, this dispute seems insignificant® al ~as e himself also

takes thel d n o/bpiion as the correct one on this problefft.

2.4 Predestination and the Acts of Man

2.4.1 The theory of Acquiskast)(

The debate over the creatednesshoimanacts khalq b &4 idy\isda central theme
in Islamic theology. It is also the overall heading under whiehmd ¢ JahdiJ g asimy -~
disputed on a number of crucial doctriné8.The J o ¢ n ], inicdn}isdence withtheir
concept ofjustice, which is one of the five defining principles &fo ¢ n thdolbgy,\argued
that God instills, or createsy@khlug, in man the powerdudrg to act, and that the acts
cahal ] na’ ndal a] b mwenlcredtidn.arhecetore, @nlyrthis fvay can ménHen
held truly responsible for his own acts and be rewarded or punished in concord with divine
justice. According to> md ¢ ) | ighei hc glhYm ] _niihm dim igqgh
heretic doctrine of the derers of predestination g-Qadariyya and compromises the
mi pal ail chns i b Di>mY&drduedhhhtjGodrisahe creator of@deaything
in the world, including the acts of man in their entirety. Yet, in order to avoid the obvious
problem of nullifying the obligation to perform religious dutiesa¢n ] feUbegause how can

man be rewarded or punished for aohs that lay beyond his powerdthey propose the

A7 d M ] Shawatwalyyah p.86.

2101 bjd.

21ALP 0 A )], 1.9 pp.384J385.

2g5eeTi ffi]g J+ Tlnn RBRQda LI 1 cih i BounaldfthadRuofalAgidtic Sodety n | i h
vol. 75 (1943), pp 2347.
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theory of acquisitonkas®& qdi _d jlijimam nd]n qdGofl,bhe g] hYn

simultaneously acquiresyksapthe merits of his acts.

Nevertheless]) d n oglUlikeé the> md §Uerhphasized that everything in existence
is a creation of God because assuming a creative principle in any being other than God implies
partnership in creation and violates the monotheistioasis of Muslinbelief. But, divine
wisdom and justice also necessitate that unless man has free choice in acting no reward is
earned or punishment is deserved for his acts. Then, in order to achieve a colprsition
that sustains the createdness of everything by God as wdluasanfree choiceJ d n ogl v
say, (also similar to the md §),]thHathumansdo not create their acts, rather they acquire
them in a way which invites reward or punishment. However, a fundamental difference
occurs between the doctrine ¢daskin > md ¢ JahdU dhg dasimy> ' md € drgued that both
gl hYm ] _nii h) Galliandchis iremchoide adcur eoncurrertly and together
bring about the acquisition. In other words, for acquisition to be created by Goahd & | | v

upheld that man has absolutely no power oflirence over its occurrencé&?

On this particular detail, thel d n ogl departed from the position of the md &.] | y
According to the]l d n oydiogtrine ofkasbGod creates in man a certain power by which he
is free to choose whether to acquire his acts or not to acquire them. Agaihn dsimgeems
to place itself prtway between thel o € itaff and> md G ] Whilentiged o € itah afffirmed
the existence of a power by which man creates his own acts, anc thred & dehied the
arimnah_a ib nd]l]n jigal ]1]h> g] a g]lh¥Ym ] _koi
the act of God, thd d n ogl ggve man the power to acquire his acts by giving him freedom
to choosei( e drhbetaepn the two opposite effects thle capacity toactlyi mn i n d G

Here, it is noteworthy to mention that this power to choose between two effects
(which constitutes the main element id d n ojthepry of kash is none other than the
human capacity (U m n)iwithdwoJopposite effects hich is an idea that goes back 0" y
¢] h whao]is reported to have said:

The capacity with which a person commits a sinful act is the very same capacity by which
he performs a righteous act; [therefore] he is punishable for expending the capacity which

God created in him and commanded him to use in performing righteous actsimot
committing sin, he directed itowards committing sinful act$’*

213> N mahra, p.17U172.
AP ] g ] | kShdwg pp.1617. Beginning with> ~ y i Jhimself, J d n oyl yn'dai fi cithm ] i ]
] h Y m] i Uiahasiugeblesi two opposite effects.
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Justifying this position> * lgLayth wrote,

>~ @] h \amd]his associates took an intermediary position by asserting that creatibn (

khalq, [which] is an act of God, means creating the capacity to act in man. [However,]
onifitihc ndim “ipihafs _lalna” _]j]_ins ni ]._
sense. This way they (the d n og) came through unscathed by the doctrinesdeiying

predestination ¢laday andcompulsionism( jabr&*® Y

J d n ostheplogians strongly criticized the md &éolypfkaskand viewed it as a kind of

B i mcoi ma > _ii]g4 lof gnd®k Thii-balghawrote,
U]l hi ndal i bbal ah>md®lainpamadh] mmndas mlda7 RBnda
om] ~fa bil "iithe ] h apif ] _n im hin om]~rfa 1t
compulsionism jabr), if not compulsionism itself, because if the capacidy évil cannot be
“ila_na’ nigl]l ™ m “iihc ] cii> 1_fA) Xnda jal mih

In a similar vein,> ~ gl-Yusr al? | t = gxdayns at the theological disorder in
>md¥il yi h_ajniih ib rmda ©hihsythat Gotex nihidhitiatesm] s i h ¢
(mujid the acts of man, and that He is also their creator. [Despite tham d Fsiill imaintains
that the acts of God are none other than the acts of man; in fact, [to him,] the act of God is
i “ahni _]f qgi 8 “reldvio ¢ B-Kh myrdvideg i hisTatfira an extensive
rebuttal of the> md $otmulgtion that the acts of man are only figurative and not actions
proper. To him, itis even at odds with the common rules of linguistics, arguing tkratifd & | | v
are willing to accept the authority of the renowned pioneer of Arabic grammar Sibawayh,
ndah UPi ~] gq] s Humdnshhve Ithgimown actd fon he says regarding the
mn] nagahnm RBW] s din Xmigaihaza il BW]s  qgah
did your > md dnpdtex claim there are no acts in reality except the acts performed by
Di *dY

J d n atheplogians also expounded an important differentiation between the acts
of man and the acts of God, indicating train d @ded ngt observe in his theory bashbK y |
al-A yahl] ~ ypraobably influenced by » al-J o Gakkh] mFldrgued thathumanactions

CAP] g ] | kShawmp.10.

218 Al-Jabiyyah (Compulstionist$ refers to the upholders of the doctrine which sees humans compelled to act,
viewed by mainstream theology as nullifying ] ddcaube it leaves man with no free choice. It is éxact
oppositeof al-Qadariyyadeniers of predestination).

ZTAP] g ] | kShamp.10.

Z8A12 1t Uhg &-Jin, p.104.

219> A ly) o Y, Taklra,p.423.

20The influence o ~ I4J 0 Yakk] mdnbdy” uiheyidentinn d a f theologidl Wonks, but it can also

be gleaned from thMunap | af Fakhral-A yatO d in which he reports of ald * yphiy d] p a Ud] > mno
book ofTalfirat atU > by # 4 I§J o Yakka] mdndb opncluded that it is unsurpassable in [providing] verified )
] h” ndiliocd ar]gih]nii hnrOdXWMugap h ¢gmAB24). Other faflyd d h &I a g mzZ Y
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are two types: involuntaryghayri e d iyyia) svlidh God creates in man irrespective of his

power and choice; and voluntary acis € d iyyia swdhith God creates in man with his ability

to choose. In thel d n oyVieyv, whether an act is by man or by God, it must always be
considered an act in a real sense. However, the acts of man should be described as acquisition
and never creation, because creation is by God alone. Conversely, the acts of God should
invariably be termed creation and never acquisition because the latter is reserved for man

who is rewarded or punished for his deeds. As for thend §, hcting is another word for

creating in the real sensén&qiq) and must be confined to God. This leadsnd §tq defipe

gl hYm ] _koiminii h irbajazgacinbecaasa ifitrwergima rpal sefise ol ] ni
would lead to man creating his own act$something both> md §dndJ \j n og digallowed

in opposition to thed o G n ]. AR 1§ widgroyides aresponse to this byarguing that

figuration is only valid if it is conditioned on the existence of a common denominator
between the real and the figurative, allowing for an expression to be borrowed from the place

were it is used in a real sense and trarséd to the figurative in order to convey a shared

meaning between the two. But, sinceitissalpi > ahn nd]n Di > Ym _1l a]ni
ih nalgm ib ga]hihc ]h ab4#]i” (detesminbslthisghisg] h Y m
sort of proof byfiguration for> md ¥ in| § d kashik &void dxguments!

J d n oglalgo repudiate the md ig¢w ofjaction whereby it is inconceivable for an
act @) t& have two effectsg(] Iafuor to be predestinedgy(] kr) for two acting agents
(k dirayn.> ~ IgYusr at? 1 t " shys M his refutation that while the above statement holds
true concerning the acts of madbecause he cannot rka his acts effective in otherdthe
same does not apply to God. This is because all the acts of God are voluntatiiiag s
incumbent upon Him. But man has involuntary acts (like the pulsating of his heart) and they
]la _la]lJna  ~s Di + Qdalabil a) Uiomn ] m in
known by two people, and the visible object to be seen byge&ing individualsthen why
] hhin nda abbi _] _ s ib nda ] _n ~a md]® a” ~s
> " @-Yusr furthercriticizesi h - mnl i hc al nal g m>md &dppgogtio;j di mn |
that an act is invariably divine and volunta by saying:

Some ignorant> md § gndl ather sheepish fools argued that no act exists except of the
voluntary type ( e d i);ithisdsl an obscene denial [of commonsense] like that of the

accounts on the difference between the acts of man and the acts of God are fouhd id: a oy K. @ Tavwy ,”
p.228> " aj-Yusr,Ufiy &kdin,p.104> ~ Iy o Y,BahraH ] f mpbg47148.

PIALTG ~ ydky il © ppsspuUsT.

282> A al-Yusr,UAY ,.110. See also-Bd] » yd-%i ° d.67] )
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Sophists because water flows from one place to another in the same way a donkey can travel
from one place to anotheWfurther still, it contradicts the book of Go&?

The significance of the debate over the acts of man is evident in later theological
writings. AF? d * Jhds mojreservations in puttingthe md ¥ il ywh piagq i b ndai
kashin one camp with the doctrine of the heretical sect oflhmiyyah. He says:

The compulsionists(atJabriyyaand their Mager al-Jahm bl b q d-@1 1] d,iwhich\s
also the doctrine of  al-pasanal-> md Gsaid that man does not have an act [of his own]
in the first place, nor do people have free choice or power over their actions. Rather, they

are all involuntary and necessary acts like the movemenitsa person seized by a fit of
epilepsy haralat atg o lishg Gi | nda jofm]nihc pawhaotsis] h™ "~ aag

[merely] figurative?®*

EvenlbnaE o g &/gn ms g j P md §dodsipatranspirein the context of this
doctrinal dispute, and he criticizes its defenders giving no value to the extensively rational
justifications put forward by later> md Ghedlogians’® To Ibn alEo g dthe>md ¢ ] | y
theory of kasbleads to making obsolete all @i ~ Ym _igglh ™ m ]h> jlidi
glhYm ] _nm ]l a hinEoigdgbahnmpPdsm7 i gheaalFdhi I]d)
> md & Have nad to confess that the necessary consequence of their thedkggbfis the
acceptance of the doctrine of comfsions @kjabr) and that man is compelled in the guise of

afree_di i%hal +Y

Al-P o A lowever, is unyielding in his defense of hisnd § ] mgw al Ymkasb. nl i h
Interestingly, it is among the verbal disputes withd n ogl, which seems to contrast with
the perceived irreconcilability between the two views in the abovementionkd] n ol vy °
refutations. According to aP o /4 anyone who seeks to take an intermediary position
between] o ¢ rnismtwhi€h sees man as the creatohdd acts), and the compulsionists (who
sanction no active power for man), must presuppose a medium through which the acts of
glh g]lnali]fita+ Qdah da m]sm7 Undim ga'iog
ni nda "1 bbal a huntaryandinvauatarphactg. [Ohri¥samolars have [indeed)]
been inconsistent in their exposition of this medium, yet tih¢ h ] [bingphg] called it free
choice { e d &% ¥lthdugh, atP o ~cemfesses that md ¥ ladkg subtle and difficult to

23> A al-Yusr,UAy,f.115.

24712 d ~ ] Shawgl-Wdlyya,p.105. Also see discussion on the precedence of the capakilyi ( m)ntd timed G ]

actin at? d ~ Y ¢omngentaryon the creed of aHaoad ¢ v-? % | Shawa-Haog q v spp.12d0122).
®pbnatEogdar)omd § FIL F B+ ?2isf B¢ 1] nlmamandla | abalm ni nda dicdf s
ofthelaterkl f 8§ ] i nii h) amjvyatQ] phis d-BayyidRdp ¥ ] 1-@do | .iTdely will be

discussed in the next chapter.

26|bn atE 0 g dak) o md pg.10G1)7.
27AIP o A )] K, g9 p.385.
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underdand, nevertheless it is the theory which best expresses the reality of the acts of man
in relation to God. AP o “a€lds in hisalSayf amashurthat> @] h¥Ym] nl oa ndai fi
not in conflict withak> md ¢ ] | vy
>A¢l hgbm]i~ B_lalniih Iim nda ]_n ib Di° ]h" 1in
nda oma ib ndim _]j] _tlnks] Hawemagdd it Yemchbicemndj | i j al a-
this is the middle way between th& o ¢ itafj and the Compulsionists according to” u,
] h yIbig also the opinion of the majority of scholars and our mastemd €dlldd it
acquisition kasp.?®
In conclusion, alP o “detgrmines that both> md & gndlJyd n os awe correct on

this dispute because what is between them is only a difference in expression.
2.4.2 Does God Prescribe the Unbearable?

The extensive debate betweenmd §gndJ ¢l n oglower the createdness of the acts
ib glh jlipieam ]hindal 1 mjhomaaely anbéamgptie ] m
Il af i ci i m]menh \alydg)ai.e. does God burden a person with a religious duty the
fulfilment of which lays beyond his abilityPhe> md & gndwered in the affirmative because
God does whatsoever He wishes and His acts are not explicable in terms of good and evil. The
J d n og, kowever, objected to the view that God obligesmans with a compulsory
religious duty which theycannot fulfil because it is at variance with divine wisdom. Indeed,
this debate does not only relate to the dispute over the acts of man, but also to the problem
of good and evil. These two dimensions are evident id Al n o) Ay~ kg dvy . 1n it, the
doctrine which rejects the validity of the prescription of the unbearable is attributed to the
J o G n theolodian atH Jb¥ AFJ d n o4lalhough ultimately agreeing with it, does not
acceptaH] YA1 Ym j Il amojji miniih nrndujtion(”N]mayomm,e hi qh
this intuitive reasoning only recognizes the apparent reality of the act, but not the fact there
is a difference between the capacityudrd and the sound meansi@ et atU d)ftodactualize
the capacity to act. This means intuition could not apprehend instances such as the fact God
ordered Pharaoh to believe knowing that he could not do so, which in fact mékins
J d n alogic Uthat Pharaoh was fully capable in terms hagia rational faculty to assent
to faith, but God had chosen to make it impossiité&levertheless, al d n oaffigms that

AP 0 ~a-Sayfah ] md W.2lo | )
29A1-J d n oyK. @dTaway [IrshadH i e\ edition], p.352, fn.3.
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Unda boh ]gahn]f jiihn Xih ndim jli~rfagZ im
the capacity @9 [to do them]isarati h] ffs 1 hpgJfi > jlih_ijfa+yY

Although earlyd d n ogtheplogian consistently criticized md ¥ inl \yi _m]l & fhyab i b
ma &yud ktheir interpretations of the problem were somewhat diverse.” al-Layth at
Samagandyproposed that it igshe inherentcompulsionism of the md & whichjamounted
to their acceptance of prescribing the impossible as rationally sotihél.strong criticism is
foundin> ~ lyJ o CakkK] mwhosays:

> md Smjemtigned in his book calledalK ] gidthat prescribing the unbearable is

permissible, and that if God had ordered a person to validate the coincidence of opposites

@@k ] g Y Aviddaym]it would neither be impertinent ¢aft) nor impossible. This is

consistent with hisg md¥i& vy b o h ™ ] gah n]ne of his principleshitasrwisdg m 1 h i

and within reason for God to submit his creatures to eternal punishment in hellfire though
they committed no felony, because God actshown terms in his dominiof?

However Abu atYusral-? ] t ~ Unhayigg stated thel d n ogposjtion- does not rule
out the possibility ofthe md ¢ j L. wl i ha7 U] h> 1ib nda ] pal m]l ]
for God to prescribe the unbearable upon man? We respond by saying: what good is it for us
to answer this question? Then, [if asked again,] we respond by saying: it would not be
impossible astiis reported in prophetic traditiong>*K y | -A y di- ~ yih ks bookal
? 1~ as® provides a compromise solution by differentiating between the prescription of
unbearable religious duties(] emfl yyb@] kand burdening with an unbearable tadkdy {;

mdIdyu@ X He says:

According to us { d n og) iyis permissible for God to burden man with [the lifting] of a
mountain or a wall in that it overburdens him to the point that he may die from it. But it is
not permissible [to say] that God woufatescribe the lifting of a mountain or a wall as a
religious duty in that he would be rewarded if laéd, or punished if abstaine@l?

Interestingly, Shamsal-A y &-Samagandy nearly a century after al] "~ yedven
doubts that> * a-pasanal-Y > m ch&d]ekplicitly stated thes md pdsitiog which allows
n ] enlgyusd Kevertheless, abamagandyg] i hn] i hm nd]l]n in g]s ~a |
(yalzann of his doctrine that power is with the act, which necessitates prescribing what is

Aasih® iha¥Ym jigal) ih ] > iniih ni dim i _nl

20AL) d n oll.yalTawny ,'p.266. See also the same argument quoted it gl-J o Yaj-K] n¥] fimkira
(Taklra, ed. M. Anwar, p.839).

291> A gj-Layth,Shrh aFighpp.1920.

2925 A gl-J o Y, Yakflra,p.834.

298> A al-Yusr,UAyL,f.128.

24ALTg A 4 &Y, ¢.69)
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Di° ] h” nda jigal i b g] %A p mieowever,icinticksdgha h _a i
difference withJ d n ogl og prescribing the unbearable a real dispute, nevertheless he

admits that a number of prominent md & Wekewf the opposite opiniofi® In contrast,

prominent ninth/fifteenth century ¢] h ]Jtheojogian Ibn alE o g dsgeaks of thed] h'] by m

]m ~aihc ohina’ i h ndi m ¢] Ihi]sbiglargvho cdnaidened s m7 |
jimmi~fa nda jlam_Pijniih ib nda oh~a]ll]"~fa+
/| +1+0 Aiam g]h¥Ym E]jjihamm il Tlan_da han

TheJ d n obbjection to the perceived noefficacy of the acts of man as implied in
>md ¥ inl g dkasbivas articllated in their discussions on the problem of whether it is
j i mmi~fa bil ] g] h Y mmp# ¢ tharfgs to wretdhedaesshaay d ] j j i |
and viceversa. Themdfm] ] Ncoa~ nd]n g]lhYm ~afiab ]h > b«
not have a real value in this world because their merits are entwined with their ultimate
fruition in the hereafter; that is, in reaping the reward of heavensuffering the punishment
ib daffbila+ Fh indal qil "m7 1 h piacg&dyb Di
at any particular moment because God had predestined him to eternal bliss in ha#ven
although he may be a sinner and a disbelieverd aonversely, a person is considered
wretched 6haqgy because God had predestined him to eternal punishment in hellflre
nevertheless he exhibits the appearance of a righteous believer. As fdriwouanjudgment
on the happiness and wretchedness of pegpland & dontend that since only God knows
the ultimate fate of his creatures, and because the acts of a person do not affect or modify

that ultimate fate which God had decreed in His knowledge, we do not pass such judgment.

J d n oslwent to the opposite side and completely negatedthe d §dsitiog.> * lblayth
categorically affirms thathe wretchedness which God had predestined indeed changes into
happiness by the good deeds of the righteous; likewise, divinely decreed happmesned

into wretchedness by sin and disbelfétlllustrating the extremity of the> md igw, he
further adds:

> md & dlaimythey (happiness and wretchedness) do not change [and] that is why they
upheld that> ~ Bakr andUmar%n d a | | i jstc@mpanions) wére [true] believers

25A1LP ] g | kahrdm ¥pi4B0)

26APo A ) Kkpgh6) j +054
are>"Hdgi-YFmb]>I"ddwghPX
X7bnatE o g dat) o md 9.156.] )

28> A lyLayth, Shagg p.20.

+ Qda >md¢]lym qgdi “i-Po e Y fdiilge |
] famdfTagalAy h 1 A" hGdd] kyk ] f
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atthe(perFmf ] gi _& niga gdah ndas jlimnl]lna ni ]h |
Xnloaz ~afiapalm gdah ndas nidisdivanity®s Md] |l i dVYm g
Therefore, according to md &, & person is described as happy or wretched as long
as there is divinelyrevealed evidence that God had declared him as possessing either of the
states. Furthermore, happiness and wretchedness indthe d @i¢w awe retrospective and
they hold trueinda j al mi h blig nda gigahn i b ] jalnm
womb. > " LtLayth responds to a possible md Tguhtej-argument which says that in
] _ajnihc nd]l]n Di > Ym jla amnih] didintoginygdly gi ~ i b
that God nodifies His decisionsafba 0 Me replies by stating that the md § rhidtagenly
saw the decree of divine predestination as an attribute of Gathich made them protest its
changeabilityUwhere in fact it is an attribute of man. And, since it is possibléhiomars to
change from one state to another, it is also possifar their attribute indicating happiness
or wretchedness to change td®. This total opposition to the> md Svipw i further
illustrated by d-2 ]t ~ ¢ ¢ mahlsalsynna Waalki ] g dr§ug that the wretched
becomes happy and the happy become wretththey even said that when Iblis (the devil)
was chief of the angels, he was happy in the true sense. But whieartsferred into a wicked
demon(@blas& da “~a_] g4 qlan_da  +Y

Despite the apparent severity of this dispute in light dfd n ojtexis, > md &dhdlag al
P o "neakes the difference over the changeability of happiness and wretchedness a verbal
disputeswith no major philosophical ramificationg’*He says:

The dispute over the problem of happiness and wretchedness is also véafigl ljecause

the happy person according te ~ al-pasan(al-U > mdli§ He Whpose life ends in goodness,

and the wretched is the opposite. [In other words,] it would not benefit a man, whom God

had decreed a bad ending for, to have vast amounts of faithf yeguld benefit the person

whom God had decreed a good ending for to have faith [as little as] the size of a mustard
seed. [In essence,] there is no difference iramiag between all of the abov&

Al-P o "Mreesghere to minimize the dispute witd d n osl by presenting an argument which
focusses on divine decree and predestination and not on the acts of man. As we saw, early
J d n ostheplogians placed greater attention on the acts of man in their deliberations on
the problem of happiness and wigtedness. To them,-& o “neay, well have seemed to be

presenting a forcible conciliation between two opposite views. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy

29| bid.

30ALP ] g ] | kShawpp0U21.

SIALL? 1t Uhg &-Jin, p.177. The same example is mentioned biydal yd-¥ i ~ d.91] )
32ALP 0 M )], 1.9 pp.383)384.

3BALP 0 ~a-Sayfaly ] md ¥.45046.)
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to mention that contemporaryp] h Jtheojogian al? d ~ ]steems\clear from delving into

this problem in hs two influential commentaries on théiglyyaof > ~ ¢ h \andjthe creed

of alHaod q. v

2.4.4 Can faith be Doubted?

Closely related to the problem of happiness and wretchedness is the debate on
exception in faith 6FU mn i finatlth i)Y Bince the righteous acts of man provide no
guarantee of happiness except at the unknown moment of death>tmed & ihvaligate the
_aln]lih JTh _ihbi > ahn jlihioh_agahn ib b]lin
nafiapala ]la 1h_ iidjfamg naigmadinanhfhiYéred® T h d Di
J d n oglaffirmed that no doubt is acceptable on the things that have a verifiable existence,
which includes faith because in thé d n ojVieyv'it is a real thing with a recognizable
minimum definition of assentté/], \ to the revealed message of the prophet. Therefore, if
ndim ~abihiniih im gan) in im ]m go_d qlihec
RF ] g ]fdapmaa] h1i BdF) > thibnotBworthy tg ménfiomthat debate on
the doctrine of exception in faith precedes tlled n oydngd> md Schdolg and goes back to
a difference betweerr * ¢ h ywhp did not accept it, an® d d Wwho @spoused it> * y

S ] eakP d f regpns a number of opinions that attempt to find a compromise solution

bil nda jli~rfag8 da m]J]sm Umiga d]pa _fliga’
problem because @& ddimj F\y BF ] g ] Nafiapal) 1T b2Qi " gl
o] hynli © RBF nl ofs ~af i ap acasnardanmbillaldB AMiPidrhalsgivp a = i

reportsof> A" @] h\ybm m] si hc UFh piag ib gsmafbf hiq)
God, lamabelievémnsidY] ¥f Ehd}Ff mi k » mad @éologiaa>h i agQd ani g

al-N o md pssniaking a similar statemeft> " g-J o Gal-lk] m]hdwever, invalidates

these statements. Hargues

It is meaningless when someone says: my faith is real without exception, but when

"am_| it hc nda mn]jna ib dim ~afiab m]l]sm BF ]g
real, then he would be a believer in the real sense; like sitting if thegreis seated. Equally

there is no meaning in saying: | am a believer in God with no exceptiortjinutiew of God

UF 1]g ] "~afiapal ib Di°> qiffmd ?@nhewould i b miga
be a true believet?”’

304> A yLayth,Shamgp.23;> * 1) o Y, Takiira[Anwar],v.2, p.1092; did * ydk%i ~ dpsOPUpL.
S>nrakPd] e®Rldf RHQY Y dyI3)

3061 bjid.

307> A y) of Y Takiija,ed. M. Anwary.2, pp.10931094.
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The dispute over exceptioin faith is another verbal difference according to later
> md Ssg¢holar alP o 2@ nnportantly, alkP o » do&s not attribute the opinion which
invalidates exception in faith to> ~ tlangy lal-J d n ojbw in his view it is only the
common position of thepanafis3*® Contemporary¢] h Jabnd » ]Jalsa apnsiders this
imjona ni “~a pal”~]f+ Ea m]l]sm7 UnloAdRlh]Ninda
"a ]Joma mih_a ]ff ~aa ' m ]-PddjiyBogbtoftherealy a Ym b ]
of deeds entails doubt of the reality of faith. As for* ¢ h \armd]his followers, since faith

is assenttgf] Wk X] fi haz) “io”~nihc ihaYm ~ a8bna i am
E o g dafso minimizes the difference between the two schools over exception in faith and
m]sm 7Undala im hi XPa]fz “ibbalah_a ~“angaah
/| +2 Di > Ym >_nipa >nnli”“onam

P o h theplogians in general, including> md & hrdy d n og, wffirmed the
existence ofseven attributes fl B gextrapolated from religious texts by which God is
eternally described; they are: powegdrg, will(i | &) ] e h i idpf), bife @ a&)die&ing
(sany, seeinglgalhar) and speechk{ f X These eternal, uncreated and tinesk attributes of
perfection are unique and not to be likened to the attributes of created beings. The
J o G n ], onithe]otter hand, advocated that it is false to think of God as having eternal
attributes because it implies the multiple existence ofeterh  ahni ni am ] h° oh " &
monotheism. Furthermore, while God may be described by certain attributes (because they
are reported in religious traditions), thé o G ilah determine that they do not really exist
as attributes rather they should be treated as nothing other than names of God with no real
theological weight> md $h¢ology, in addition, distinguished between two types of divine
attributes: essential attribués I bal ndt)dand active attributesfi balk). Phe first refers
to the seven attributes mentioned above, which are considered to be etegadinig and
derive their existence from the existence of the divine essenc® (i g-dhatifah); andthe
ma_ih> ]Jla Di Ym ] _nipa ]nnli”onaumdhyagndi d ]|

do not derive their existence from God.

SBAI-P 0 M )] K\ p.383.

3WAILP o N a@-Sayfal | md PpAdns.)

310A1-?2 d A ] Shawakwalyyah,pp.69J70.

3 pn atE 0 g d @J o md pBI8]Interestingly, IbonaEogdgVYm _ i hnB@ju”l grdvites & » h
thorough and detailed exposition of the debate in which he cites Falhk yat+O d ondifferent occasionsa
prove thatthetwopi agm ]| a | a G " Sdaggrlfoam d%iH.3608J326),
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In summary> md §drguegl that the active attributes of God by which the world and
its beings are brought into exisince Usuch as existentiatingtée q )y initiation (4jad),
creation (n ] e)darfid\priginating in time i@ th) Uare not in fact eternal attributes of God,
but they are created in time at the instance of their occurrence. That is, God is only described
as an existentiatorraukawwipor creator khdig) U or by any synonymous active attribute
when He existentiatesr creates. Here, another problem arises which draws heladyn oyl v °
criticism alongside the already perceivabinvalid > md @wofbld; division of attributes
] h~ nda _lalna hamm ib Di > Ym ] _nipa ]nnli”o
attri bute of His which is brought into being at the instance of creation, themd &irj facty
postulatethat there should be no differentiation between the act of existentiatiaae(g N h
and the existentiated raukawwan In the > md Sipw, there should be no theological
controversy in presupposing thaee gq gndmukawwayor the act 1) abd the actedq ] 1,6 y
are identical as they are all in the realm of action and do not undermine the eternity of the
seven essential attributesf@od> md & gravide the following rationale for their theology
of attributes. They argue that inductive reasoning entails that the acts of man are the same
as their consequent affects, because we witness in the manifest wongng dhid) that the
written is not written and the built house is not built unless they materialize to these new
states by an acting agent, in this case a writer or a builder; hence, the person acquires the
active attribute at the instance of performing the relevant act. Thengathen should also
apply to the realm of the unknowrb@tghdY & *qdal a~s Di Ym ] nipa ]n
into existence at the instance of the occurrence of His acts. In addittomd & defeng the
position thattae q is [dentical with themukawvanby advising that it is impossible for the
act of existentiation to take place without a simultaneously existent substance, in much the
same way that it is impossible for the act of breaking to take effect without a broken thing,
or writing without the written. > md & fhdrefore admonish makindgae g \arm eternal
attribute of God. They suggest that such a view must necessarily imply that existent beings
other than Goddq ] q it)uare dternal, something which violates the concept of monotheism
according to them. For this reason,md & rgjeécted the differentiation betweetae q gnid

mukawwargnd espoused that they must be seen as one.

The grave consequence of themd @igwingdd ] n Di > Ym 14 balp@C dfnnl i
are created in time led to some of the most prominent controversies that ensued between
> md ¢ Jahdd dhg asm\) d n ogtheglogians fiercely contested the createdness of active

attributes because all divine attributes by which a unique and eternal God is described must
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also be timeless, eternal and uncreated. Edrlg n oglargued that the divine attributes are
neither identical with God, nor other than Himlg huwa wad ghayruhi. This seems to
indicate that they took an intermediary position between the md & \Ho \assert the
external existence of divine attributes, and theo ¢ n ], tvhofdgeih divine attributes as
nothing other than God himself. Yet, since both schools advocate the createdness of active
attributes, earlyd d n ogl pyt> md § gndl thel o G ilalj in the same adversary canif.
> M al-Layth writes:

Separating @kg o cydrg between Essence and its attributes is the doctrine of the

J o G ik and the> md §dedawse they deem as created the active attributes of God. This,

together with separating between Essence and its attributes, is invalid. Accordialyl tel

sunnawaki ] gthe%ftributes of God are neither identical with, nor other than, God; they
are [all] uncreated, whethethey were active or essentidl®

> N @g-Layth also challenged its underlyy logical reasoning. He rejectise way in which
> md &4gnd te] o C itah describe God by active attributes such as creation based only on

the merits of the act of creatinge(d dum Li khalqihi> ~ aj-Laythcontinues

We (theJ d n ogl) say [of God] that He is a createrd d &nd lkas always beerceeator; a

sustainer(dg& ] h° d]lm ]J]fg]lsm ~aah ] mo mpkhowihgal & 1 h nd
(U] ¥andghas always been -&lhowing and alpowerful k dir) and has always been -all

jiqgal bof da Qdah | amjn dl {)gdhtbeadaiyyamadahe>shm ch&valhyma %

say: the builder is a builder although he did not build and the writer is a writer although he

did not write as it is not necessary for a writer to become a writer by performing the act of

writing. Likewise it is permissible for @l to be [described as] a cteaalthough He did not

create®

> " @l-Layth further adds that the proof of the soundness of thel n ojargument is that

if God is described as a creator only at the time of creation, He would lose that attribute when
the act of creation terminates, and would mean paradoxically describing apailerful God

by the inability to create g+U ]).iAlso, ass¢ing that God may be described by a new active

%121t seems that thel o G n positiofi @nthe i _nl i ha i b nda maj]l]niih 7~anqgaa
attributes @tmugtdyara bayna al d d nf, tymhal be interpreted in two ways. As far as the active attributes

]l a _ih_alha’ ) “Jiorfd |advodatedhatghey afje bréatedhinl teme. Therefore, it is valid to

] mmoga nd]n nda >mdS¢] 1l vy jiminiih thegfidsiplade) Iénbsbid thegm nd a

assertion that some divine attributes have an external existence of their own. But, it is more problematic to
consider thel o 6 n ] as adivgcades of the external existence of attributes because they fundamentally deny
the cancept of attributes and deem them synonymous with divine names with no real theological significance.
Qdal abil a) nda moccadmnG n Jrolthédihpletelynoposite vied'ss whicly isrthe] view
foundinM>"2W] d1 ] Ym di mniseg Zahta,QJ b, m¥r8),dgs sonad from the point of view that
the J 0 G n ] doindt Yefine the created active attributes as attributes per se, rather all real attributes are

nothing other than the divine Essence. In view of this, it is correct tordetheJ d n oyl y'i mi ni i h gdi _d
that the divine attributes are neither identical nor other than Goth (huwa wala ghayrghas taking an
ihnalga i]ls jiminiih Joerafaah nda >md¢é]l ym ]h" nda

33> A ai-Layth,Shamp.32.
814> ~ al-Layth, Shawg pp.3283.
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attribute in accordance with His new acts assumes unacceptable likeness between Creator
and creation because the former is defined as eternal and unchanging, and the latter

originates in time and subject to deneration3*®

More problematichowever, is wherr md § sjdéwith the opinion of the majority of
the J o G itaf and the anthropomorphistsJwith whom they also agree on the createdness
of active attributesUin supposing that the existentiatedr{ukawwa)is identical with the act
of existentiation (ae g 'HUndoubtedly, this differentiation betweetae g gndmukawwan
waspar excelleneedefining doctrine ofl d n oydreed and provoked the most controversial
dispute between the two school$.d n oglggnerally argued against tbem d @dvdrsaries
in two directions: first, that this theological blunder of md & indlines them to the
teachings of the anthropomorphist sect known as the Karramiyyah; second, that the
J d n oytlogtrine oftae g ¥ Haa originates in the theology of * @] h \abd]is not an
invention of > ~ Many lal-J d n o4l v °

>"Bd] a@HPld f dedicates a subection in hisQ] gddovhe problem oftae q .y h
He says:
> A gldpasan al-Y > mdd&nd kthg Karramiyyah argued that existentiation and the
existentiated are oneghl alsunna wdl ] g, §dwéver, argued that existentiation is the act

of the existentiator, and the existentiated is the result of existentiation; [therefore,]
existentiationi m mi gandi hc indal® nd]h nda arimnahni]na

> Ay P thgnaleliheates that all aspects of themd §Jilayy nd]ln Di > Ym ] _ni
are created in time rounmlatha), and that God is no longer described by the attributes of

creation ] e)dridexistentiation tae q Mhe moment He ceases to create and existentiate
because His creative acts are transferred to the temporal creation, invariably lead to
infidelity (kufr).> ~ B d ] gustifies his view by stating that an act is either created in time

(mummlath or eternal and uncreatedybaymuoalath). He suggests thati md § gpproye that

Di Ym ] _nm Jla _la]lna’) ndah ndas ] f mi Ul j
151 bid.

816 J o0 G n }heolodgians differed among themselves over the sameness betwegne gqng mukawwan.

ProminentJ o G n ] sudh a$ @ WHuthail, lbon al0] gl h> i) JoVY] gg] !l ~i-hoYirlgdi ] h°
argued that they are not identical. Nevertheless, eallyd n o4l ynar nm ] m_1 i ~“ra] engdgah ~ i _nl

mukawwaare identical to the majority ofthd o G n (U] ¢ §-B o Gil&] # P aabAaRUA yuhiy® ds ] )
p.36;all d gi,@ldgscpy6andaHd ] ~ “aldEtd ypy111113.

3> A Rd] eQ]lg)db9. The copyist of this old print of » B d ] e Q] ¢ ampte the last word in this
quote a3 lgfo e ] q puttimgahg signi b nda mdi Il n pigaf Raam)ohydal_dn dmedifod
"a nl]l]hmf]na’ ]m Bnda arimnahni]lnila+ Eiqap@}? nda
goe]l]g®hda arimnahni]lna &) qgqgind n@a+mdiln pigaf mich R
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temporalities maml lilld qdgh& ] h~ nd] n Ea 1 m mdtansrmation® f a
gdi _d ha_ ammrthikewisenitisindldss a decfaratiorsofinfidelity ifthemd § ] |
determined that the acts of God are not created in time because in their logic it necessitates
nd]l]n Di>Ym ] _ni parhefefone,las |6ng asach § fold existantiasidn ko] f +
be identical with the existentiated, then their position implies that a timeless eternal
attribute of God is one and the same with the tirfheund temporal creation. According to

>R d] emaking areternal attribute bounded in time necessitates the heretical doctrine

of the eternity of time ¢jidam atlah) and hence ascribes md § tp ihfigelity (kufr).3*°

> A al-Yusrat? | t Y]Wgdkdy bontains a more detailed analysissofm d ¥ tiel qyy h
but a comprehensive exposition of it goes beyond the scope of this outline. However, it
contains important indications on the gravity of this dispute betweenmd ¢ Jand mg
J d n asimin the Classical periad> " al-Yusr, concerning the origins of the differentiation

betweentae q gnd mukawwarwrote:

This is a disputed problem of great significance about which thend & ¢omppsed
numerous works. | have seen one of them [even] writing a stackedolume in which he
suggested that a group of traditionalists who flourished iHd i | dangdell that
existentiation fae q \stsomething other than the existentiateanukawway) and creation
(4 d) @ something other than created existenag [ qdj, and that creation is [andternal

[attrib ute] 3%

Then> » al-Yusr responds to what seems like ammd €dntentjon thatJ d n ol cancept
of tae q goes not originate in the theology of * ¢ h ¥ b ]

This problem is mentioned by » Mandy lal-J d n ofinyhé context of his dispute with]
the J o Gilah dnd he corroborated the doctrine daihl atsunna wal ] g whfch says:
existentiation is something other than the existentiated, and existentiation is not temporal
but created. Hex{ » ManAy ) precedess md @]timeyand this doctrine is exactly that of

> 7 @) h \amdihis associate’$:

Asfor> md ¥ inl i _taelgipa/oml i hmi ~ al m afomshdodtane R gi mn

in his theology and equates it with the anthropomorphist school of Kerramiyyah3??

In tune with> ~ &@-Vo ml Y m mea*henli ogtalthr] )mdebicates the longest
chapter of his magnum opuBalfirat atU > "t thef pfoblem oftae q aridl provides one of
the most detailed and extensive rebuttadf the> md pdsitiog by al d n ogtheplogian. In

3181bid.
3191bid.
820> A @f-Yusr,UAY,fp.77.
3211bid.
3221 bjid.
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it, > N g-J o Gdgelivers a strong critique of md § Based on their interpretation of the

gi | e whiclss the word by which God created the world according to revealed
sources?®J d n oglpipposedthaB ?aa i m hin mjaa_d jal ma "~on
of existentiation and creationUi.e.something other than the existentiated and created” y

a-J o Galstreports that earlied d n ogltopk a more cautionary approach by saying that

nda qial T mM3d9ah arjl ammiih oma" ni 1gjfs nda mj
ib nda qilf> ~s Di° gdala”“s Ea m]Ji 7 RB?aa)
>mdpjhbgq nd]l]n nda qil > RB?aa i1 m i h b]nheres i pi ha

an unavoidable contradiction. This is because if they accept that the world was created by it,

then in practical terms it is nothing other than the existentiation and creation of the
Jdnog lg>"a-JoGwyrh qi | ~ m7

He who approves the truth aomething and then refuses to approve of its name is-self
contradictory. Theologians considered thisonesoind ¥l gl i i |l Z _i hnl ] i _ni
indeed a most obscene contradiction because he negages &nld then affirms it; if this

is not acontradiction then nothing is a contradiction in this worl¢f?

Moreover,> * gl-J o Gppihts out that thisQo | Ycddrse is used in nearly every
> md Bdok tojprovetheun | a] na> hamm ] h> anal hiJms ni]lht idi] dY
> md & Haven i ] __ajn nd]l]n nda arjlammiih RB?2aa 1m
need to be created by second expression, which in turn would need a third expression and
so on, leading to infinite regression of causéas@ls® + >h ") 1 b ndéade qi l
] hsndi hc 2 orr ma®Hnlkffett]faffirm the existdnce of an eternal attribute by
which the world is brought into being; and that is exactly existentiatidag( q )y drigination
o%UH) dnd creation Khalq in view of those who adheretod i m 3> iy io ¢ agdsY
that every doubt raised by the md & gdbdutsthel d n ogdiogtrine is proven invalid by this
inherent inconsistencyEvidently,tae q s lthe defining doctrine ofl d n dasmipn > » a-
J o Gvyrh ~Denyiag the authenticity ofae q yrbvokes> » a-J o Gtg probe into the
i _nlihaYm di mnil s >mid @jdlongnates imdhp theolbgy ofj*lua > ] n a
¢] h yand in turn providing us witha highly valuable accountin the early history of the
J d n o/dchoolP*

323 Also discussed in ~ aj-Yusr,UMy,fop.78B0.

324> A gl-J 0 Yakk] m Talia,p.414.

325> A gl-J o Y, Talira,pp.414415.

36K y &l-A yaird » u(®@ vy gs3RB8), all d g 1(@d g dog.76W78), and aH d ] ~ “akFtdy pg 461U

121) present similar rebuttal§lvarying in detailUi b > md 6] | ynY] ne Aljohthenahowever dguate

nda >md¢é]1l vy piaqgq qind nddoPF p]adnd thehkhrramipyahilekHad | ¢ P idit iyi1 s +i
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Part of the> md @rpdment to invalidate the eternity of the attribute dfae q wsh

ndl]n Di Ym ]~ifins ni _la]lJna “iam hin haa’ > ]
(qudrg, one of the seven eternal attribute of God; in other words, God brings the world into
existence not because He is eternally described as an existentiator but because He is eternally
all-powerful. The commold d n oyiew however saw existentiation as aternal attribute
additional to the seven eternal attributes of God. Interestingly, the more philosophically
inclinedal-raog] YakUlF f | dof Bremg)l-Al yaSamagandydoes not delve into the problem
oftae q in the same way the majority of past and contempordry] n ostheplogians dicf?’
He attributes the opinion that existentiation is something other than the attribute of power
ni RB] clioj ib @l]]glgmigrilhhiblotk ] igdaivthemdtiopdhlé BeY ] h h]
m] sm7 Uqga ehi g nddad) tdddreate rdahifold sums and jplangts ih theXo
world but He did not create them, therefore, eternal power is actual without the necessity to
create, and we must affirm that they (power and creation) ar@ j ] t*Funtleerm¥re, in
what seems like an alternative look at the debateftayusingon the problemof whether the
attribute of power (udrg is something other than creationn(] e)d He \sdysUb¥causg
creation is preconditioned upon power and gwer is not preconditioned upon creation,
ndah Xndas g o?More Significant is éShnaatiaadym+ Y i h _f omi i h 1 h
quotes Fakhal-A ya+O d tivhom he refers to as the MastesHF g ¢ Wto conciliate both
opinions. He writes:

The master said: the attribute of power is effective by way of possibilityj (f | -jaway* i f ] f

As for the attribute of creation, if it were also effective by way of possibility, then it would

be identical U ] )svith power. But, if it were effective by wayf necessity, it would mean

God is compelled and does not have free williparan la mukhtargri*
In other words, if the> md §Held that God creates by His free choice, then their assumption

that eternal attributes of power and creation are one is sound.

In later theological writings, we find aP o “uaderstandablyconsidersthe problem
i pal nda _lalJna > hamm ib Di > Yq] Yh digpweavith) nnl i ~

691/1291) includes a more detailed analysis clearly influenced by the extensive rebudtiel affiraby > " ai-
J o Yakkh] myhizhihe also quotes in his argument.
27TheJ d n o | ¢f'Shamgal-A vdl-P ] g ] | ks]ndt entirely evidentalthough he defends a number of

crucialdJ dnol vi _nliham ih dim ~iie+ Qdim im j]llnfs arjfli
follower of the theological school of Faklal-A y h-O g .tiNevertheless, @ ] g ] | Kks]inkariably used by
later Ottoman theologianstodefenid n oyl Vi _nl i ham i h ijjiminiih ni >md®¢]

*28Shams aDin, Faog} Yp.350)
$29Shams aDin, laoa Ypi.361)
330 bid.
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J d n og\n'alP o Yeh@ayfah ]| md,Which it a supecommentaryon> ~ lg_ayth at
Samagandy m g i miY & sndShdwialioch acU] e wq find an attempt to reach a
common ground betweer md §4dndJ g n ogl. Ityalso shows@® o Yemny i gj ] mmi i h] na
towards minimizing the differences;ésays:

Know that our difference with thep] h ] ib thisnproblem is easy, even though the two

camps have extensively ovelebated it because negating the divine active attributes does

not entail imperfections in God, and the same applies to affirming them. There is also no

ko]l laf 1 h mlasilthc 7 Bhidcha molmam]] nihlal a ]l a ] gi hc Di

| say: God may be termedCeator in the true sense of the word, and | disagree with the
¢] h]dpdim glea Di "Ym _lafPnipa ]Jnnli”“onam anal h] f

Al-P o * then,reiteratesin a forceful concilatory manner.

Difference between us and them diminishes very much as we agree that God is eternally a
creator in the real sensexf k taM),]then [it seems] the difference is over whether the
attribute (of creation) is an eternal attribute of God? After all, it is an attribute whose
] bbil g]lniih il hac]niih “iam hin oh algiha Di°
is nogreat differen@ concerning it
A-Po ey i “mammi i h gind ]nnagjnihc ni nl i pi] fi
two schools is clearly evident in these words. But, the dispute ¢aerq \s Iproven more
challenging, and aP o “resgonds to thel d n ojacgusation that ir> md ¢hgology the
divine act of creation is only figurative because according to them existentiatias ¢ Nahd
the existentiated &-mukawwanare one. He says:
It is not wellestablished that> ~ gl-pasan(aF& md Fdvedr gla g a ° Di Ym h]ga Rr
~lal]nila ni ~a ] bicola ib mjaa_d+ Ea g]s hin
ndl]h gd]n F d]lpa m]i° dal a+ XColndal)Z in 1Im
expressions and their metaphors, rather they study thath of things and their reality®**
Al-P o "thew argues that if> md & &ré quizzed on whether God creates in a true or
figurative sense, they should respond by saying that it is an invalid question because it is no
business of the theologian to study expressions and figures of speech. In summary, although
clearly aware thathis dispute withd d n oglisyto some extent irreconcilable, yetBlo ~ e \

maximizes his efforts to find compromise solutions.

An important development to the debate in later theological writings is found in the
book ofalJ o yadaby Egyptianp] h JsdhejarH] g a-A ylbn atE o g d(d) 861/1388)n

BIALP 0 A1 )] K,\d9 p.387.
3ALP o ~a-Sayfal ] md §.240 | )
3331 bid.

334 bid.
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which he controversially argued that the original theology of ¢ h \héldtae q tplbe
an eternal attribute inclusive of all other active attributes. He then criticized the] n ofl vy °
view which approves the eternity of every active attribute, such as creating (e)d f v k
sustaining 0 ] d), giving life (i Y as contrary to the teachings of » ¢] h \amd]that it is
in fact the later invention o> » Manfy lal-J d n ogand his follavers. He says:
Later ¢] h ] fiommhe time of > A (Manfy lal-J d n o/klaimed that these [active]
attributes are eternal and additional to the establishpzbven]attributes. Nothing in the
sayings of> " ] h vand his early associates expressly states that, except for his
mn] nagahn?7 BDi > g]lm ] _la]lnil ”"~abila Ea _I|l a]ns
(3 d n osgl) igndvated their [own] ways of interpreting if>
He argues that the true understanding®f* ¢] h Y m] i _taelqigikkes himbmore in
line with the > md & rhthexthand d n og, and a closer reading of the statements of-pre
J d n oyp] yh'] rbveals that they do not imply active attributes to be something other than
nda ] nnli”“ona ib jigal + UFé&] hoindidatd thatthéyearemn] n a m
closertothe> md ®hl al mn] h i hc i®*bwhitedths may inflicate & turhio n a m+ Y
J d n osthaught given the influence of the writings of Ibn-& o g dam laterd d n o4l y °
theology, nonetheless it seems more of an isolated opinion. The influecdi@mentaryon
lbn atE 0 g &/ dno md sompoded by contempary Egyptiand] h JQth mibgNuynf y”~ c d d
(d. 879/1474) categorically discredits the above statements as uninformed doubts and

provides a thorough defense dfd n dsimgs'the true representative of the theology »f* u

¢] hv°b ]

2.6ConclusionAJ d n ojPhgnomenon

Three conclusions can be drawn from this chapter. First, on the points that were
disputed with> md & J d n~ aslmgeems to draw closer to tht o ¢ n ]. But,d d Wl og v °
also maintained reasonable distance from theo € ita} which goes on teshow that ai
H] gn¥ml iyj 1 Widinhythaptbdy nakes a middle way between theo G ifaf and
the> md & i$ largely correct. Second, it seems that on nearly all of the crucial theological
disputes, thel d n ogl odginate their contraryto-Y > nh dgsjtions in the teachings and

explicit statements of> » @] h y This is certainly true in the disputes on the rational

35|hbn akE 0 g dak) o md B h-Milisamarapp.84B5.

S¢lbnatEo g dat) o md 9.87. ] )
BEAK Nuynmpfl md t s 3 p thd fpiinted ih a-Musamara pp.84U8s.
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ha_ammins ni ehiq Di>) nda abbi _] _s ib g]hyYn
attributes as has been shown in the course of this chapter. Third, the tendency to minimize

the differences or to conciliate opposing points of view was morerggtpfeltinlater> md ¢ ] | y
writings, as was shown in the arguments put forward @ddl-A v &-P o Yatmi hi s s ]
(whereby nearly half of the disputes are considered merely verbal), and, to a limited extent,

lbn atE 0 g &/ gno md .$n]confrast, we find ilAkmal atA yat? d ~ JandmogNyn f y~ c d d

a more doctrinaire] d n dsimthat generally emphasizes difference, much in line with early

J d n asthoyght. The next chapter, however, will look at the origins and sources of Ottoman

H] f liteature and attempts to measure the extent to which later philosophical theology
influenced the debates betweer md © ] dnd Jdyn asin\as they are presented in

prominent early Ottoman theological writings to the end of the tenth/sixteenth century.
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CHAPTER THREE

CLASSICAL OTTOMAN THEOLOGY AND THE
LEGACY OF LATER ECG > OF P J

3.1 Introduction

This chapter attempts to approximate an understanding of the presence and
contextual significance of the disputes betweenmd € ] and Jndgn asmyn’ classical
Ottoman theologicaliterature (from the middle of theninth/ fifteenth century towards the
middle of thetenth/ sixteenth century). This chapter is divided into two sections. Section
One contains discussions on the origins and sosiroé theological thought in Ottoman
scholarship by analyzing the role of pioneering scholars, their academic background and
later influence, as well as surveying the widedpread theologicalexts . Section Two deals
closely with the disputes by providingn overview of key encounters beéen the two
schools during the specifiegeriod, followed by intertextual analysis of the treatment of

chief points of dispute as presented in selected prominent Ottoman theological texts.

It will be shown in the coursef this chapter that works ok] f damposed by
Ottoman scholarsvho flourishedbetween mid.ninth/fifteenth and mid.tenth / sixteenth
centurieswere largely influenced biater > md &oughi. Meanwhiletextual references to
Jdnol ynar nm ] lappeari minintali Dubing this period Ottoman ¢] h] by
mutakalling &tudiedexclusively> md ®dcts and espouskfundamental> md €dctrines.
Importantly, resurgence of the disputing spirit with> md ¢ ] dmbng gost-Classical
Ottoman¢] h F fioomn alO u ¢Anatolia and the Balkang)which begins tdake shapen the
eleventh seventeenthcentury (discussed i€hapter 1\ Uwasto an extentprovoked by the
general indifference to critical points of disputes iy h ]Jthieologianswho belonged to the
precedingQassical period covered here. In general terras,far as Classic@ttomank] f d g
is concernedJ d n asimwasnot invariably acknowledged as a schaafl theology heaeto-
head with> md © ] rathemweseethat it is at timesignored andevenmade subservient to
> md G Jinlpiommigente | ftekig.

In modern academia, it is commonly agreed that Ottoman scholarship has received
relatively little academic attention in view of the thousands of volumes that abound today

]h gala jli o_a ~olihc nda _ahnolNuaim i b
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world®**L nniglh m_dif]lmY _ihnli”oniih ni nda F
systematically studied and appraised, abdF f-kj f Fsfpne of the sciences that Ottoman

rulers and scholars alike considered to be of pivotal importance tanig scholarship.

Indeed, a comprehensive inquiry into the Ottoman contribution to Islamic theology is

beyond the purpose of this chapter which is to investigate the extent to which the later

> md Qradition influenced Ottomand] h ]Jgboyn ] en] d&nél h turn influenced their

attitude towards the debates betweenmd G Jahdd chg dsim\which a century latestart

to draw special attention irDttoman theological literaturé

The foremost source of Ottoman scholarly history during the classical periad is
Shad &akth o ¢ g dfiwi b § #iawila a® n dniyydithe Anemone Flowers: on the Scholars
of the Ottoman Empire); an extensive and highly detailed collection of biographies of
Ottoman scholars written byAwmad b. Mufala Q_ ] #imd e o(d.| 96@1516). i~ ] d
Q_ ] #*imd e wds kn o#ftstandingf Otjordan sdiao; born in Bursa (then a major center of
religious scholarship), he studied in Ankara and Istanbul before embarking on a diverse
scholarly career where he taught at the most esteemed centers of learning in the Ottoman

realm and wrote nearly thirty booksTowards the end of his life, he became a teacher at one

BEimnili]lh E]J]fif Fh]f_ie qglina7 Undala d]lm mi b]l 7~ac
learning within the whole field of Muslim scholarship, and so it is difficult to assess its contribution to the
Fmf]gi _ m_i a alia(20¥381-21 & kee Dttofan] Empire: 30600 (Kindle Locations 378762).

Orion. Kindle Edition). A similar sentiment is foundHfistory of the Ottoman State and Civilfzatithm i bl qga f

sound and serious studies about the origins and develaunad traditional Islamic sciences throughout

Ottoman history, such as ] b my |F)gharell ] § Whtgoit [Ottoman] scholarly activities and contributions

and biographies of scholarswliog al ca> 1 h Urddn]] m i jSd loi)i BY¥ g% f-aathot] HistoryXa > i ni |
of the Ottoman State and Civilizdtiod ] hmf ] na™ 1 hni >l ]~1_ ~s P]lfid P]Y ]

Some attempts have been made to study Ottoman scholarly life in recent western scholarship, see for example:
EFRouayheb, KHad Islamic Intellectual history in Seventeenth Century: scholarly currents in the Ottoman empire and

the Maghrgb @] g~ 11 " ca7 @] g~li ca Rhipalmins Ml amm)d/}n28 ?
a-f ot Yiss] &7 Br _]plogkihmhOMdfldgi Qaljgi hjhacis ih dog]h
K] kmd] ~] h> 1 E&opean JoarhahodTaurkishtgjudiesi f . 0) /-. .8 ] h™ O] nea)

HIl vkl gbd "iss]+ Bihica ?agal dauma af Furkishh$e652),pp. 1587d.0 hc a h a
33 The recently published Schmidtke, Sabine (editdf)e Oxford Handbook of Islamic The@idgyd: Oxford

Rhipal mins MIlamm) /-.3 _ihn]J]ihm ]h ahnls ~s J+ P]in L
586) whichattempts to present a panoramic historical overview of theological developments during the
Lnniglh agjila¥Ym fibaniga+ @ h_alhihc nda _ollahn mn]
Uarimnihc final]lnol a bllafalysis oin@dtoram Islamic th¢olodgy pniits histodcal ]| _ | i r
_ihnarn¥Y %j +235&+ Qda mno s _i hnJidmm Otipdan theologiamd ah _am
nig]! > m >mdY] | iUinglinewiih' the iconchusibnpad this chaptet the influence of later

jdifimijdi _]1f >mdvY]limg ih @ ]J]mmi _]f Lnnig]lh ndaific
qualified with rather cursory evidence, is further supported by the more detailed arguments below. Also, the
extensive influence of pos@f ] mmi _ ] fU particutary]in thenfiguers ofQ] b n datddsoy famfih y
prosopographical analysis of lateninth-fifteenth/early tenth-sixteenth century pioneers of Ottoman
theological scholarshifas pursued in this chapter, may question the extémwhich Ottoman theology was,

] __il 1 hc ni nda ]Jondil) nda U_ihniho]lniih ib ]Jh arin
(Pl fdiiGylmni h_a nda mirnd, ngafbnd _ahnolsY % ~i &+
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of the prestigiousSahA SamafkEight Courtyard schools) in Istanbul, in addition to assuming
the office of judge in the city*°His celebratecdl-Shayg ¢is arranged according tsucceeding
@bayd (generationsUsin. @baya), each of which corresponds to the reign of an Ottoman
Sultan and lists prominent scholars who flourished therein. The book spans the period of
over twohundredand fifty years; between 699/1293800- the year in which the founding
father of the dynastyl) R n d Ig(dj T26/1324), became a sultaand terminates a few years
Nabila nda ]J]ondi QYmMmhma ¢ o Alsondhor®fs ihtpa) 3, the
second primary source on classical Ottoman scholaréhifhis book is a substantial
encyclopedia of arts and sciences, and has been critically acclaimed in the wider Muslim

world until today.

But, for the purposes of this chapter, and certairity the remainder of this study,
nda _]nacils BLnnig]lh m_dif]IQa ] Hanma¥@dinhimt
Shagd ¢cbmes for the aid. In fact the book was composed with the express purpose of writing
i h nda m_di f JalOm @~ &6fy tichlliteorichlly enostiyi refefs to the geographical
region of Anatolid whom historiansUaccording to the authotJhave passed over in silence.

In the preamble takShad §@_ ] #imd e writds:i #h. t ] h™ ] d
Historians have recorded the virtueg (] lijlg) of religious scholars and notables. [These
histories] were either asserted by traditiom#q) or confirmed by es g 1 n h asjlifet, %G
no one turned to collecting the histories of the scholars of these landisat their names
and descriptions almostidappeared from the speeches of civilized and nomadic people
alike. And when this situation was observed by some men of virtue and integrity, | was

beseeched [by them] to collect the virtues of the scholaralgd y gand | answered to their
request®*

In light of akShaid & &n Ottomart lih may Uin general terms refer to a scholar who:
(i) studied and taught within the bounds of the geographical regiomale® y gAnatoliaand
the Balkan¥, (i) moved toal-O y_drom other polities but spent the greater part of their
academic career in it; (iii) was in close liaison with the Ottoman governing elite; or, (iv)

served in an official capacity at an Ottoman religious institution, such as being appointed a

Q. 1 #imdeo”rl T #H. t 1 H ] d _ih_fo am dim ~iie qlmaddb] ~an]if
Mufa®aalP d ] k eh¥ivYkg ] 1hfi s s Hawla &l oorf d gg[fiolgwetigiyjalU 1 kmantfui fi thikr afadik

O u, gy atAydini, Ali b. Bd] (Edited byMumammadTabatabai), Tehran: Library, museum and documentation

centre of Islamic Conslutative Assembly (Majie$huraye Eslami), 2010, pp. 4BY6.

3Q_ ] thmd e AradbiMufadedhi aed] ¢ d ] o] i g]i 'mP* ] Wi Rd (edigor onknpwn), ]

Beirut: Dar alKotob alUF f gi ss] d) . 652+

AP d ] km3Y i k
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professorini ha i b nda P mddragahomsérveairhtheicapacity of a judge or
gobMy

3.2 Notes on the Origins and Sources of Classical Ottbhjah d g

Scholarly pioneers of the upnd-coming Ottoman empire were marked for their
diverse cultural andntellectual backgrounds$?* The new polity attracted men of learning
from different parts of the Muslim worldJespecially from neighboring Seljuk princedoms,
and Persiaandld i | ggam**J i | a i gjil n] hnfs) nda m_dif]]
was wideranging; earliest Ottoman scholars would normally spend their education years
studying at the then thriving centers of learning in Mamluk Egypt and Syria, or in Persia,
Hdi | dnddransoxaia*®As suchthere was naturally a high level of scholarly exchange
"anqaah nda Lnnig]lh “igihiih ]h"” indal j]Ilnm

relation with men of religion and learning, in addition to their patronage of scholars,

Q. ] thimde¥rm!| il ndBhi']] dib gd]ln ~abiham ] h RLnndakhalah m_di f
Ulit. entered) inal-O y, gor purposes of scholarship. This is implied in his mention of famiaydi Vo  Hd i | d md h
Zaynal-A yatKhafi (Khavg bUgdied in 834/14354}> ¢ f wi7gp)46Kahhalap +. . ) /. 1 &+ Q_ ] thmd e o "

Uin “iam hin _]oma ons (KA oraes rhii ~d ah miiil momimg a piath didi o
lands ofal-O y gto draw blessingsandgoddi | noha ~s dim gahniih) 7~~a_]oma Di
gahniih i mPdd &kph¥)iikomyY %

Rma i b nda qil > RBagjxti$catiized ihMehndedMaksuadoglu@smanli history (1289

1922) based on Osmanli sa{watdumpur: Research Centre [ITUM, 1999, which argues that Ottomans never used

its derivatives to refer to their polity, and used instead the Arabic wdedvlahsee M. Hussain , Amjadl Social

History of Education in the Muslim World: From the Prophetic Era to Otthmaaoniniesla Publishers, 2013,

fn.562).

34%5The Arabic wordAjam(lit. non-Arabic) has acquired various meanings in Muslim geographical litesatin

later Ottoman historical contexts,Ajam came to designate more exclusively Safavid Iran(inans). But, it is

crucial to point out that in general Ottoman contexts,i fal§ > i(lhngls of the Ajam) referred to a larger
geographical region whichhi _ f oU] a&’i hc i nd@Mallmic]i i]lhbm Hdi | d*m#ib %l | bcdf

] h° >bcd]himn]h&+ Qdim im _aln]ihfs ihaPidhkHubakgal]h]
example, ond ymjvwy N #%> Jd~ ] bnal 5.2, .1.0d& Q.a]jhihéal>rdmigh. t ] #h° ]
mno ia’ oh al _diab m_di dmdwhd¥aknah%H d]ihl ndi & d) hhRipdB3is®% gi p a’
regarding a scholar named-Mahmoy -] sf° ¢ived; duringthe reign ofMehmedF F &) Q_ ] hmdeo 1 i #h. t

Uda ahhaH =i dngmawlalcommon Ottoman synonym of shaykh) AbdRdug d lal-G d gtydied

ni candal Pgi] rkpl9d).ikamY (d. 898/1492) was a fanfoukand mystic who lived andtudied in

nda Hdi | dmdhidrd ] _kpp%32ae3al> E 4 \d3gm296% The landsaie > iifPgd | kedeN 1 k

included centres of learning in Transoxania. On a teache®atA Samamamed PilMutammad] *C] hd |l v % +
623, .2167%)i #Q_t]]idl edo ndlai N7 kg = T dhdystudiedithere under thellama of

Samargand and Bukh| Y& &4 kp#20). k )

“Begafa’ "1Th Fdm]J]hicfo koinam ] mno s s J laeamit %
[Tesekkuigelismecozulme XMUS F F +  V,oMastdrsf Thésis, ZHacettepe University, Dept. of History,

Ankara, 1989, pp.278-65) which gives the following statistics on the sources of Ottoman education between

the eighth/ fourteenth andtenth/ sixteenth centuries: scholars studied in Iran constituted 39.3 percent; Egypt,

0-+0 jal _ahn8 ]I m bil Ql]lhmir]lhi]l]) FI]lk) Hdilatg ]h>
0+-0 jal _ahn %Fdm] hicf o) Begaf a® " 1 lishel bydFoundhtjon for] m] m i &
Science and Technology and Civilisation [UK], no. 4055, April 2004, p.4). These statistics would have to be largely
modified if the study by Lekisizeated@jamas an absolute synonym for modday Iran, and did not take into

consideration the variations of this designation outlined above.
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certainly impacted the scholarly environment of those tim&SFor example, the first entry
in a-Shagd §i$ a scholar by the name of Sheikh EdebalHgl | | ddj 726/1325) who
hailed from the powerfulbeylik(princedom) of Karamari prior to its annexation into

Ottoman dominion- where he acquired his initial religious learning before taking higher

studies at theulamaofal-P d d(8yrian). AIH] | ] ghdnhhgd a close affinity with Rn d g d h

| (founder of the gnasty) and became his chief advisor on matters of religion and
governance. The Sultan even married one eHal | ] Y thh ¥ ] o ¢ dJmczdrding tq d i
Q_ ] hmd e ¥ becanie mothettof Qrivhn, sonWR n d Igaedhhis successétAnother

notable from he time ofURN dEYim | ai c {Baba, diy khaiive ofHid m| dvihod h

mannf a’ ih Hil mdadil ih H]I]]glh ]h" ndah
accompanied him on his conque¥ts Mukhlis? ] ] Ym mi h ] h° cl ] h™ mi

b ] n degdcyamd became prominent Ottoman scholars in their own right.

Proficiency in the rational sciencesk® f uvagU] k f ara-g]] @K ig & récurring
theme in aFShagd & AccordingtaQ_ ] imd e ,cabgl] i Yikaotfmphde up af the following
im_ijfiham %i h Knfdgmmncigles of jarlsgutendetg/y &-fioH), iArakic %
grammar @knaow), morphology &kHtafl, f)y the science of inflectionai¥db), the science of
meanings &g ] ®)dhescience of clarificationg ] 1), dhe science of dialecticakjada),
logic (mar), philosophy falsafy and astronomydtd ] &% Fhe sequence in which the
rational sciences are outlined b ] #imd e echdesd aitontmpritunderdtanding tHam
alH ] fisltge chief science and the validity of other religious sciences is contingent upon

it.*>* Foremost scholar in the reign of Orhan (lasting from 726/1326 unidl death in

N

%Cil gila ih ndim jilhn) maRagrddaholaraandShltars s th¢ EaflyfMbderd a ~ 7

Ottoman Empjr€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017.

348This assertiorhas been challenged in recent scholarship. For example see: Leslie P.Teiloeperial Harem:
Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman, E)xfard University Press, 1993. pp. Q& .

AP d ] kpp86. k

BOAP A ] km7Y i k

B1They are AshiePashaal-¢] h Jaldy b@kP d | k @7y and Alwa®@d a f(ahP oy] k @8Y).i k

AP d ] km6d.i k

%3 This trend is found in aD d ] taddfisya dominant theme in authoritative canons from the latdr] f d g

tradition. A-k-Dd ] tgd fivna 1 h di m g] ho] farMustdfaPd uf [sijthe scierice] lespongidleo ~ a h _

for proving the principles of all of the religious sciences, because they are [merely] particular in respect of [the
science]oH ] f d g s thid $cierd@hich reserves the higher status since from its [station] that one descends
ni ndama | ] I-Dhd]_tog’f]&dignaVausteiaYedités] by Mumammad Abd atP ] f d-§hafi], f
Beirut: Dar alKotob alUF f g i s s ] ) AlQ |66 r0diotd inthgsShawalc | kadk]i myab H K i g

nda gimn hi~fa ib m_iah_am ~a_]Joma in Iim nda-"]mim

q

a

Q] b n Fhadgyp.56). However,ddd ] Y chf Yi pimii h i b m_iah_@m thihdednhlfisth. i ]

al-D d ] tdidided all sciences into two parts: rationalncluding medicine, mathematics, geometry etcand

religious-includingH] frdadyg j I i h_ijfam ib folimjlo > ah_a) nda m_

- Urh atbatin- or science of the heart (D d | t aiMustdla, p.6). It would seem that sindg i f-Hy] flvdhg

Ana_igihc ih_lalmihcfs BI]niih]fa iUGinahQab nfgtndagy | ndmai f i
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43-,.026d&alQad | &) ©%1(1350) who became a prominent deer at the
madrasan Iznik - the first college to be established under Ottoman auspi@sf] |was a
native of Karaman, studying there first, then moved to Egypt to stady bam; \and 0 .f
Q_ ] thmd e onakes siiecial mintion d@ay] Yy ar _ajnii h]f 121 fini
sciences; he wrote thaay] | vy
Excelled in the rational sciences and acquired the scienceSdfsm; he composed a
commentaryon [the book] ofFydydby Ibn@raby and forwarded it with an introduction in

which he outlined the principles of the science 8tifism his aptitude for the rational
sciences can also be gleaned frhis words in that introduction®*

3.2.1 Pioneering Scholars and Popular Texts
3.21.1Q_ ] imdeYdrm| i thmn ] b ] @dai fici _]f @f] mmi_m

A noteworthy feature of Ottoman theological scholarslipring the Qassical period
is the predominance of md Qekt$. Yriting in the year 948/15442 Q_ ] imde o~ | 1 #h.
finishes the relatively elong&d entry on the science & f d bis encyclopedia of sciences
with a list of works that may be deemebe classic textbooks in the field> First anong
them are the tracts of N&f al-A v atHy nfoy 672/1273namely,N] g d ® i>¥iayld &-
Q] i AHAL ngy] m ] biffiqgal i b Qgaf pal Pdi Yimg ] h°
of philosophicalk] f &%Nevertheless, aHy iMyn qUinl particular aFQ] i -lwas one of
the foundational texts of Ottoman scholasticism throughout tassical peiod. The second
treatise in the list is the book odkH q dfsi @Kal-A v &-Baywd q (¢d. 685/1286). Al
Baywd qwas a renowned> md ] Idvy f ] | zoahd thys wierk lyIhich has been until

recent times one of the most widelstudied> md €gndny,

Importantly, these works were not studied in their abstract form, but were typically
read through the gaze of commentariés dominant trend in Islamic religious scholarship
in those times.Q_ ] #hmd e distsl thrah .canimintatied oralQ] i byvan Amd G Rl vy
J d n ogang a philosopher; they are: first, teommentaryby Shamal-A yakib | d @.h y
744/1349)U an influential > md Scpmmentator who was born iri/b ] d @t U in

U] fgimn 1 h>1 mniihmioji dv@M b"sfdsthadipipl.§5)git wasdviewed as a rational science by

Ottoman scholars in this period. See discussion on the Idtef tfaglition in Chapter One.

BAIPAd] RdY+B+ Kina VY@ pthmdeé d” [] ipth.i tf ]| hié lslview df theaphevakence i mo ~ i
of rationalism in early Ottoman intellectual history.

35Q_ ] thmd e dA ImakKi] € \H2dp L5 H2.

¥BQumi Ym gilem gala _ihnlipalmi]f apah ] gi hW@andtd ga j | i ¢
the enterprise of philosophicaH ] f Wwguld be observed in following centuries of Ottoman history. See for

example Sacakli] t#hin Ghdpter V.
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Q. ] thmdevm!| gBBaAMHKHAT ta" ih nda-1] cdthught ih m_1 al
Damascus and later in Egypt where he died; secondcdnementaryby Akmal atA v d+

?.d " ](d. m8/1348), an Egyptiapanafid d n olscholar already referred to in the

previous chapter; and, third, theommentaryon alQ] i Hy Jransoxanian philosopher
mathematician®@li a-N y m i 879/1474) who established rapport wiMehmedIl and

became an esteemed member of Ottoman scholarly circles. As-Bayat] oYvatH qli§

Q_ ] thmd e méntionhstibnetoinrfenthryllalso bythe > md Shainsgl-A yatib ] d.d hy

NextinQ_ ] thmd e¥rm | fi #hmn ] #b Jwdai fi c > mydRldsgidgsl em ] |
aFMumaall, alU > | n[filUM @+A \] dndNihayat af ol byFakhral-A vairO d ¢d\606/1209);
| oBalil | ~ pyeSighal-A yarU R | o (d.82/1283), which isommentaryon O d Y al
G| "2 e > bbgfgayhl-A yarl g i (d. $31/1233)-Mavdqif, Javdhir atH | f aghdy
alk§ k da¥Uwadyyah” s vué al-A v &-W i(dy 756/1355); ang ~ B dhid atDd ] & qhf 9% +
505/1111)Q] d d KCq sifadf]Irfterestingly, in addition to al? d ~ ¥ @omypentaryon ak
Q] i, only two¢] h Jthiealogical tracts are listed b@_ ] #imd e ,candlbothitwerte frath” ] d
Transoxania. The first iatlaoglY i -fldhiyyéby Shamsal-A \ di-Samagandy(died around
690/1291), a] h ]Jsthaglar fromSamagand who was strongly influenced by later md ¢ ] | y
scholarsU especiallyal-O d;tQy ] imd e @xclaimett that Jhéhdid] ndt know anything
about the author besides his narf@ The second iQ] ¢ -®ff ylg famous? o e dnd | ]
scholarfadral-P d | BN @ Id(4. Y47/1346)°

3.2.1.2 Commentaries aBdipercommentaries

Ottoman theological literature during th&lassical period took overwhelmingly the
form of commentariesrf d aglsin.Shaw) and supercommentaries@ qgstly sin.agshiyg on
earlierk] f @aksUespecially from the later md €dditiog. These commentaries formed
the basis of scholarly writing among the learned class; and, since they typically defined
themselves in view of earlier commentaries, they proved to be a vehicle for intellectual
debate. It is crucial to point out, hasver, that this academic practice prevailed in other
centers of learning in the Muslim world and was no way a unique feature ofl&sical
Ottoman scholarship. In factQ_ ] hmd e difnself thentiohsttan pxample of a non

Ottoman intellectual exchangyin the discipline ok] f that took place within the bounds

S7TQ_thmd e o M 1T akR] ]Gl 16015
%8Bjography of Shamsa#yi-R] §fl k]l h v | ag]ihm gimnfs ohehiqgh+
359Both works have already been discudse the last two chapters.

102



i b nda 8j 1 bjcommengaliesConcerning the abovementionedmmentaryon

aFQ] ibyNUmMdidga gl i na 7 -cthmmerdaries on)itbya] &héfawA] qqd h vy
(d. 918/1512), as well asadral-A yahShrd t(d; 930/1523); the debate between them kept
going back and forth; accordingly, they composed supemmentaries in phases, well
ehigh ~s nYA-Alaq g it TadnabA v &-P dd;tivwere contemporaneous
philosophers and theologians who lived in the cityPfd v.Baihtevenly authored six super
commentaries orN u mtiobnymentaryonakQ] i, &ng as a whole constituted a protracted

and continuous intellectual exchange. The debatemeontinued posthumously blyadr al-

AvYhm mi h th BHA vy @.dO#941842) who retorted to the last supeommentary

written by aFA ] g q @Mich had been intendedtobg | ai i i h  al ] c] i hmn

supercommentaryon the subjec®

3.2.2egacy of-Q] b napd &G0y i dhy

Reading the works ofQ_ ] #hmd e 0 orl Hdin it/ #Y@ic ¥087/1657)
bibliographical encyclopedi&ashf atp h prhaddition to catalogues of extant manuscripts
in modernday Turkey, one is struck by the vast number of commentaries and super
commentaries that were composed during tl@assical Ottoman period which covered
nearly all aspects of Islamic learning. Howeyspecially in the fields d) ® &ndH ] f,mpg
works attracted mor&eommentary, glosses and annotation than the writings of two scholars:
Pl &-AvyahQ] b n dnddiBayyidalP d 1 d-Gdl .i d hy

Al-Q] b n avasd highly prolific scholab | i g inkHidmd dBord imto a family
well-versed in the Islamic scholarly tradition (his father was a scholar and judge, and his
grandfather and great grandfather were both we#garded ulamd. He studied under
philosopherlogician QU al-A vy dt+Tam d (@.y766/1365) and prominent md © pud al-

Ay d-UiALQ] b n dvasdaR § d with Svige-ranging intellectual interestswhich were

mostly in the rational sciences of Islam. AccordingQo ] #imd e @ Ibin mtdimfga]l & ] f i

fields include:Arabic scienes such as grammar, morpholodhig science of meanings and
clarification; in addition to the two fundamental disciplinesakUflayn) - principles of
jurisprudence and theology?Q] b n dveddirhSamagandduring the reign ofQ v g, @rid
the latter reportedly had a high opinion of him. He diedSamagandin 792/1390 leaving a

%03 1 watd] G d.159. )
361 Details on these supecommentariesisalsbi oh ~ 1 h H Hashf atp hagth, bp3a&5Y)m
%23 1 tatrd] © @l19G192.
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long-lasting legacy. Inthe words @_ ] mded " Ug fimbh aths ] db nda m_1i
endedi h &% g+VY

The other scholar whose works were highdglebrated by the Ottomans is-8ayyid
a-Pd]d-@dl i(d8l&/1413); a contemporary of@I] b n dvhodlbodived ilMQvy g ul i °
Persia and Transoxania, and was born indstid in northern Iran. A follower of theéd] h] by
school of law with greater inmes to> md ¢hgology, alG o | stubied;underQud al-A v h
al-Taan d émpng others before moving to Egypt to study under prestigioaknaprimarily
chief of¢p] h ] AkwmahalA vair? d » ] Ak@ ol authored fifty books on a wideange of
topics; Q_ ] hmd e o falm_th.itr]Jath™ Jalig ] m Ufa] i hec m_dif]
ihnaffa_ndéqf ib dim Jca+VY

Majority of Aassical Ottoman scholars who wrote on theological matters studied and
produced commentaries ortexts by these two scholars, in particular @] bn¥ind hy
commentaryon theJ d n o;Crgetbf Najmal-A y d&-K | m{krown asShawat$ k da¥ i °
K] myyab,and alG o | Y alj-imolusiveShawal) | q dUadommentaryonal-llYy g] ho] f
of > md %] fl ddgwever, alQ] b n ¥4 m d h § amafrniura dpwshsfthe book oBhawak
g ] Kdl which parallels in size @60 | Ymhpgi f GShpiod-d Joqnd Qb a ] mn nc
nlal]nimam _igjfana nda ]JYm pgki indidssadP ha Q. ] #hmd

The systematic and encyclopedic nature thie scholarly worksproduced by al
Q] bndnddgHs g | fesuled in their widedissemination in parts of the Muslim world,
especially inthe eastern lands oPersia andd d i | dAmitaresting report fromakShagd ¢ |
quotes TurceMongol conqueroQ v g (d.1807/1405) as saying (duriqg] b ngdmdhiybani g a
UF d]pa hin _ihkoaRabn¥Ym&h4ihi egrdi d]ldp aimi o] If a]
mq i °This Yuote gives strongindication on the farreachingpopularityof atFQ] b n¥gmd h y

%3] 1 atrd] ©@191. )

%43 1 atrd] © @193193.

%653 1 atrd] © @167; he also lists in the passid d °~ emarig wil] f dyptQ] b n dnd dtieyworks

byatib] ddhvy-l gldqdi ]d da gahniihm bil AMAfiidicel ] jdil _]f j ol
does not cite aQ] b n Y i d b iy mdissgninatadfwerk ShawalU ] k ]-K ]° rgydbfamong his list of

Kl f dlagsicdd] qgile gdi _d ardi~inm nda cla]Jnamn Jdnolvy vy 1ih
*SAFP d ] kpdB¥. Edyptian historianamadb.® fakd ] k | y t y  %Uwho \rdte2in the firdt hak of the

ninth/ fifteenth century Uprovidesan early insight on the popularity of a5 o | &ardong his (presumably

Persian) countrymen. In his blographlcal wotRurar alJ ok aHarida, and after acknowledgingGo | Y h y

ar _ajniih]f alo>iniih) da qlina UdHmandaerlypraisedbimf f i qal 1
in keepingwith the habit of Persians ak¢ > i (Al Y k | Ammnagh. AliDurar alJ o k efari’ ]] thrajin al

G ¢ s efyho ddfetlited by Mayg y_~ -Jdlilil, Beirut: Dar aGharbalUF mf ] gi ) / - - / ) indicatds) 2/ 1 &+
the early popularity of &G o | ,ibuf ihajso shows a kind of dismissiveness on the part of the Egyptian historian

regarding the overly celebratory attitude twards these scholars. He als@ses to favor aQ] b n dverdah y

Go |l fatpdngted byHdni ~ @dafa”y qdi _f 11 ga] bm dieniah@of | gi dehhya ° afi
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scholarshiptowards the end of thesighth/ fourteenth century. But there is also evidence
that his works had reached beyond th@\y g uyrealm in and around the same period.
Muocammaddpamzaal-C ] h @1l 884/1430) was a highly influential Ottoman scholar who
flourished during the reign of? d s ]I {lagted from 791/1389 until his death in 804/1402).
He was the first to acquire the title &hekhuU F nirf tHe gmpire and is arguably considered
the founding father of Ottoman scholasticist.Q_ ] #imd e aepdrts tat whiletat | d
C] hdas g teacher at a school in Anatofighe would give his students an extra day off in
addition to their normal weekly holiday which was on Tuesday amdi# 8 @ ana hl i m) Y
Q. ] timdewoadhs, i th. t ] #Hh ] d
That during his (alC] h¥dm& ni gam nda Q] &inthddideacheda highe m i b ] f
level of fame, and he [had] encouraged students to study them. But, those books were not
available for purchase as their copies had not yet become widislyeminated (iral-O y o

Therefore, they had to reproduce them; and as they styled to have sufficient time to
copy them, themawlaal-C ] h)dddegd Monday to their [weekly] holid&§?

Indeed, a closer reading of the scholarly career e€gl h ddnd; others from this
period Uoffers hints on the origins of the Ottoman interest the rational sciences, which
coupled an unwavering interest in the undoubtedly rationalist character of the writings of
al-Q] b n dnddGw | #°dt s\said that when renowned] h ]junist dd Hal-A y dl-

Kd ° ](d. 827/1423) sojourned ial-O y _gheproved to be more knowledgeable than al
C] hid jurisprudential knowledge &b o ), alttfough the latter overmastered him i/ f

@d a f Had*ngultam awuiy laH ~ ] &-fdhulledited by Mag uy~ >-0J * i}l hf YonZ) Fmn] h”~of
2010, v.2, p.388); he saidQi b n¥gm dh Vi cldt of hisl [wofks] Wre critically pursued by @ d ] d-y b

Go | and bthers, and most of what they criticize in him is not free from wantonnes§ YY m#pb0) | +14 . &
¥Qdim ] mmalniih im hivawad]jkdVYiikh Hidn@Q/] iouddé Bepleékeytn. ] th™

although the former refers to the extensive authorities bestowed upotCdl hdl v ~s Jol d° F+ | ]
afirmthatatC] hd !l v g$hekhdilshamiaba " nda Lnnig]h agjila)Femaamm >s Dh)
Omflg >hmiefijallilm&+%Qcfei 8a)Ajprhah2S]ebb+

Q. ] thmdeo I T #H,. t ] h 1] d “iam hin mja_ibs nda gdal a]™ionr

in the princedom of Karaman or in Bursa where he is said teehaught 6-P d ] kpg.¥53K.)

AP d ] km30.0 k

s°Beyond the Classical perio@tér Ottoman scholars appear to make a fine distinction between philosophical

e] fidog f ] n a | UwhichinGitgdlaleape of criticismand the writings of alQ] bndt d-Bg!l | §hy ] f
in that works of the two contained philosophical content for the purpose of argument and does not necessarily

mean they intended to propagate therfihis assertion is madéfor exampleUby twelfth/eighteenth century

Ottoman scholar Sachakli] #in hisddiscussion of the history &f |1 fimhis bookQ] | nS o Sjnifar to

?1 1 ed] g )h  Hishb, and k great mangostClassicaDttoman thedogians Sachali ] #attgénbts to

clearalQ] b n dX Jdiciard edG o | i Shéawgty ing dikd bnda _d]Jl ca nd]n ndas ] 1 a

ndaificsa s m]Jsihc7 U]lfndiocd ndas koina nda i _nli
interpolate them [deceptively] into the doctrines of Islam. Rather, they clearly state whence they quote, and
biffiqgq o] gind _Iimn] HQI d ASRYN,jpitf9;eeeralsopp. P46, P10,@148 f i

105



and other science¥*Al-C ] h ado ysed his authority to encourage interest in the rational
sciences in other scholars; he reportedly sent a felfokdh by the name ofafar-Shdh at

¢ h]%w+ 501, .10-& Umiga jli"fadRdmab] k pandhgla | ]
orderedl i g ni ] h3gal ndag+Y

However, it seems that the earliest surge in Ottoman theological writighich was
mostly in the form of commentaries and supeommentariesUtook place during the reign
of J ol dl (who ruled from 825/1421 until his death in 83851).Q_ ] mdeo | i .
mentions a scholar by the name bfutmmmad”® + 7P Whm studied at the school built by
? d s ]I in Bursa before ascending to the rank of tutor, then teacher in it. ?oh m avkilé
only a tutor, taught the entireShawalMai foi a¥G o | {aduparcommentaryon a logic
classic by aR | g ]) thhigy -seven times. Thismeant,@_ ] hmd e¥m | q ithl. t v Jdla
all days [of the year] excepEridays] h ° nda nqi | &¥Thixincessamt di f i
scholarly activity is further evidenced iakShaq &in the fact that thirteen out of the thirty
nine scholars chronicled id o | & F@bag (which includes a plethord® ysbayd others
whose expertise were unrelated to rationdisciplines) composed sup&ommentaries on
the works of alQ] b n dnid gt @ | Uajshynjficant proportion of them was indeed i f g
akk] f ‘g

O+/+/+. O]lniih]f P_iah_am ]J]h nda RQqi J]
Conquero)

Classical Ottoman scholasticism entered a new era under the reigiebimedll (the
Conqueror)Uwho ruled between 855/1451 until his death in 886/148His nearly thirty-
year rule inaugurated with the conquest of Constantinople which was a turgomt in
Ottoman history. Shortly after the conquest, he temporarily converted eight churches into
schools, commissioning scholars from various parts of the empire to teach in them. When he
_ihmnlo_na’ nda @ hkoal il Ym Jihahwouldbekrban ~ oi f n

SMAPd] kd Y kO. + Q_ gratidedaesboft britnfon & J#” ] ]dl v ] fndi ocd da q] m bl
died in Yemen.The fact he stopped in 4 m for an unknown durationqualified him to be among the

biographees oéiP d | k HjsYdeakh is dated iKaw ade(v.3, p.177) as 816/1413.

32ALP d ] kpdBH. k

SWBALP d ] k@780 k

AP d | k pp.Y3109.The chapter on Ottoman religious thought History of the Ottoman State and Civilization
%0dm] hi 8fo) p+/) | +/128&Y atk a]akndnhYoi Ykon hjaBkesis, JHD L rg ]] HhfmBl e © # ¢ i
Zihniyeti Uzerine Bir Tahlil Denemesi[15.4 +s +s ZD) Jiffanfal]l]lmb 2ifig Q]I i
1991, p.170) which suggests that of all commentaries, sopermentaries, and annotations composed between

the eighth/ fourteenth andtenth/ sixteenth centuries, 26.3 were in jurisprudence and 25.8lih f d g +

$75His reign was interrupted between B4.444 and5 2/1446 as his soMehmedll reigned for two years.
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asSahr samarUlit. the eight Courtyard Schoolslto which he moved lectureship from the
old schools’ MehmedFFYm | aich qgi of" ginhamm 1igjiln]
canonizing Ottoman scholarship and I8&hnA sananwould become the pinnacle of Ottoman

falJ]l hihc ndliocdion nda agjilaYm fibanigat+

Importantly, MehmedIl took apersonal interest in Islamic scholarship and was in

contact with a large number of scholars who he invited to the new capital Istanbul, some of

whom became his private tutorsAkShad ¢ ii hn] i hm [ ajilnm nd]ln | ar
interest in the rational sciences as epitomized in the works eQdl b n Grid@iee | i d hy
MehmedF F Y m a h _ iKioivn-Beg binGd i{dd@60/1452 3 & j Il i pam nd] n noc
involvement in scholarly life predates the conquest of Constantinogle. | imde o~ 1 i #i.

reports that around the year 848/1444 and in the presence of the sultan, an assembly of
scholars was held at Bursa to débavith a ano h h] g a pi mi niwhecwas | ]~ m
widely-read in the strange scienceakR f uakc d bd.Y{ The latter supposedly refuted all
]nnah i hec fi _]f m_dif]l]lm ]J]h” g] a nda mof n]
Then the sultan is urged to invit&hivr-Beg (a local judge in his thirties from a humble
background), whdJpresumablyUnotonlycolhnal a> ] ff i b nda piminih
Aon ]J]fmi | abona dig i h Bmirnaah ewehheaddal m_ i
of. As a resultylehmedll gaveKhivr-Beg two schools in Bursa includibehmed madrasa

whose list of graduateBom this date onwards would include some of the biggest names in

classical Ottoman theological scholarsHip.

Shortly afterMehmedll built the Sahdi Samam_di i fm) da c] pd i ha
al-A v @Alval-Hy nfd; 887/1482); a scholar from@jamwho moved tcal-O y @nd initially
taught at the school oflehmed! in Bursa. Before assuming professorship at one ofSthlen
i Saman al-Hy mvas said to have been at once a master of traditional and rational sciences.
On a seemingly surprise visit to the latter schddehmedil summonedAial-Hy nard asked
him to conduct a lesson to his students as per normal; content of the lesson thaslagical
supercommentaryby akG o | #°@h § #hmd e ceports tHat durihgithis]ledson aHy niyn

¥7%|nalcik, Halil (2013L1-21).The Ottoman Empire: ABW@Kindle Location 3643). Orion. Kindle Edition.

STAFP d ] kg% k

78| bid.

Q. ] thmdeo ™| 1 #h, t ] th-dordmentaryj ma mhmadj b noai oi ] ammedhlsdingdta > mc
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erudition was so thaMehmedIl was moved with ecstasy and granted him t#mousand

dirhams, in addition to fivehundred dirhams to each one of his studeris.

Qda mofn]hYm |ifa ih ah_iol]cihc fa]lhihec
in his encounter with the celebrate®ttoman scholarAcmad b. Musa aH d ] s(died v
around 886/1481). AH d ] \dJd graduate oKhivr-? a ¢ Y m m_ dUwiasrenpwmed foo | m]
his excellence in the rational sciences and produced a numbed off d amdtheological
classics, most influential among them being big mddn atR ] b n 4aorgnimextaryon the
Creedf atK ] m]Thisgml m d besaine one of the most widetlisseminated and studied
works of its type, inviting over sixteen further commentariéy Ottoman scholars as well as
scholars from the wider Muslim worlé Having learned thatH d ] swad apthor of the
famoustml m d, Mehinedll immediately appointed him teacher at thé o Hiyaschool in
Bursa, and then offered him a position at one of the prestigiSabA Samaschools where
al-H d ] srdeflyaught until his early death at the age of thirty thre&

The scholarly culture of the time can be further gleaned from the impressmeer
of Mufaab.V y mbdi i ] 1(dd893/1d88) who became teacher and close associate of
MehmedilHdi i ]Ym fm] nom i h nda Lnnig]lh fa]llhihec
a series of encounters with th®lehmedlIl in whichHd i i ] frdved his worth. Most
famous of them was wheMehmedll commissionedH d i i ] &mdl th¢ abovementioned
& falkHy ntojwrite the best new reappraisal of-&1d ] ¥ qif Yy a”~onn] fQJidd bodni f i
alC] f dvied-\is]the counterarguments of the phidssophersHd i i ] fingshedl lisak
Q] d anboarmonths, and two months latéAli al-Hy negmpleted his version and called it
alDhukhr.In the end, althoughiMehmedll gave both scholars the same financial reward of
ten-thousand dirhams, he clearly favoredid i i ] Y @&}Q ]] dddwhiochnbecame a popular
Ottoman classic) overdfy dyn ~s i gj fagahnihc nda bilgal Ynm

edi fHI® h] by

Hdi i ] Uid kekpthg with the spirit of the timeJhad a special affinity with al
Go | and hisshawalJ | g dRuipdrtedly, while teaching a supemommentaryin UJiy &+

BOALP d ] km99.i k

BALE] A ] mdi ) >MucammadG ] dghP Y\ aslwatw} q d,md Rhabi: alJ | i g }TWagdfi,f2004,
pp.11841186.

AP d ] km180. k

BWALP d ] kmot.i k
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figh by atGo | ,#dHhdvi i ] tralsed strong objections to some of its arguments.
NonethelessQ_ ] #hmd e 6 | bUsinodegdints thig story as he was one of his students
UguotesHd i i ] 1 d" misi hc7 Undama i "ia_ni-PéhaJb a mo
Go | Jiwgdalive and | presented them to him, he would have accepted them without
damin]niih+Y Ea ndah m]i ) Uron i hin ndih
privilege over the honorable @ d ] [al-G b | Jiodtdbe of equal status to him! God forpid

God forbid! He is my master in scholarly disciplines; indeed, | have benefited from his

AN e Yi ]t 8ml doma’ ni m] s ned3on iHéMewer glanced nda g
i pal migaiha afma¥Ym ~iie qind Yoomardsthdend ma i b
of his life,Hd i i ] suffered dthealth and was senparalyzed; nevertheless, he finally
consented to composing a supeommentaryon atG o | Y ShawoglJ | g d(Wwhich he had

memorized verbatim earlier in his life) after being repeatedly pressed to do Sddiymed

I.Hd i i ] tied bdfode completing the demanded supsmmentary, but it is clear that
MehmedF F ndi ocdn dim b] pil i ntlizedn(pedhiags pdfoxerthe al o i
m_dif]l Ym iggi hahn -tominentdrgon the crugidlk]i f diapsic® ] moj al

The reverence attached @] bn 3 hd h Go | i MenngedIlYonl iliddudtherh

indicated in the following three encounters fromP d ] k d Yi k

(1) The first is whenMumammadZeyrek Ua 'y_bagd one of the first to teacln
Istanbul after the conquestireportedly once claimed that he was superior te@lo | ind h y
the presence of Mehmed; l& statement which the latter found unpalatable. As a result, the
sultan summonedH d i i ] ttodholyl d debate with Zeyrek and aské&dumammad b.
C] | ddgd. B&/1480), popularly known as the Mawkhéikh Khosrow, to arbitrate
between them. Khosrow washéghly-regarded scholar and close associate of the sultan who
appointed him the first grand judge of Istanb®ff (Interestingly, Q_ ] #imd e oeparts th. t | #
that KhosrowUknown for his beautiful calligraphyJleft behind after his death two copies
of ak | iVYdBhawald | q dwkhithbwere purchased at auction by a scholar fraiO y g

4 The book is a superommentaryon thecommentaryby atUUi v i h | ahi gha -¢d mdSm vy m
Mukhtar atMuntahaUor mukhtaar Ibn athd i in principles of jurisprudence(Kashf atp h uvi2) 1853ak

Pd] kml24).k

BALP d ] k@124, k

BALP d | k m124. k

BALP d ] km128. k

38 The present edited version did n1 ~ @dziekeah’'mpY¥ m m n d ar-Bac]ag a] Niibp ak Fthddia h] g
Mawla Khosrow in the chronological list of Judges of Constantinople. However, he merely mentions the name

without biograpical information Fezleke.461).
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for six-thousand dirhams®9) In the outset of the debaté] d i i ] fuizzed Zeyrek on the

I Tniih]f jliib ib Di > Ym gihindaimg ]h nda
thatHdi i ]t dapifa’ ipal Waslae+ Qi nda f]lnnal Y
and refused to return to the capital until his deat®

(2)A similar encounter also occurred involving a scholar by the nanf@bflal-Nd ~ 1 |
al-¢] g v a mative of Isparta and student &f fal:Hy nwho became one dflehmedF F Y m
personal teachers. He reportedly claimed superiority ovekal b n grnd dt@& g | inthé vy
presenceoMehmedFF ] h® m]i 7 Uib ndas d]° ~aah ]fip
]h> _J11ls nda _i pa’tThe sithn logteed kearingrtisformpimg v > § a + Y
and requestedd d i i ] todefute bim, which he did

(3) A vizier at the court ofMehmed Il named Muaammad Pasha of Karamd
reportedly held an assembly of esteemed scholars who debated Withi i ] tthg¢ = ] d
necessity of logic in theological inquiry; interestingly the debate was provoked by the
] mmag”rfsYm _ihmahmom nd]n RB]~mifonafs -hi A
Gol ¥d hy

3.2.3 The Established Paradigm
3.2.3.TThe OfficialScholastic Institution

The developed educational hierarchy in the classical Ottoman period took much of
its final shape under the reign olehmedIl. Ottoman schools generally fell into two
categories: haric (peripheral) and dahil (central); somewhat akinto the conventional
distinction between undergraduate and postgraduate. Each category was further sub

divided into three categories according to the level of instruction. Hagicmadrasastarted

BIAP d | km1¥a. k

30APd ] RdYitk .58 Q_ ] hmd e o~ Méhthedi rpgifetted whatlhadiditol Zeyrek amdioffered

him official titles which the latter invariably declined to accept.

IIALP d | k mi184. A similar story is found Trarajim ab ¢ sbygatdasan al? uh igvolving Ibn Kang) Pasha

]h> Pofasglh nda J]chibi_ahn?7 Unlomngilnds jalmihm d

asked the latenawldbnH] gMlfmd] 7 B moj j i ma si-Q] b n ¢nddl@aq Ihiwbeiowuldn i gam i
your status be in respecttothem? [lb] gZd f] hmgal a7 Bi b ndas qgala i h gs ni
U _ i pthelaifan 8iscretely disliked this overblown statement from him and did not respond to him. Later he

posed the very same question to” y-P dvEfendi(prominent Shekhul Islagn q d i lajfia"7 BF qi
] h ] cl aai h eBurminabpasatb. MacdkmniadiTarajim ab ¢ sgd th ] -2amard&ditepl by Salatal-
Ayahdoh]liii>zZ) A]lgdmMmi gljoFflpfin™0o Y]An gp4B)dk) . 630) p+.)

2@d a {Had*nkeziekep.398399.

3BALP d | kpp.¥2R129.H d i i ] tidjnot]accept this assertion and argued that@lo | ,ilike lallscholars,

is prone to error.
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with the ibtidayi dahiJ a school for novices which offed introductory instruction in basic
Islamic scienceswith a definite focus on rational sciences as it covered in addition to the
sciences of the Arabic language and theology, the disciplines of logic, astronomy and
geometry. Interestingly, these schoagsa | a moj j i ma  fQg ifh&drasag ashi qh ]
oneofthescho f mY g] i h n ar-mentionefiGro | nYddah agorfjireatiryors ak

N y mvtlcbnymentaryon Nafy &l-Hy ] i. Otiprhan historianG ] h MUyl ba Efendi(d.

999/ 159091) wrote that syllabus of the peripheral schools was mage of theology

(H] fiygad), Q] i-Hased studies] ii Istl dnd mathematicsR s d 1)) andsin more
advanced levels students read-@l] b n ¥ @hdwhakg | Kiddand atGo | Y @hawyak

J ] q &*RFirsblevel in the second category (tlahilschools) includes advanced training in

¢] h ] jlrigprudence, in addition to emphasis ot/ fand Qo | Ycdekegesis Quite
significantly, curriaulum of dahilschools reveal the influence of the rationalist spirit of later

> md G Joh dlagsigal Ottoman scholarship. Ut ,students studied aQ ] b n ¢ Tialdihay
commentary on later J d n ojFagral-P d ] layQ@d]dYm@ ] lwlaky f;f a manual in
principles of jurisprudence which contains a host of important theological inquiries and
anti-Y > mddec}riheg. However, studyingadr al-P d VY work through the gaze of al

Q] b n dvhawasiar md Snjedntgthe students were presented withmd @ndJ ¢ nay!l v

points of view on matters of dispute between the two schd®iEqually interesting was the

394G ] h, yeOgdaEfendiCenabi tarininanuscript, quoted in@d a fHad*ngia’t f a e njoe d]se]q }artiiyY fUT f g Y
p aafifaredited by Seyyid Mumammad-&eyyid), Ankara, Turk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 2009, p.236, fn.698.

3% Madr al-P d | lakQ¥d ]dYhekTangpresents another example aftf m d wrising in Ottoman theological

scholarship. This book contained a controversial chapter which dealt with critical theological doctrines that
intersected with the discussions of the principles of jurisprudence. He arranged it into four introductions
(mugaddi) and took a geerally antrtY >md 6] 1y piaq ih nda koamniihm ib I]
free will. It seems that given the theological nature diig chapter, Ottoman scholars excerpted it along with

a-Q] b n ¥ eomrhegtaryand composed further supezommentries making it look like a separate work.

Introducing themugaddink) Hdni * @d Kashiatosh @gh Umdaa ith] gi om san plcoa il
middle of the book; he adduced them from his own thought to delineate the weaknessfobahd G Jting Ym =~ i _
that good and evil are not substantiated except by [divine] command and prohibition: what God commands is

good and what he forbids is evil. He then outlined hisYfap md ¢ ] | yYm& api ~ah_a ]h > ar _f
im api ahna8 kdavthaté great mahyischdarsthave taken this proof[e¥ab md G ] 1 vz ] _al
as for those who refused to accept his proof as definite, have not raised objectionsitdrb@uctionghat may

be deemed something [of value]. Both camps have overlookdda X1 a] f zZz jf] _am i b all il
Vio qiff I a]® dala”s miga ndiocdn nd]n d] paKashfi mma ™ ¢
atkphpht. ) 156&+ >__il "1 hc ni Q_ ] #hamdhentarydniaHugaddithatilld nda |
U] | @hg fgdr introductions) was> fak® | ](ch 901/1495); an Arab scholar originally from Aleppo where

he acquired his initialearning before moving to aD m, studying under prominent teacher dflehmedthe
ConquerorAumad aiDi | htf? ¢ s ]I school in Bursa, and eventually took up professorship at one of the

SahA Samarnn Istanbul. Histg md possibly pursued controvergif ] | cogahnm Ismfagini hc ni
invited four further supercommentaries during a® | ]Yfig timé (see discussion on it &-P d | k @141 k
andKashf atp h w!i,)498)Importantly, while the above commentaries @tJ o k ] ~ ~ -U Yy t rhay Fnply

@ ] mmi _]f Lnniglh ahc]cagahn qgqind Jdnolvy vy " i _nliham
gind >md¢é]Ilimg&) ndama ahc]cagahnm gala “iha ndliocd
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selection of theQo | YedekegesisakH] md tmdrgnownedd o & n Maagy dg \p. Umar
Zamakhshag(d. 538/1143). Reading these exegeses was almost certainly accompanied with
commentaries by aQ ] b n dnd dt@ @ | .F°Bdioge reaching th&ahrA Samaschools, the

highest ranking learning institution in the empire, students attended a preparatory school

known asmusileye sahnFinally, at the highest rankingsahA Samarstudents received

specialized education on a variety of disciplines includingprudenceQo | Y @xegesis,

theology and Arabic sciencé$.According to the historiarG] h, gchajars who spent time

teaching atSahA Samarg i o f ° Ur1] _a ni "a g] a ie cam |
¢aramayn(Mecca andl | ~ Y, Al¢ppo, Damascus, Egyp ? ] ¢ d; ordn the three cities

ib 20lm]) B ¥ ha ]h> Fmn]h”of+Y

3.2.3.2 Communion between Pioneers of Ottoman Theological Scholarship and Later
> md Mastens

On the whole,pervasivenesf > md ¢ ]in @assical Ottomark] f dsgnot all
surprising. Closerprosopographical analysis reveals the sheer communion between
pioneering Ottoman scholars and prominent latermd &, pspegially aQ ] b n durid dith
Gol.i dhy

(1) One of the earliest recorded direct Ottoman encounters witbrpinent> md ¢ ] | y
masters was in the figure d dal-A vy d-Kurdy (d. 760/1358), who succeedéd] q @l
Qay] | a the influential madrasaof Iznik U the first school built by the Ottomans.
Interestingly, atHo | g d;i "a_]lga jl]In ib mofn]lh LId]hYm

textbylfadratPd] | y 6] +as m imohidn Inadj |l amahn ] mdibn “asih” nda |
Ottomane ] f. d g

3% Although Halil Incalik does not specify the presence of the commentarieakbh] m daw detjtbxts in first

level of thedahilschools, there is evidence @h these commentaries were popular in the earliest period of

Ottoman scholasticismAFP d | krebofds kt least three supgrommentaries that were composed during the

laich ib Jol-®551458B; twbbf/them weled md brsalGwo | Y aprhnyertary onakH] md md d b
byV y mBaeball s = (B954148990) who was a teacher at a madrasa in Buas® d ] k m78)i tke other by

& faHymy % + 554, . 15 Mdmagly schooljindBarsarand]later taughtiat one of tBahr

Samain Istanbul @-P d ] k d Y. Addidionajlly+Kewr-Beg Ibn Ja) (d. 860/1456), a highly influentidllassical

Ottoman religious teacher (discussed below) who also taughtestmedF Ym m_di i f 1 hmMali m] i
on akQ] b nY corhegtaryon akH] mdbycdkivh g ] e d a8 § | i pi8&). Ikdeed, numerous other
supercommentaries were composed in later centuries. Another reason to believe that stuayHof mdwasl d b
accompanied by commentaries is the fact thist Classicascholars inthe Ottoman realm and beyond, took

a hardline against thd o G n ] and itfwpudd beguite inconceivable that Ottoman scholars allowed students

to read a classid o0 ¢ n h } bwithgut reliable andRsoundhP o h hy i dlgnad @] b B dridduh \

Go | pedfdctly fitted the bill.

397 This paragraph was based on Inalcik, Halil (201221). The Ottoman Empire: 130600 (Kindle Location

3668). Orion. Kindle Edition.

%8 a f,H § gezieke,236, fn.698.
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moneyfor the establishment of the firstnadrasan Bursa¥®*was supposedly a direct student
of illustriousP d d-% » M ePG JaldvarU R g.f°q v

(2) Of perhaps more pivotal influence Mumammadb. Mutammadal-I [ard Yofy
Tabnz (died around 770/1368), who was als®® a d*H ané direct descendant of the
renowned Fakhal-A vahO d 42 ] | ¢/as hased in thbeylikof Karaman and taught at a
famous school known as-Musalsalayhich was markedly structured ifine with ancient
Greek philosophical schools; students were divided into three groups according to level of
instruction: the lowestlevel was namedaFMashst) ¥ {Peripatetics), followed byak
Oo q ] k($taics), then by third advanced groud. ] | damged widereaching fame and
drew a large student following, most notable among them was Shalmsy &-C ] h,dal v
founding fatherof Ottoman scholasticisr?®Quite significantly, it was though the conduit
of aHl ] | dh¥t\a-C] h Helcame a personal acquaintance ofPatl ] &-G o | ,iwdd
during his student days had travelled to Karaman to study undedaf] | ¢oityupon al
GolYmhjhI bl-oplifid IndYy Jfla] s " ia’ &&] aHake) >k m]
accompanied on a trip to Egypt to studytogether with him Uunder prominent$¢] h] by
mutakallimAkmal atA yak? d * ] | n y

(3) Indeed, it was not only aC ] h @Ho Ypad a common scholarly training with-al
Pd] BFGb | .iMpdgw, "~ +  Fliod @ eimd g h ] % 1 a’ ] 1%t amdch ° 5.5
physiciantheologian ¢ dj-Pasha al s * {died; after 784/1382% were two wellregarded
Ottoman scholars who, while in Egypt, studied together withGab | urglérat? d ] | ny
among others. Exceptional erudition of the tweholars was highly commended by-al
Go | ,iwfdiinshis celebratedg m dadn ¢hé logical traciald ] n événicites all s ~ whoy

had predated him in composing a supepmmentaryon the same logic classit.

39The statementirmkP d ] kg]]¥si k*a | a] > 1 h ]Jhindal q]s7 nd]n nda m_
gdi _d g]m oma  ni a nig. hefmaymdt havelimended itfar this puijpese. Ft hi k Y

40 Although this report is affirmed irakP d ] kitdchtaiks)some obvies dating inconsistencies. It is possible

that he studied under a direct descendantoffl g] qvy i | iha ib dim jligihahn mn
40| ater histories suspect that he converted ¢anafism see for example the biographical work¢f h ] by y m

Indian scholatMutmmmadal-Laknawwho died in 1304/ 1888 (AH ] e h MugmmadalC ] q dHgahiyya

fi tarajim ahanafiyydedited byAumadal-Wo Y~ i &) 203 1l ko]ng7) A}®6)5)f jj +0. 2

402 Another scholar who traced his lineage to FakdlfA ydt-Od tj § m akA \] i aeSkifdyl ,upopylarly

known as Mussannefik (d. 875/1470). Originally from Bistardghi | d md h) d a-Ompiafoundtheh a”~ ] n
middle of theninth/fifteenth century and was a highlyegarded man of learninga¢P d ] kpd1¥9). k )

AP d ] k mp.2a2k

“IALP d ] k 4850k

“WOSALP d ] k 5851k

4061hid.
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Prior to the reign oMehmedll, several active prominent Ottoman theologians were
direct studentsof atGo | famdhatQ] b n dTheksé gre the names of the scholars as
extrapolated fromal-Shagd ¢ i

(1) One of the earliest to studyalbeit briefly*®” Uunder atG o | ivas Iphjlosopher
mathematician Mus&N gy t d (dipddafter 815/1412) who originally came fraahO y_@nd
lived during the reign ofJ o | ¢ "but moved to Transoxaniand came in contact with
Qv g yruler UlugBeg (d. 853/1449) who put him in charge of the construction of the

observatory atSamagand.*®®

(2) During the reign of ? d s ]l,twe have a scholar by the nameifdYal-A y dt
O u g described byQ_ ] #imd e @s'd maifi of tppwriul] irdelligence who had entered
Egypt and reportedly refuted its scholars (presumably in rational sciences). He studied under
both atQ] b n dnd&Hs 9 | amdl latiended their debates and memorized many of their

discussions and argumésr*®®

(3) Belonging to the reign oMehmedlI (from 810/1413 untihis death in 825/1421)
we havepaydar b.Muocammadal-E | | ](deed around 830/1426) who was a direct student
ofakQ] b n dAthitemal-O y g-E ] | kagmposed af mdon akR ] b n Yaordnrentary
onJ o G n éxegesfs ¢f th€o | YaBHH m dimwehigtbhe defended the ideas of his teacher

against the counterclaims made in aG o | Y mj Imgldn th¢ same work®

(4) Another student of aiG o | fradntthe same period is Faklal-A yatS i ], ghp
became teacher assistant 8haykh & mfaleCd h i Buysa, and had prominent students
most notable of them iMMehmedF F Ym _ f i Hrhi i]]nftg " ]id n a

(5) Direct scholarly affiliation with alGo | andl BlQ ] b n dantahded during the
reign ofJ o | f which as mentioned above witnessed an upsurgk]irf dagnmentaries.
Sayyidi® famMAjag \(860/1456) studied under#& o | (pidumably in Iran) before moving

N gy t ] donsjderedG o | fodyehay unsuitable match for him given his modest interest in mathematical,

which was clearlyNgy t ] ¥ ] di mn mj a _i ]-Gb h 4ndturn’ afffirms thjs foy dismissing> f

Ngyt ]¥mh]jdl ai __oj]lniih qi(@Bdpkm®akg]ni 1 f m_iah_am

“BALP d ] kpdl®.N gy)t | #ied bafore completing the construction of the observatory in Samargand. The
observatory was entrusted t& fbMMucmmmadal-Nymdi v %546, . 141 & qda>Cifpdagl m] g i n
p.9). The latter moved to Istanbul and became prominent member of Ottoman learning circles during the reign

of Mehmedll.

“OALP d ] kpg. 64K )

YOALP d ] kpdbY.i k)

MAP d ] kpd®.i k)
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to al-Oy gvhereJ o | ¢ gave him lectureship o? d sy]ltmadrasain Bursa. AlAjmy
composed a number af q d omaMQ] bndthdhydim na] _dal Ym jijof]
Shawat) ] gqd'ki b

(6) A prominent student of alG o | ,iwfjcheyen lived into the first years dlehmed
nda @i hkoal FamXlah al-Padi yohi@id 857/a%53). AP d vy | adl lbeen in
Samagandand studied rational and traditional sciences under@lo | and mathematical
sciences undeN gy t d al-P0 d g After moving toal-O y gatP d v | mpitlalyvesided in
Kastamunuthen part of theJandaridSeljukbeylil where he taught aQ ] b n ¢@)]dthagd

akGo | Yahawghtd ] q ¢ 1 b

At least in official learning circles, theological interests among the next generation
of Ottoman, mostly anafi, scholarscontinued the intellectual interests of pioneeringama
and certainlyremained within the radius of later md ¢ ] Of thenagrliest twenty teachers
at SahA Samaoutlined in a-Shagd §YiMehmedF F@bam, two had been students of Mawla
Yekan all s nywho was a student of & ] h loefore becoming his successor&tsaykh al
F mfofdhg empire®™™ ae] hYm fimn ib “im_ijfam im fihc)
influential teacher at Burs&hivr-Beg binG | ffigebfKhivi-? acYm mno > ahnm ~a ]
at one of theSahA Samaschools during the reign dflehmedil.***Interestingly, Khivr-Beg
was the main masterafidi i ]t d]J hd bi ol i b nda f]lnnal Ym m

highestranking SahA Samaf'®

“2ALP d ] kpddS.i k)

“BALP d ] kpp.Y0B10). A later example of the continued legacy of the two masters is found in Ottoman

scholar Abd aWdmi Xhivf of Demotika (Didymoteicho, in moderday eastern Greece). He initially studied

under scholars fromal-Oy ¢ abi | a gi pi hc ni Eal ] Amnadb. Yeyhb.Mwmamgbhd ni  mno
A+ dlak®@Y bndt Hhgl al n ¢ |-Qlhb ménhawashchigdlerY b ]JEfal 1 n ] h™ ehi gh
gl]lnsl a ]Jbnal “~ai hc éPi]fbf] alb dpaydiFdddadlSig; sgeadiyyaglh 74andk

> G fwjlgp.270). Abd-aWgmi Y mno i a’ o h-Gall ,atdidhager bis rétemicalOs  g) f mof n] h
P ]nf I'appointed him teacher at one of tf@ahA SamanHe also taught iEdirne and became judge in Istaul

ol i hc nda |nahe Magnificant @FPadf] |k pRiAR43))

“14The teachers areMumammad Baliksiripd ¢ m] h t (d. dL/@505)Fd ] B d Yi+k 11 Za-Agh Edgi
Afval al-A y d&-¢o m] $€dh998/1502)R d ] k 1o, M66].Kn addition to being teacher of prestigious scholars,

Mawla Yekan® d ] k g7874xplayed an important role in the formation of Ottoman scholarship. When in

Egypt, Yekan brought back with him @-O y gdmmad” + UF mg d & y f3/148D) whdiwbu]d bbecdhe + 5 6
then princeMehmedF FYm %nda @i hkoal il & a] | aiPamkppVé8X. gi mn 1 hbfo
“15The teachers are: Muslidl-A y h JaPeciQah ] f ([.]90LAL495)P d | kml8$lMumammadHd ] ny At d ] d
(d. 901/1495)37 k 4 Yij k . Q2Fasha bvKhivBeg (d. 891/1486P[d | k m161]AmadPasha b. Kki-

Beg (d. 927/1521P[d | km182)Nd mNl gy t ] €1.899¢14934) P d | km1Ya]. k

416 The teachers were: Baial-A v h-An{l f] ¢dy895/14800) Pd ] B d Yi+k 4 4 Z 8alrAI[Ryd 1] k dPYiil kd i
p.178]; Mylih al-A v d-Yd & mdd 911/1505)F d ] k p.386];W y mim dpusain al-Kirmasty (d. 906/1500)

[Pd] km187).k
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These teachers, and others from schools in the wider empire, helped in establishing
a paradigm of theological writing marked lilge influenceofpost@f ] mmi _ ] f >md¢ ] | i
peaking rationalism Thisstrong influencewas the result of various factorgspecially the
interrelatedness between the scholarly careers 6fa] b n dnid dt@ @ | and piopeers of
Ottoman learning, in addition to the rigorously systematic and encyclopedic nature of their
works which proved ideal for the establishment of early Ottoman scholasticism. These
factors partly explain thegreatUand,in the Ottoman caseseemingly excessivgattraction
to the works oflGo | and®@ ]y b n d thd wider Muslim east.

3.3J d n dsimynder> md #égenwny
3.3.Btatus of md G in Earlyr@gtoman Theology

Ottoman scholars were predominantly followers of tip¢ h ]sthaol oflaw.*'’ But,
unlike classical Transoxaniaanafism (discussed in Chapter Two), and later Ottoman
theology (discussed in the nextvo chapters) who both espoused d n okl  ‘dJagssical

Ottoman theologymay not becorrectly defined in exclusivelyJ d n osterms.

Evidently, and in lighof our discussion so far, a major sourcénfliuence on Ottoman
®] h Jtheojogy during this periodJin the context of vindicating the original theology of
>~ @] h Wiedme from the later> md @rddition. Naturally, canons of late> md ¢ JU i mg
which, as discussed above, pervadiassical Ottoman scholasticisthad an impact on the
theological imagination of scholars who flourished in that time and place, including their
attitude towardsthe nature and significance of the doctrinal dispute betweemn d ¢ Jahdi mg
J d n asmwylndeed, references to the disputes made in leadiotumes ofk] f dygal
Q] bndnddi6 g | playéda crucial role. AD] b n drotd ih Ris magnum opuShaw
akg | ld]

The dominant [doctrine] among the people of Sunnadrd i | diraggahP d d and most
other countries is that of thee md §, followers o> » aj-pasana-Y > m@& S hida bi |l mn ni

“7References to thganafismi b Lnni gl h m_di f] 1 m }FaPPido hkFpréxakpi®_whetimd e o ~ |
illustrious 'y b ydh b Aumad all] ~ of Konya (d. 896/14991), who was a follower of thig h Jsdhaol of

fl1]qg) i”“malpa’” Pddbi i jl] _ni _basmalabhd rastthginbetiverroprafer j | ] s al
segments), he was met with objection by lo¢dl h Julangawho disapproved of eclectically mixing between

schools of law. Nevertheless, he was defended by a falldwivigp proclaimed that al] ~ Hidy so out of

personalU i ddand His erudition was that of mujtahid thereafter, no djection was raised against-8] "~ (aky

Pd] kjdjY#¥k.)32 &+ Col ndal gil a) nda¥npalisnnn il méansEsdndibati@ oflgthrhd e o »
their predominant anafism the Arabicqi | © bi | >hagathd] doiyka i segdiR_d i m ]
jfls ih akdedWgi>lr @ MYm] mol h] gakouwdg a] hg’i 1T nmMKoGbhawdp ] ni pam
K o ¥hiyyd are popular synonyms op] h ]abdypanafism However, despite the recgd wisdom, the

scholarship and influence of nei] h ] b yOttGmoiggulamadeserves further scrutiny.
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against [hisJ o G ny}eachef] > ~ Wi akGo » ~ ] Yi ] h° l afi hkoi mda" di
Xag”l] _a Z nda Pohh]) i +a+ nda qgq]s ib nda MIi|j
of >~ Manfy lal-J d n o/fdaminate], andJ d n oi$ & village inSamagand. But, now

some differences have emerged between the two sects over a few principles, like the

guestion oftae q ,exteption in faith, the problem of faith of the emulator and so Brnudite

scholars (aF-mumaqagun) from both parties do not ascribe eachhet to innovation or

waywardness, unlike outmoded fanatics who would perhaps also make difference over

[minor] matter of jurisprudencelf o ) [ap @ct of] innovation and waywardne$s.

PostQassical> md Gwtitings, including works by alQ] b n canddakGw | ;i d h y
contain scant references to the controversies between the two schools tleduote
aboveby altQ] b n ¢ tardohgithefew explicit references ever made to therividence
suggests, nevertheless, that a number of prominemtrlye Ottoman scholars ere
generally apathetic towardsl d n dsimY, integral objections to key> md %dctrines.
Muliwal-A y Muaaal-Qas$) f f(d. BOL/14986) was an Ottoman scholar renowned
for his exceptional masty of rational scienceswas also peer of alH d | swighfwipom
he ceshared teacher assistance of influential maskdnivr-Beg at Bursa). ADasp) f f d h y
became prominent judge and teacher &ahA Samarin Istanbul?® On the section
defining ahl alSunna wa-&] gid thdir two celebratel @ g d om®QYy b n ¢ Shdudaly
G k d Wath'Qa¢) f f ahth iy d ] scdrffing to copying the above statement by- al
Q] b n dmord foryvord without further annotatiorf?°

“8AILQ] b n) t BAY Shawalg | Kdiedited by Abd aRaxy d Wmayrah)? a i | o n ZKoték; 19989 ] f

v.5, pp.234 O/ +nownsi glhh ~ 1 bbal ah_am d]pa agalca 8Y da 1im jIli
Bcsjni]h arAngtPlolrye yQdih® -RidMe i &b f Badb UWas highly interéseed ni g am
in the disputes and composed a didactic poem on them, thenddd h ]stindent of his write acommentary

on it; all of which imply a growing inteman 1 h nda =~ a”]snaadJ § a oyt aihh  >nnddi Snjal yn i
(discussed in Chapter One). SimilarlyPatl 1 d-G@d|l mfhy nda bi ffiqgihc those _al hi hc
whoareJ d noylmy i h 6] mlaibhy mfl]Jag) q d a lha ]_rh asamdrfjdivlebecudedhe itwd y

mastersU> " aj-pasanal-Y >md S pry MW dnol yjjal]la> ] fiRgdkgrga ]bna
¢l hyb] ] @PARd-Gthl Bayanalirag alvdla, Ms. quoted in Bahgivan, Seithams | mup 87 f
68, fn.5.

“9Q_ ] hmd e @kPIdi] thppht¥3n#sy.] d )

‘20FELQag) f f, uflada Serhil AkaidiQa® f f Istdmbyul: Salah BilicHi m¢4 ) Xoh ]l na”>zZ) j +. 48
Kashf atp h yw2) 1145 and 4id ] s Amad)yd md i s ] w@P | k o BiHo Il ~ v YAllalC Faki] |
(compilenJ ] i gatG lqrdarti yd i s s Jwal8]] kldPayal@f i | i 7 J] n~]-UFifiyg Hol ~ y mn
1329/1911, v.1, p.21. Awssibleexample ofearly Ottoman shaky awarenes§ F g dhd n oyl vi'm bi oh ™ i
anotherfamoustg mddn ] b n ¥ &hawaké | k ly "tenth/ sixteenth century Ottoman named Rangn
b.Mucammad%H d n i * UK@shbafpla & W2, 114%)does not give more information on him). BRamad h

ojih nda gahniih i b x=amthéntatyyX fiqrid#sb svogk&ah (dnaefuling fo fC iiigmit h c

andthe Shaykt> ~ al-Manfy | -J] fn i i(sicy whg was a student of* ¢gh y+bMamq tEfendj Ramad h

b. MuzammadShawakshaykRamad . Muammadik¢] h Ub § Jwa-m i YMaduscript Collection at King

P] Yo Rhipal mins) [/ .Jynbhdmnadin-a01XIBE 66 Z7¥8r). Assuming thihis & s

reliable copy of them) md thesspelling of the titleUJ dnol v  yY 1 m i h- anthceéxistngahn qi n
hl] 1l 1] nipam) ] hastudetofoN®y hy bil m §RQRda ocd ohfieafs) da g] s
i b &]"huyhbi] sjudénta + &
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Contrary to traditional Transoxaniapanafismand its followers whose categorical

rejection ofthe > md Gtlitude of subordinatingF g dJgd n osto g-Y > md&s Hiscussed
in Chapter Two)is unmissable pioneers of Ottoman theological scholarship generally
showed no hesitation in affirming m d\@s] tHe foremostmutakallinof Islam andJevenUof
superior status to his counterparat J d n oy IThe earliest Ottoman juxtapositiondofmd ¢ ] | vy
andJ d n ozin @ single work which deals with the doctrinal disputes between their two
theologies is an epistle by prominent Ottoman schod@mmadb.P o f ] &d dih HPhshad
(known in later Turkish sources asa g ] f | ]).¥'[prtH] "g&asha flourished during the
reign of P ] f 1\y918/1512U0926/1520) and the first half of the reign & o f ] sl,¢h# h
Magnificent (926/1520)974/1566). He was an influential Ottom&maykh aF m fwijage
scholarly output was weltreceived throughout thewider empire??lbnH] g¥dni nl ] _n i n
short summary of twelve disputed doctrines betweenmd ¢ JahdiJ d @@ dsim¥n ‘witch
neither school isovertly endorsed.But, & the outset of his epistld&- * h  Holicgitdds
>mdS] 1y

Know that Shaykh> * aj-dasanal-G md & thé lgaderfF g d gf the people of Sunna and

their foremost master ifiugaddamuhymthen [comes] Shaykh> * dandy lal-d d n o4l v °

Students and followers of & d d imitate\him in theology U/ ) but followP d dimi G y

matters of jurisprudencel{ o ). Ag for followers of * ¢ h ytiey imitate> » ManZ, lal-

J d n ogih Y@ &nd> ~ ¢] h \yntbJo f23y G

Similar preference o> md %@yet Jyd n ojfound in lbnH] gMf md] Ym qi |l e

differences (whichsurprisingly enjoys nearly no reference in later Ottoman revival of

421This work has been critically edited by Seyit Bahgivan (tbh g®aéhaHd ] gm |-bimd Yk f 4ibf Hf  dd
[edited by Seyit Bahgivan], Cairo:Daffal f dg | o~ f I md/8) hnoh Edwéard Ba@egn (Bajleen3 EXlward
Sunnitisch&heologie in osmanischer@i@nt-Institut: Istanbul, 2008, pp.203). This work has been generally

i hmi " al a’ nda aJlfiamn Lnniglh jia_a ib final]lnol a
J d n o | \Howeweg a similar work has been abmted toAmmadb.J y nafHd ] sdf v %553aF. 15. & a
i f ébayndald d n gwagl> md Rhg disputebetweend d n ogand> md Sir] Antely;a Tekelimanuscript

collection in Turkey (Nu:58,ist.tar:843/1458.v.945a).Neverthelessattribution of this workto akHd ] s d f y
demandsdurther investigationas:i) it is not listed amongal-H d ] s Wilfliogréphy;ii) only onesinglecopy of

it exists;and, iii) it waswritten in Turkish (all surviving writings of al-H d ] swvéré opmposedn Arabic).Al-

Khas d fsupposedvork on disputesis alsomentionedin SonmezKutlu F g dJgd n gved n g F Ankara:

OttoV ] s D B0®3pi4Q0andUbasedon the latter - Seyit? | d ¢ i iptrpduction to AFJ | lhikGakKhi d b, i s d

Beirut: DarSader2007 pp.2124.

“2ALP d ] k pp.831383;Hadiyyav.1, p.76.

“3|pbn H] g Basha inSeyit BahgivanKhamd ] mpl67.i The twelfth disputed points in his epistle are: i)
existentiation (1 | e)giiyhlkaring essential eternal divine Speech; iii) divine Wisdong, & i m Di > Ym Ti f f
of his Love and Pleasure; v) prescribing the unbearable; vi) rational recognition of good and evil; vii) happiness

and wretchedness; viii) forgiveness of disbelief; ix) is it rationally permissible for believers to eternallyidwe

hell; x) the noun and the nominatum; xi) masculinity is a condition of prophethood; xii) the problem of
acquisition kash.
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JdnadsmyisQ. ] hmde¥r| 1 #ni ] MEF aHg If idl s encylclopedia of
sciencesJ 1 watrd] 9.4). ]| thmd e batl the fdllowiny tth Say abouk d n oyl v °
Know that chief [masters] adhl alsunna wa 4l ] gid tq science ok] f drg two men,
one ¢anafi, and the otherP d d.bAs forythepanafi, he is> * §and, |Muammadb.
Maog yakJ dnod yJ'nnl i ~ona’ ni dig X]la nda biffiqgilhc
the book oMagd f,tjenbook of interpretations of th€o | Y@]hY @k Id Xid &ddition

to books in rebuttal of thd 0 ¢ n ],théNfl Jl d)g i] h~ nvd & a O] Bagnbgarid h
in the year 333/944, and learned under® Nak al-U Fvg*q

On> md Shg Wrate:

As for theP d d bthe© ke is master of the Sunna, chief of the Commurityg dof all
theologians, champion of the way of the best of Prophets, defender of religion, striver in
preserving the creeds of Muslims; * val-¢pasanal-Y > md & pohtiff of a scholar, of
outclassing righteousness. Purifier of the chests [of the pious] fdmabts as a white
garment is cleansed from filth, climber by the lights of certitude above the predicaments of
ambiguity, guardian of the revereddw from words of slander, who defended the religion
of Islam and granted it a most supreme victd#y.

Although Q_ ] thmd e begdnibyfjuxtagod#ind]dch o/l ] "h = a5 gnah& mastgrs of
theology,hewas clearly far more impressed by thater. He spends the rest of this chapter

inJ 1 matrd] Cimdefense o md @daihsyhis adversaries, and on the vindication of the
practiceofkl f dg | aficiiom ]l cogahnm ]Jbnal ]Jffo 1hc
in his time**Indeed,Q_ ] #imd e Yhistory ¢ik] tf Janostlydrelatedin view of> md ¢ ] | y

texts and authors

Giving> md ¢h¢ stagus of foremost pioneer & o htheglogy, whereas] d n ogis y °
merely a secondary complement to him, is a commomd $drsuagiornwhich was strongly
resisted by early) d n ogl, especially * Iy o Cakk] m]THiswunequal commendation of
the two masters took different forms, but it was importantly a key provocation in the face of
which later Ottomans would seek to restore the statusloff n ojas\vthe prime source of
¢] h ]theglogy. A historically-significart example of this in the contextof Ottoman
J d n ol wiagiveniy atenth/ sixteenthcentury scholar fromH d i | damddif] gal-
Ay~ | ] bdMugammadof  mb ] (0. §46/1538) whalthough belonged to the period
in question, was not an Ottoman scholar. Nevertheless, being a hagtdiaimed author and
commentator, in addition to belonging to an illustrious line of renowned scholars in his
natveHd i | dvineck e worked3iim al-A yyhm q i | eertainlyia tireulation in the

Q] thmd e dA Iwat#] & YApILIBLB4.

25Q_ 1 hmd e a1 Iwat@] € W2ahy. 134 )
426This discussin takes up nearly twentfive pages of the present critically edited versio@( ] hhmde o~ | 1 #h. t ]
J i matRl] G2 Rp)3358).
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Ottoman dominior’?In histg mdon®] b n ¢ &hamald k d(describedbHd ni ~ @d af a”
] m - 8&hfifgj] mmihc ]J]h jla_imaa@as]fhfapdHib] sdifay m]
inserted a quote fronQ] b n Yytwayhofjexplanationd/tj gal-A v Uafter a lengthy tribute
to > md ®dbjected to (presumablR] b nYm& hg] 8§ hdasmy b] BRninfa ib ]
of theology on a par wittb md ¢ ] Heihad ghe following to say regardifgg dJgd n ojl vy °

Qda ~ ami didnrasing BF9od b gyE)\s invalid because [thGommentator] has

already identified p md §dsahlgiSunnawaljandy2 a4 Vi o _ ]I n_opdmarig™ a |

hisG md¥m&ybi ffigalm ~a_]Joma da gq]m nda bil mn qd

the J o G ital} and revive the authentic proofs of the Sunnajthough they § d n og) v °

differ from him > md Fojelr spme problems, nevertheless that does not make them part
away from imitating himUin the same way md ¥ in| qred Ya&dmiof F mb ] wag Y v h

nothing but an imitator of him?*®

Gtm al-A vYhstrongly-worded diminishing of) d n dsmtp the rank of a suiset of
> md G ]nmakesnlgm individually named in later Ottomah d n ogliterature as will be
discussed in the next chaptéf? Nevertheless, reminiscences of his opinion resonated in
classical Ottomark] f drgis was manifested in the apparent indifference to the point of
dispute between the two schools of theology, and no doubt motivated by the strong culture
oftauk yokdeep deliberatiorof intellectual problemghat presided in latek] f drgd which
meant in practical terms suspension of doctrinal affiliation in favor of the bestified
argument on a given disputéit least at facevalue,the presence of this culture dbok \irk
early Ottoman scholarshipppeargo bea byproductof the influence oflater philosophical

>mdVY] |l i mg+

A glaring examplef tauk \ak a factor undermining the status dfd n oydlogtrines
is found in Ottomanly, bagd theologianMucammad? | d gAV\-thjdf'Yjmd %" + a8 2/ , . 2 2
Qawl afafl, (lit. the Last Word; @ommentaryon> ~ ¢ h Y #hfighatBkba).? ] d dAV-h] f
t d ° dtudied under the abovementioneQas) f f (dnomg othery and hiscommentary
was praised bD_ ] imde dmMml mi#h, t ptampd f f s Uagj fisihc ]h
Sufism and theology in which [theological] problems were investigated with utmost
j al b a*°Inthisdommentary? ] d dAYy-thldf* defdndshis subscribingtothe md 6] | y

2IAL> G f \d1g66 andaw algv.6, 181.

“BALY F mb M @y VA itld nd 1 -swhagaiq mawlafigl ga- 1 mal-H o | J Jvi) galtq ]qrd, m4l p.31.

4299 1 gydt d Mmakes a special reference to it in the preamble to his seminatantid Y] | ilsharatal] ni ma
maram.

“OALP d ] k ml3Y6; kis biography is in pp.3337 of the same book; also €@ dajAV\-th d °, Mammad

aFQawl afafl; Shawal-Fighat> e * [Flg dAgi¢] N (ebifed by Rafiq ahjam), Beirut: Darl alMuntakhab a

Arabi, 1998, pp:6+ Hdni »* @dafa”y 1 m | | comoegthryohaFighabAklmibut heh ¢ n i n
gives aifferent death-date for the author; he said i 1 t d¢lagg7] fU P Musmsnenddibn Batg &-A m, who

died in 956/1549, proposed, after thirty years of retirement and worship, to writh@mmentaryon the Figh
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doctrine ofkasb® s m] si hc7 Uin im hin iol j ol ged ma Xi |
towards a particular sectfifga) Uto propagate their doctrines by giving lukewarm and

imposed justifications; rather, our purpose is verificatiotagk & # ®n the other hand, in

arguing against the commor md %pirliog on the Divine attribute of Speech, he said:

U aln]ihfs Xgs ijihiih2mdi¢H buidmgparpogenfheneldsa j | i |
tabk Yk hin nda 1 gi®]niih ib ]Jhsiha+VY

Doctrinal controversybetween> md ¢ Jahdip Jmig }Jbdyn o theplogy appearsto

bea mina concern inamong leading scholarsf Classical Ottomaa | f. lh tact, the focal
point of discussion in théeading works consulted for this study, was the opposition between
> md G ] Misia-wigy the J o G n ], tDetériinists, the philosophers among others. A
commentary on >~ ] h Y mlFoh al@kbar belonging to the second half of the
ninth/fifteenth century by teacher at the Sultaniyya school in Bursa narkefd §. ml ] d v g
of Sinop, or Sinap (d. 891/1486), affords a good exaffidie.this commentary U highly
praised byQ_ ] #himd e wHolpdrsiinalty stadlied ffdUal-P v h ¢oinngences with a stern
vindication of the authenticity of the present book by " @] h vagdinstJ oS n] ti fy
adversaries (whoalthough generally followers ofdanafism conventionally deny the
attribution of akFighal@kbarto > ~ ¢] h Y, be]says:

As for the reported opinion of some contemptible o ¢ n Jat infd ]dq] h ynbver

authored a book on theology(] ©tu atBalii lit. knowledge of the Creator), and that this

book was written byMumammadb. V y mwhb was known as * ¢ h wb? o e d &l d

ionlicdn b]fmadii® Xaz qdi _d ndidagontfthéirl i ] na’ r
principles and creeds, and since they allege that ¢] h wvhs]in fact one of therf®

akbarin order to revive interest in Muslim dogmaticdd(d nGhélebi, The balance of Tritranslated by G. L.
Lewis], London: Geogre Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1957, p.68).

4312 1 d dAA-th|df, aFQawl afafl, p.280.

4329 1 d dAA-th|d ', ak@awl afafl, p.213.

“BALP d ] k m9%96 Kadiyyav.1, p.225.

BAP d ] k@961 k

APy hi jy) FfShdwaFighatUFed ]l by _| i jn @ ffa_niih ]n Hihc P]
(1438), written byAumad atlA 1 f hin 1J1@/1688, fols.1x2r. The cataloger wrote the surname wrongly as al

P d] s . THehaythenticity o> ~ @] h Y &@hFighatAkbai m ~ 1 m_omma "~ ~ sJ iHddifi Kk f@dwa f a”
Ui ednthagd IEa] fm] i > nda biffigihc7 UFn im ]cl aaftheni ~a n

F g d §heH ~ ] Kadafiyyaexpressly states that » Mutyy i b 2] f ed) -8, itrandmiittad'thei h . 6 6,
text of the Fighakbamwhich he had heard from his master, the Greatesgy d tp my ownQ] k g g qgddfl v

at first erroneously wrote that> » . JobBalkhGvas the author of thEighakbar Subsequently | corrected
BRlondila ni Bnl]hmginnala+ Js ilicih]lf _ijs d]°> c¢]ihc
pointed out that it was a poweul weapon in the hands of those bigots who wished to discreditRighakbar

because of its stand on this question, and he begged me to correct it. So | wrote in the original copy*that

JoniY g]lm nda nl ] hmgi n nY@ld)Crdebi Thebdlapcaof Truth n+ 3 B &+ nH{ ha) _ @

ndah _ih_of > am7 Fighdkbaignbtthawoikoft 4 ¢gj hnistid)se, a prodact of fanaticism,
a simple denial with no foundation. They offer certain vague and fantastic notions ipaupf it, but these
]la T h> orin]~rfs ni Na laifa_na’ ) ]m namnigi Baancei hbf i _i

of Truthp.69).
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But, how didp] h }Jbdyn o dogtringsfit in with the established> md $draddigm
and to what extent did Ottomaq] h ]K]bfydraw onJ d n ojdrguments as opposed to the
original theology of> * ¢i] h ¢ Br]d to what extent were Ottomad] h ] follgwers of
> md G ] Belovmig an intertextual analysis of selected prominent Ottoman commentaries
and supercommentaries spanning the period from lat@inth/ fifteenth to mid.

tenth/ sixteenthcentury.
3.2Intertextual Analysi$ Selected Early Ottoman Theological Tracts
3.3.21 Existentiation ae q N h

So far we have argued that the problemtaé g @hich originates in some form in
the theology of> ~ @] h y Wwak to a certain extend d n dsmY, raison d'étre > md § ] | y
_iggihfs “im]lJjjlipa’ i b nda &teaaqyahdiesppusedb Di
(contrary to J d n dsmthat the act of existentiationtée q yUh.e. bringing beings into
existenceUis identical with the existentiatedriukawwa); as explained in Section 2.5 in the
previous chapter. Nevertheless, early Ottoméh h ]Jtheologians were still influenced by
the > md @dctrine asarticulated in postClassicatexts. The positon of master Ottoman
commentator atH d ] sod thig problem is not entirely clear. In his famous] md ons ]
Q] b n Y BhduaMd k d(Mhbwn for its abstract and succinct pro$® both sides of the
dispute are given their du&’Commenting on an argument for the validity tfe q gullined
in the primary text by alQ] b n dvhict) bays that if the attribute ofae q wds created in
time (wwjdith) Uas argued by md §Uit wauld necessitate a circular logical fallacyafzam
aktasalsyl because it renders impossible the creation of the otherwise sensible and visible
qgil f>) da m]sm7 Undi m i mrargumett imkhétitis possible for* s ] |
the creation of the created to be the essence of creattea q gHee q @yn attae q &“HY
Kapal ndaf amm) da _ihbiham ni ] bbil gihc nd]r

“BQ_ ] thmdeo~ Il i #h, t ] ] d Yol md7a sUhddaa abgijfffiisgai h c] igha)ikti] s difby m
tests the intelligence of clever students; it is sanctioned by scholars and laymen and its wide repute needs not

gs j | ] iakRad]i Kpdl¥nky) %

“37This is certainly in line with aQ] b n evhoddysin hiShawalC ] k régériding the critical dispute over

n] egythi n im hapalndafamm ih_og”ahn ojih nda | ]lniih]f
and should not read into the arguments pfoneering scholars who are deegeated in the disciplines daff, f

what clearly defies the intuition of those with the leeamount of sense in them. Rather, [scholars] should seek

a balanced and fair terpretation of their arguments. fiose arguing thah ] e igtigeressence of thmukawwan

meant that upon the occurrere of an act, both the acting agerft){)iand the acteelupon @ ] up) ¥hare one

existence. As for [the other argument] concerning the meaninghof e ¥& A in i m gal afs ] ga
concerning the relation between the acting agent and the aetgubn Uit does not havdverifiable] external

ar i mna@]_mwihtd if ¢ at§ Jqrd, mb, g.134).

BEAIFHd ] s dlFHo 11Ty 1) Jg atq Jqrd, m g.129.
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ga] ehammama+ Fhnal amni hcfs da ] f mi I nam 1]h

Rt#e g Mshother than themukawwaaccordingtoourdonl i haa bl iJgd nnoglay "j | 1
textof atK] m}? ® ymoccamni hcothead Jond i mda ciiln® "M@ | a] =~ ]

"afiab8 I ]ndal in im gal afs naelqdpibéddtherithan _

themukawwaa) qgdi _d momp pdsitiog’® nda

Hd ] shbWeyer, is more conclusive in hislesserknown Ucommentaryon his

na] _ &Kavr-¥ ancakkny h i; a gliflactic poem on creed and perhaps the foremost

J d n osltext ‘from the Qassical Ottoman perio#® The commentary contains a rare
reference byH d | fodlfdwn oydndJ d n dsimphe says:

Shaykh> » Many lal-J d n o/and his followers held the opinion thage q is &n eternal
attribute in a real sense [and] additional to the famous seven [eternal attributes of God]; as
for >md ¥ inl v i madhhiajitleey a¥& suppositionsidafa) with no external (non

mental) existence. It seems that the authorshapted for theformer opinion***

Hd] U g% 1 a nd] nKd h hsshggltiighting apposition to> md ®reluctantly

1t ]

jlijimam ] _igjligima mifoniih7 Umitgavydh] pa

there (in thed d n ogiew) is [nothing other than] thenukawwalf(the existentiated), in the

m]ga qgq]J]s B_lal]niiha im oma  ni igjfs B_

verbat**Y Remarkably, aH d | sim fact goes beyond md Cdisdowse of conciliation
between the two schools as found for example inRio ~ whg although attempts to
minimize difference over the problem aée g \Mdig not consider it to be verbalafdh), but
areal § ] Y h fispyte with unavoidable philosophical implications. At the end a$ h
discussionH d | tblfowing Q] b n dischisses the claim ofi&sicall d n dsimwhich

rules that every particular active attribute, in addition ttae g Nskan eternal attribute in its

l a] n.

igh licdn7 Uhin apal s Xreal sense as alleged by ia group afmzZ i

Transoxanian scholars, but they all go back tatde(q& h] h™ ]l a c¢cI* oj a°

WAIHd ] s dIf]vi afighd g d,md, p.133. Nevertheless;ldld | s d f v f ] nmdrpretatiomplsof m

see thecommentaryi h  H d Jagp g d Ay fhoman scholaP d o -4 $hf]sfdm gtgugHieat the school
ehigh ]ulknda ] dyFydnis bnd died in 929/152a+P d | k @ 192)jk which he repudiates al
Hd ] s d €itipg thosi uhorthodox interpretation @-Oy g v P alAiyveth®  Ff snd mdadilmimghéqqig
mawlan® d o i-Adu8hO || falg aH d | s d fUy> k]]-K ] mpyhik gl-H o | v.4yp.286).

oh”

ndi m

4“OAlLH d | sAdrhagdal md i s ] nDinRid KhaNrEeridift d °, MudmmmadTalib b. Husay$ShawalU | f f 19l
Al g yMumammaditQarsi ap] h Jillgasida atuniyya alfawy yy& Fmn] h~of 7 J]1 n”~]1 Y] n Pd]

1318/1900.

“IAFHd | s dShagoalW nf f ] g pp.383P.q u )
“AIFHd ] s dShagoalWl nf f ] g p.39A] qu )

“AlHd ] s dShagall Jhf f ] g P.39A4Q4d W 'n)daid éhiscommentaryon the creed oK ] n¥] byX] m bi | Z

the particular acts of givingr( ] 1), fonning taff) V), lgiving life {ws Q) ¥iving deathi( g ¢ andl as mayas what

reaches an infinite number [of acts], the view that each one of them is truly an eternal attribute [of God] is the
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More evident than he > md ¢ ]ot H dnj gasgHatyof his peer aRas) f f, @ho in

his ownag} mdan®] b n q&mcgb % kryuiinely refers to> md @sfithe lasterd (shaykh
and to Fakhral-A yatOd 1 v Readea(F ¢ J. Qas) f f agkmoyledges that md € inl vy
doctrine oftae q i &t odds with the opinion of the majoritygawl ajumhyr), but he attempts
to justify it. He proposes a distinction between the -alinbracing acts of creation and
existentiation, and other acts such as cutting, breaking, writing etc.; the latter acts effectuate
a change of state on something, as opposed to existentiatas ¢ yWhereby the dect
(@thal) is the same as the effectuateal¢ | 1).Qag f fgqdhiyna7 U] h> mi h_a nd
something is [also] its essence according to the shaykim(d ¥ §nd gs he wanted [the
reader] to be mindful of this subtle point (] d@\yhe assertg tae q Wwlbe the essence of
mukawwaif**He thenUto justifyn d a > md ¢ Jsuggests an ohtdldgibal reframing of
the dispute:

Snce existence of beings is additional to essedeecording to scholars othertham md 6 ] | y

Uthey did not make the effect of existentiatiaime essence of the existentiated, but only

ndl]n in RBRarimnma XaZ Qdalabila) ofnig]lnafs ndi

ib ~aihcm il Xmigandihcz 1 "iniih]f ni ndag<y

In 2 ] datiAy-thd “Y]nmd a r ocoenmentaryon alFigh alakbarthe only time the

name ofJ d n ojappears in it is in the context dbe gl gl i na7 UbAyYim ] p
Manfy lal-J d n oand his followers and reported its attribution to early masters who lived
before> md #¥Buty? | d dA-th|df (todtrary toJ d n dsimydoes not accefibe q gsh

an eternal attribute of God, preferring instead them d %i¢wl that Uin virtue of available

peculiar [opinion] some scholars from Transoxania, and [,at odds with monotheism,] necessitates excessive
multiplicity of eternalehni ni am XA&aZ Qda _fi mamn Xni nlondd- i m nda
mumaqgiqunjhat they all go back to the attribute ai | eYqg v@pP b n BShadl¥ ] k . 224). Interestingly

thisant-kd dnogl vyJ'Il cogahn %_al nT] ibmfdsednhsyg be fa Jatelidtnaojl v*&pafi j gahn
which even caused a split amopd h ]Jtheologians (itSull extent calls for a seperat@mvestigation) whereby
scholars such as Egyptigd h JFB\n  Nunf uy~cdd i ~i a-Eomad gnwim tirloithisided d al F

Y%maa @] jnal Qqi & ~s m]sihc7 BPMN h hmithddarly masienmbearn ] nag a |
hi api “ah_a bil i n ) RghaFAkbarhssnarratednfromi>r dfi ) Iis Jméaninig s alsod a

[implied] in [thecreedoflalHaod gy ] m h ] 3 1 ¢f rhaaid]Hslstudgntsy » u  \aodMocimmad

[b. atpasax + Y Ea ndah _inam qilem -32dhbi 9@l ] rhddi] mihkdgdmh i j 1 hi

Nu n f yShawhldl }o md $.B6). [THis argument is also found™] d dAY\-thldf Y]8tlawal-Fighal-akbar,

but heattempts to rationalize the statementsof ~ ¢ h v b ] g d-valud suppart thel] d raoyl w'i aq s
m] s iFrgad$™ ¢ h yniay] well have affirmed these [multipleternal] attributes out of his strict following

ib final]f ga]hi@le2n i b | aficiiom narnmyY

“Qag) f fgmgd i s ] walCf] ]k pPAD310pP.

“Qa€) f f.gdmd 1 s-F ] k pppM02] j

4462 1 d dAvn-th|df*, Bhdwwal-Figh, p.191.
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religious evidencdJi hf s Di ~ Ym anal hRudrg is the validprincipde ofi b | i g

creationex nihild*’
3.3.22Hearing and Seeing God

Perhaps the most widetdebated] d n ojdlogtrine in later> md G Jcdntemg the
dispute over the divine attribute of Speech](f Y bp opposition toE ] h “lijerfalists,
> md @andJd ¢ n ogtheplogians were in broad agreement that the preséhéad and heard
Uword of God as preserved in ti@@ | Msdnbt His eternablivine Speech in theealsense,
but it offerssymboliindications to it ( 1 falayh). In theological discussior, md ¢ Jahdi mg
J d n asmypostulated the concept oitk] f @gkp ] gy _d ndas ~abi ha™ ]n
anal h]f ]nnli”~onaa ihnifici _ Jffs jla_a ahn n
However, the concept &f] f & § buns\nto theoretical strife in view of reveale@o | Yed h
evidenceUin particular the numerous references to the story of Prophet Moses at Sinai
whereby God speaks directly to hirAt facevalue the storypresentsthe theologian witha
contradiction: for how can divine Speech (defined as eternal and formless) be pHysical
heard in time and space. On this detélassica> md ¢ Jahdd dhg dasimyiffered over the
possibility of hearing eternal Speech, which was affirmed by thend & &ntl wled as
impossible byd d n osl More remarkable, however, is the influence afek > md G Joh i mg
Ottoman theological writing as borne out by tracing the intertextual itinerary of this

particular debate.

Later popularization of this dispute originates Fakhral-A yahO d .tit gppears to be
the only dispute where the name & g dJgd n oyis Mvoked byO d tn the context of its
opposition to a commor> md %pirdiog. InOdY g cr ]] bimedid n o rguiment
(extrapolated® s  @aht Fyg dJgd n o | exegesiy ohth€o | Yak@®] Y ) is fegeated
in a number of placegorresponding to the occurrence of the story of Moses in the B6bk.
The following is one detailed example:

Those asserting the eternity of the attribute of Speech said: we have [on this matter] two

[different] opinions (nadhhaldn): first is the doctrine of> ~ Mandy lal-J d n os&dnd the
F g dsdf Transoxania whichiules that eternatessential divine Speech is not heard, rather

479 1 da§AV-thd °, PhdwakFigh j +. 6 /Py hFfisydmilhf hdami othali aéd ] Bhc ni gq] |
in hisShawalFighatAkbar Ea | i ni i tam nda ~ih_ajn ib nda _la]na
in ni n d a J o fithfafdldefends thb common position of the majority and Bis h ]assaciates

%P v IShapaj-Highfols.8r-8v); it is also the first dispute in Ibd | g Ragh¥ epistle onDifferences (Bahgivan,

Khams$ ] map.8370).

“3Al-O d tFakhral-A yh] boskghayb? ai | on 7  Aprath abllPd s]]2Y )] X0l ° a > iniih8 0
p.526; v.14, p.353; v.24, p.492; v.24, p.593; v.27, p.612.
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what is heard is the sound{w) and letter (arf) which were [concurrently divinely]

created and [heard}hrough [the medium] of the tree; in virtue of this [argument] no

objection can be raised. The second, is the doctrirre 6fal-p asamal-Y > m dvRigh rgues

that the sort of Speech bereft of sound and letter formations may be heard in the same way

an essenced( g possessing neither substancgsf& hi | ] ara)i mag ben %G

[physically] seerf*

O d tspeculates in hisn ] btmaty this opinion of J d n ojldraws near to the

J 0 & n ].*®HoWeévat, at least in his early writing® d tlearly defended thee md ®ig¢wl.
This is found in the second cruci@ d dnireference ta d n ogiroyn his Controversies with
the scholarsBfansoxaniéhe book oMunap | )dtms the subject of the (shortest) fourteenth
controversy in which he defends thee md Cppsditi@n by pointing to an inherent
~ihnl 1 1 _niih 1h QI ]mimdifinieiHe said dtithe putsenof i oh
the Controversy:

The doctrine of the people of Transoxania is that God Almighty speaks and His Speech is
essentially eternalddwmk ¥ 1 gid th)i aNove [the formations] of sound and letter as is
the > md @dcttine. But, the difference is that md Sayd: spich Speechaybe heard. As

for > ~ Mandy lal-J d n os&ng his Transoxanian associates, they said: itmigossibléor
mo_d Pjaa_d®ni ~a dal]l  +Y

O d tloes not present in detail thé d n ojdounter-J o & n rgumentybut suggest since

Transoxanian scholars object to teo © n rejectioh af the possibility to see God (based on

nda piagqg nd]n Di° 1m hin ] mo”mn] hngrojidea™ ahn
noXmi oh™zZ jliiba) ndams pdsittomin pefmittimg the]possibdiyto n d a
hear eternal Speech of Gad.dYmy | ] nii h] fa bil niglimpossiblé th  f o mi

hear essentiabternal Speech, then it must also be impossible for 4spatially existent
beings to be seen. And, sinded n ogl w@uld not accept the latter, then both statements

must equally be held as true.

Fh aa ) nda jli~fag ib nda jimijighidcf dos i |
Allah is philosophically entwined with the problem of possibility tasually see Godi(o Y s ] n
Allal); and the latter is also interestingly debated in the context of the s&od Ycdthry
of Moses who asks God to reveal Himself to him. Remarkably datiltimately adopts the
position of F g dJgd n oydnyhe problem of seeing. lnisatG | ~ i Gy &A O d says:

Ui ol i _nliha ih ndim jIi?f>a&daandiral-dnddnaosoby] pi | a

A0 d U\ bomkghayby.24, p.593.

40AI-O d 1\ Ywhhghaybhv.27, p.612.

“SIAIO d tFakhral-A yNunadp | d n akB yabOodifiryi § @ g1 | ] YeDitechby Eathullah Kholeif), Beirut:
Dar atMashreq, 1984, p.53.
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Samagand, which is: we do not affirm the possibility of seeing God by the use of rational
proof, but we uphold to the literal proofs of th€o | Yaddhthe narrated traditions of the
M| i j ‘Maretinyportantly, it seemstha©dY g i g h iFlgrddgt a oMewldtidn
to the problems of seeing and hearing God (which made him explicitly refdr ¢bn dsimy °
was adopted and pursued pyominent later> md §UintlugingQ] b n dnd@ d Iy Uachch
in turn left its mark onthe works ofQassical Ottoman theologians. @] b n ¢ Shdwaly
G k dovéd of the two instanced d n ok diréctly referred to is in the context of this debate;
ha m]i > 7 U] m -dtarnkl at@ibute 6f Bpeech ma Bnyukedytihat it can be heard.
But it was rejected by> md $nhste> ~  &jnof U F mb;Jit Is €l96 ghb favored opinion
of shaykh> ~ tMany lal-Jd d n o#f"KA" similarly-worded statement is also found in
Q] bn¥Ymdby ch Shgawadlg Jo > Al-G o | i edchaiming at the feebleness of
rational arguments in support of the md $dsition on the problem of seeing Gahysin
ShawaltJ ] gd ki b

uch propagated arguments contain further affectations recognizable by minimal thought;

therefore, it is more appropriate to accept the opinion which rules out the possibility of

rationally proving this problem, and hence we take the opinion of shaygkh Many lal-

J d n o/and dphold to the literal meanings @écriptural] traditions.**

El]pihc ionfiha' nda i hnal asgeeingGdyQabsicalo! v y
Ottoman theologians attached relative importance to the probl&fQuitelikely, therefore,
that the appearance aof d n dasmnthe context of the problem of hearing and seeing God
in early Ottomantheological tracts was a byproduct of the reérences already made to
JdnolyYyn i j i hie]hf dagks ofnpdst > md Grhabteys particularly the
] i pagahniiha s Odtvy ]h" Golidhy

2 A0 d tFakhral-A yaU > | ~ UE fHdin, @airo: Maktabat aKuliyyat atU>t ddl i ss]) . 653 X/
p.277. Also sedetailed argument in the same boo&HU > | *]1,5n.27P83); O d argues that he does not

accept rational proof for the validity of seeing Gdal-O d tFakhral-A vy Mumallafkaragon] k] ~ " i gvh q]
gon] Y] ediUovh gaikam]y f]qfjef] fof Gaigdyald | n ~ ]-Hupayniyyla, 1323/1905, pp.136
139.

“BALQ] b n Phaddr ] k, @.¥16."

®4A1-Q] b n Shaddlg ] Kdjv.4, p.157.

45 Al-Go | i Adi lhaMuomammad Shawak) ] g d Reirut: )Dar alKotob alUF f gi ss ] ) . 8465 ) p+5)
Bpi “ahnfs) nda jli~fag i b-spdeadopitiohal diojl ¥mg iPh @ a> md Q]| Imy h
the eighth/ fourteenth and ninth/ fifteenth centuries. It is also mentioned by foremost Egypt@) = \expett

lbn ¢pajar akU > mk {df862H 44%k> G fvdlLgp)178) in his canonicali ggahn] | sYmh~Pbedidbymi o
traditions. longpajd  %qdi gl m ] mg&f mhal 7i Di>mg @R d h dingdi nd mn
a¢] hlimy i mn m]i > Xaz7 tbda[huamyhgacdfsouhcdwdéndendaledZupon [Peophet

Moses] and some have attributed this opinion to the pious forefathers who refused to accept the createdness
oftheN o | YaHGhmk ], Aainhdb. & flbn dajar Fawak” d | Shawfomwal? o e dBgitutyDarall ] Y1 i b ] )
1379/1959 [13 vols.], v.13, p.455).

4%t js the second dispute inIbH] gf md] Ym aj i mnf a i Khams$i]bmpp¥0ath am %?] dci
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Hd ] sndhis apmmentaryon theK y h isaidsthe following on the problem of seeing:
G md @rid hig; followers have adopted unsatisfactory arguments, thus shayRhiMany |
akddnomii ° RBga i hin jlipa nda plfi ins 1ib
uphold to the literal meaning of th&o | & &'Klso in the context of seeing Gduis peer
Qa$) f fwgdieyin hiscommentaryon Shawatd k ¢YiUp al i b sakhug krkn) ckiuf ] | m
unanimously establish that proving seeinlg © Yby tfraditional proofs is not free from faults,
and the trusted doctrine on this problem is the favored opiniorroft Man/, kal-J d n os*% °
In the samem] md, Qak]] f fcideb thed d n ogView that what prophet Moses heard was a

i]11ffaf mioh ihfs 1h' i _]nipQ] hnstaguhayish] f i
was the doctrine of shaykk ~ Man/y land masterfeUmh)¢ ™ U &dnifal-¥ mb J\lampY y h
claimed thatthesoundwasa] | ~ blig ] ff ®™mj]lni]f “igahmiihi

Concerning the disputed problem on eternal SpedeH, sl m h delivers a valiant
critique of J d n dsimin his Shawakfigh akdkbar Commentingor> ~ ¢ h Y m] mn] nagah |
Bl h Ji mamdaaPjlaa_d i b Di a) da m]sm7

Know that it agrees with the principle of ~ aj-pasanal-Y > m d&hd wegan deduce from

it the invalidity of the doctrine of> ~ Many lal-J d n o4lfog he 0 d n o)langued that

Di " Ym Pjaa_d 1 m hi motreabzéd into lettex anf somma caqgndtlbe 1 m
discerned by the sense of hearing; hearing is concomhitgith the existence of sount?

Also, contrary to thel d n ojtomtention that what in fact was heard by Moses is a
sound with physical properties created through the medium of a tree at Sihaj, h as$exs
that it is unbecoming ofin all-WiseGodto speak without making Himself instantly heaféf.

? ] d dA\-thidf YJodmmentaryon the same text o * ] h yrafes no mention of

J d n asmwand focusses instead on the vindication of themd &dnd¢emt ofH] f Kj]Jgb my
against] o ¢ n ihvaliddtiagns. Furthermore, according to him, it is the same concept held
by>~@] heybRdah) da j>]nsd®dynlgholding this dottrine leave taken the

bestintermediary position, and placated otherwise admonished opinions, and stayed on the

®’Hd ] sShdwgtNuniyyap.44.

8Qag) f f,uimy i s ] walSf] ]k plRB] )

%Qag) f f dhy _i hni hoam ADsd]_idnfl i d Bnitdieafajxpfedithie dpinibn thatdMopes]
heard eternal Speech without the forms of letter and sound, just as divine Essence is seen in the hereafter free
of qualitative kayfiyydand quantative kanmiyya& ] nn | 1Qah f T, wjhmd Y s JowalCf] 1k oR&i] 1)
40AI-P v h iShaga)FighatU | e Mis], fol.15\6r.

#LAI-P v h iShawsga)FighatU | e Mis], fol)16r.
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even way. [In their doctrine,] they have appeased all of reason, traditiomngonsense and

language'®?
3.3.23Belief

Among the disputed points betweenmd ¢ Jahdd dhg dsimin the context of faith
(i g Wik whether it is susceptible to increase or decrease (codtrd n og, xymd & ] | \
espoused the affirmative positionpas) f fwert glong with the conciliatory> md ®igw vy
of akO d which saw this discussion as centering on a verbal differeecd (lafdgd@a€) f f d h y
also argues again§ ] b n dahddréprpves his understanding of the problem (as stated in
Shawatd k &Yii'’h gqdi _d da g] a b]J]ind¥Ym ih_|a]lma ]°F
attributes; he said:
The [real] dispute is over the qualitative disparityaawut akamiyyd, i.e. increase and
"a_lalma) “a_J]oma ndaaala] mamami jham @i@end ] onma ] h
quantative terms) As for Q] b ngdmé& hik o] f i n lafwupakayfiyyiy,mg. thatit ns %
is [more/ less] powerful or wealk, it falls out of the present discussion. For this re@sgrn v
and many theologiansiave argued that this dispute is verbal, springing from [different]
interpretation[s] ofi g &°*h
F fs® ¢ h Uwhwalready admonished d n ojbver the problem of hearing eternal
SpeecHJweighs a similar critique against th¢¢] h ]pdsigion on belief. In hisommentary
onalFghalakbar heacknowledgeshat the concernedbookcontains antiY > m dalfugionsy
He then strongly rebukes an ar¥l > m ca@yjmient from the book oiValyyaby> ~ ¢] h y b ]
and says:
He¢~¢] h&bl]lniih]fita' dim jiminiih X&zZ ]1h> m]i"
without [comparable] increase of disbelief, and its increase is not conceivable without

[comparable] decrease of disbelief; how can a person be at oncetaiteaof belief ad
Iimrdtiab<a

PyhYmvyl a“~onn]f q] m7

Increase of one of two eexisting opposites does not necessitate decrease of the other;
cannot you see that if the whiteness of a dress increased beyond its present cortditiain

is, its quality [of whiteness]ntensified Uit does not entail the existence of decreased
Al _éhamm+ Y

429 1 d dAV-thdf, PhdwalFighp.179180.
“3Qa®) f f,aihmg i s | walSf] [k piRES] |)
44Al-P y h iShawga}FighMs., fol.40v.

4651hid.
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P v h admits thatthe abovestatement may be valid if it was made in the figurative sense,

but in that caseP y h lbefieves it would be unfit for intelligent conversation. He aldeems

] hs ]1nnagjn ni _iga ~]_e ih ndim jli~r®ag Uni
NeverthelessP v h lat¢r gresents a justification for the wordingof ~ ¢] h ¥ m] j i mi ni i h
increase and decrease of faith by suggesting that in view obihén ]définition of belief as

B] mmahn ] h” _ihbammiiha) iIn im _ih_aip]”rfa b
that some of his presentield concepts are afisbelief; when he abandons them, he moves

from affiliation with disbelief to belief'®’

Like Py h,i?j] \ dAv-thidf dlst favors the> md Sdsition on this problem
(which he also attributes to thd o G n ]),tandfrgled that it as bettesupported by the
literal meanings of revealed sources. Among his proofs of the validitywfd ¥ inl i _nl i ha
"afiab¥Ym ih_la]lma ]h “a_la]lma im nd]ln ib i
faith of the mostdignified of Prophets would in theory be equal to the faith of the most lowly
believer®® However, he also attempts to reach a middle ground with the othigr b ) b v
position and cites this quote b@d% yUnda | ] niih]fa bil nda d] |
disproving disparity relate to the fundamental principl&fl) of belief, as for the [statements]

affirming disparity they relate to the perfect actualizatiok]( g & f i b ** af i ab+Y

Lh nda b]Jgiom " imjona _ih_al hiheptechliya p] f i
J d n ogl and contested by md §),]JId\n asimvs entirely absent from our selected
Ottoman texts. (Interestingly, whei® ] b n dutlidels \n Shawalg | Kdithe arguments
against the commorr md @dsitiog, he is openly referring td d n oglagjupholders of the
opposite opinion™) Hd ] sndtife gommentaryon theK y h 1a#iribudtes the anttY > md 6] | y
piagq ni Up]l!lii on2n_dddAf-infinghdws nocormpoomiserom the Y
¢] hljdymi ni i h |l ac]!l > ihc ~afiabyYn]iddAktadfmad ] h"
] nnagj nm ni ] j i fquotes promninemti ehrly>>mrd dpipriedy ALd al-Qdad i |
al-? ] ¢ d whp hagd reported thatF g d>gmd @idl Hotyascribe emulators to disbelief, and
in fact argued that the emulator is a sinner for disabling his mental faculty to reach

knowledge of God, and that the emulator may be pardoned if God so wishidtimately, in

4661hid.
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? ] d dAVthdf Y]nd p 1 Askf) |denial & validity is only in terms of perfection of faith,
] h> ndal abordeadispuegpal a ndinf j I i ~fag+yY

Hd ] salsb vhighlights 2] cdyWm ™ mi bnaha>me%iimy i hnliibha
agof]lnilYm b]J]ind) qgdi _d i m Khibrflia didhai?’éFstl]s chenh i
al-P v h¥Y §hagakfioh akakbareven deliberates thad] h ] and>mmd § grd upholders of
the same doctrine on this problem. On the following statement from the primary text By y
¢] hybldnda ~"afiapal deepindjpnakoé¢lthii gfha ncéag h]ij v _a
_iggahnm7 Undim mn]nagahn dihnm nd]n ~afiab
d] m hi “eFinaily, hohcongravefsy relating to belief is addressed in i g d f
M] md] Ym nqgaf pa ° iJngjnooglagth mdi€ilhnym ~angaah

3.3.24Prescribing the Unbearable

The fifth disputed point in lonH] g Yf md ] Y m a j Differentes briefly  n d a
delineates the classical md D ldInyw! vhnl i pal ms _i h_al hihc ndim
the unbearablerf | enf laylo@ kis not permissible according td d n oylbw burdening
[someone] with an unbearable tastagg ynfa layu@ kis permissible by him. They are both
permissible according to md #7Y | v

Hd ] dgddregthel d n ogiake on this debate in himd mdan®] b n dShaphaky Y m
¢ k daNd focusses on justifying the md $dsitiog. He outlines three possible meanings of
n ] enélgyusd ki) thatitis impossible in itself; ii) that it is impossible in itself, but impossible
due to naturalhumanlimitation (dda); iii) that it is humanly possible, but had been decreed
igjimmi~fa 1ih Di>Ym HHd]$adduspsathal dil 'schodls areEi m T
unanimous in ruling out the first contingency. As for the second meaning, he argues that it
is possible for God to prescribe thamarly unbearable contrary tothd o ¢ n ]. Intefm§ d
of the third categoryH d ] saldd ingples scholarly consensus that it is possible for God to
decree as impossible what is otherwlsemarly doable. ThenHd ] s dfgyqgahnm7 Undi m
rationale for the supposed md $ Ff ¥ g] h _a i b j | am*Ulinfatelhic nda c

473\ bid.
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Hd] ¥ thf Y jthekadntrabk )nd §igw may only be rationally sound to those who do not

take into account the abovementioned thrdeld distinction.

Qa$) f f id hig ownwg md onsqd] b n 4 Bhagwhakd k dpoints to a lack of
consensus among md & rfedangding the permissibility oh | enf] Iig yu@ kHowever, he
endorses thee md $dsition in permitting the prescription of belief upon the person who
God had decreed to be a disbeliev@a$) f fcdnsiders the dispute to be one of linguistic
expressionfizd 1&f),*’®and again going beyond the classic conciliatory approach as founded
in al-P o ~vehg deemed the dispute to be reaj { Y h hsqitydraws on key differences
between> md ¢ JahdD dhg dsimgver the role of reason.

? ] d dAV-thldf i$ lelss conclusive in hisommentaryon alFigh alakbar although
da i am hin ah il ma n d@mopoded ma admpromyse goiutmrgaen F h mn
prescribing the unbearable; he say$tuth of the matter in my view: it is possible in virtue
i b Di >Ym ]~mifona mo b keihcompassing SVil; byt, anlvitiue of iis j i g a |
[supremely evident] divine Wisdom and mercy for his creatures, then the most sound

[opinion] is its impossibility¥”
3.3.25Rational Recognition of Good and Evil

In lbn H] g M1 md] Ym aiffeiemcesf the fifthhdispited point between
> md G Jahdd chg dsimis the following:

J d n oy$aig:'some divinelprescribed rulings are known by reason, because reason is a
[valid] means by which the goodness and evil of some things are recognized. And [it is by
reason] that belief and giving thankfulness to God are made obligatory. But, theaiki
source of this obligation is Gothoughthrough the medium of reason; in the same way the
Messenger is the conduit of the obligatory knowledge of God, though God is the true source

of this obligation. Thusi n i m m] i >~ 7 R hi ar _oma im ] __ajn]?”
ignorance of the Creator for [the divine sings] he witnesses in the creation of the heavens
]h a]Jlnda8 ] f mi Bd] ™ Di> hin mahn ] Jammahca

know God byeasoning. As for> md Shg said: nothing is made obligatory or forbidden
except on the authorityof revealed law, not by reasdnalthough [we admit] that reason
may recognize good and evil in some things. According tomnd &a]l tulings relating to
divine command succumb to traditiorsén§.*s°

IbnH] g idtérestingly tries to bridge the gap between the two schools by claiming

that > md & dgleeywith) d n osl injallowing some room for reason in the recognition of

78Qa@ f famd 1 s | wald ]f K g XP2a1pH.
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good and evil. Certainly, thisisunlikéd ] ¥ dhf w1 a] ngahn i commemtary j | i ~f
onKhivr-? a KYrh iwhesel) d n dsimis hot brought into the discussion. Inste&tld ] s d f

quotesQ] bdnhdwd says:

It is stated inShawal-g ] Kidthat some people okhlu alSuundJby which we meap] h ] b y m
Uargued that recognizing the good and evil in some things is attainable by reason, as is the
opinion of theJ o GimA X & Z >mdI§ ihdy argued that they (good and evil) are
proven by revaled law inan absolute sens&"

On the related problem of forgiveness of disbelief (which thend § glidwed and
J d n ogl disallowed on the basis of their doctrine of the rational recognition of good and
evil), Hd ] satiributes the nonY > mdp®sjtibnyo thed 0 6 n 17t iUGnidga Jomf i gm
]l coa’ nd] n bilcipahamm im | ] nidiof]nfl#f% f 1 dj a
Interestingly, an early Ottomarscholar by the name of Shlj@al-A vy k f sadOmw g(d.
929/1522), who producedsupercommentaryonH d | ¥ gifmyddn®] b n 4 Shedudaky
¢ k dfrhishesHd ] ¥ dhf ynzn] nagahn qgqind nda BidhobdUyi hc ]
among the people oAhl alSunndJare like theJ o ¢ n ]**tanhdfuphdld the doctrine of the
lTniih]f la_ichiiih ib cii> ]1h> apif+Y

Qag) f fdddmanes outright hiss md € Jinlhis ongnoed mdan® ] b n dAtcdrbing

to him,> md ¢ ]sées$ antg of God as unjustifiable in terms of causes and purposes, because
He acts in whatsoever way He wants. In addition, he highlights that this view is at odds with
Joénpali fdi hecm gqdi _d _igglh mah i hc nda | apa
Wisdom. He also points to its oppositiontothed noyp yaq7 Uhi |l i m Xmah i
iomnibi]~rfa ih nalgm ib XDi YmZ “~ahabi _ah_a
Q! ] h mi*P Jghificdntly YQa€) f f eyem wvarns fellowulamaagainstQ] b ngmdh iy i e
Shawal] k ] feriits incline to the doctrine of Transoxania] h ] im\seme of its
discussions:

[Q] b nldatludds ghat reason may attain knowledge of good and evil in some act,

following the opinion of the scholars dfransoxania® f 1 g] J] q)lddhotthen h ] d |

doctrine of > md Swhichy categorically dissociate reason from it. Indeed, the
Commentator Q] b n ) hat]domposed this book on the basis of their doctrine

®Hd ] sShdwgtNuniyyap.53.
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(madhhab) in many placegin it] out of hisimitation of the author 0 d n oytheplogian
Najmal-A yarK ] n)]so lgt it benoted.*®®

? ] d dAVthldf deliberates in hisShawakfigh akakbarthat ¢] h Jthieologians are
truly divided over this problem, and ascribes tded n oyp ¥ a g @Ji h JUshglaacept
the JoGn]tii_fny i ha i h ' T niih]f | &% Eventuallyy ihé h i b
acknowledges that thé] h Jddctyine subtly differs from thel o € itaf) and he subscribes

ni in Umi ]m hin ni “imPrfa nda “ipiha ]nnli
3.3.26 Acquisition kasb

Next totae q \Mhle debate over the creatednesslmimanactsUwhich centered on
>md¥il vi hnl i pa kasda$ a charabteristi¢ featuie lof tbe md D Jd Inpy| v °
debatefrom the early years To shed some light on the nature of the debate in Ottoman
literature, it is useful to backtrack toQ] b n dwhd mBhawalg ] Kdcites OdY g
exclamation on the ageld difficulty of this problem. He then determines that invariably
opinions on thismatter are confined between the Jabriyyawb h ] mmal ni hc Di Y
ofeverythingU_i hmi “al g]lhYm ] _niihm ahnil afUn Di " Ym
il >al ni p]fi > ]lna g] hYm aJmbke méndhe sote créasorgof | ~ ] |
him ] _nm+ Ea _ihnihoam7 Undala im hi h]l] niih
statements and anecdotes jostle between the two; it is even related that: [roll of] the dice
reminiscesjabr (determinism) and [playing] chess alludes ¢@mdar(fee w f*P@J+bYndt d hy
decidedly takes the md ®ginlorywhich he describes as follows:

We%>md ¥ayhhon&d i b nda g]nnal im &haindal ~anal g]
"angaah nda nqi) “a_]J]oma nda ijihiihm fa]lhihec
power and choice; and the opinions farther apart [frqadaZ agj d] mit a Xg] hYmzZ i
and neediness. Man is compelled in the guise of a free chooserhikpén in the hand of

a writer.*®

a

In this spirit of later > md ¢ ] Qa€dnfgf distinguished between two types of
determinists. He wrote in hissi mddn®] b n Y&hamal¢ | kd Yi °

Determinists are two sects: absolute determinisfabfiyya kbisg who affirm neither
effective nor acquisitive power in man, but put him in the category of inanimate belsgs

4861bid.
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such as the Jahmiyya; and nabsolute deterministsi(] ~ | 1 s s lisgwhao &ffgnh thae d d
man has ineffective yet acquisitive poweltike the> md §K |l ivi d &nddrdrijyyd.**

Qag) f f adsd acknowledges the labyrinthine nature of this debate and even sees it as a
possible annulment of the entire enterprise dii f-kj f Hhg also quotes aDdY g
exclamation at the apparent weakness>®fmd ¥ in| g d &aisk Bst, impbrtantly, while
Qa® f fYdrhy i m_ommi i h 1 hp3* g @istersak?ad kifi jdkym b Jyimd Y b h n
al-G o q ], and g@lO d ,tthere is no mention of arguments frodh d n dsingr ¢anafism
Furthermore, concerning two relevant characteristic doctrines>f ¢ h \(tha} power is
effective in two directions and that power wgith the act),Qa€) f fsHholws;uncertainty over
whether they are in fact ~ ¢ h Y dmiopinions??F f sld m h,iorj the other hand, does
not yield into> md ¢ JodJiorf gismton this dispute, and favors instead a third unaffiliated
opinion:
True acquisition is what has been argued by the verifying scholaehb&Sunnawdl ] g d © ]
nd]n nda abba_nipa _]J]oma ib g]l]h¥Ym ] _nm im nda
choice; neither only the first (divine createdness of acts) so it becowmmpulsionsm as

claimed by> md &nprbonly the seconchUmancreatedness of acts) so it becomes complete
free wil as claimed bythd o S n 1€ 1 f ] d

Strict endorsement o> md & Joh thimmproblem is found ir? ] d gA/v-thjdf Y] nd
commentaryon > ~ @] h Y Bdh ak@kbar.He outlines six possible doctrinal divisions: i)
pure compusionists; ii) intermediary compulsionists; iii) tdeo ¢ n ]; tv)ithie yiel of> ~ y
U &intof F mb ]; V) dh¥ vigw ofal-? d fk fi ;dahdy finally, vi) the view o6 o q ] asdtige
philosophers.? | d dAY\-th|df" gxténsively scrutinizes each of these opinions, and a full
exposition of his analysis goes beyond the present chapter. Of more relevance to our
discussion is his concluding remark at the end?of d dAY\-th]d f Y]prbtracted analysis in
gdi d da " a_f]lam nd]n nda Iliin ib ]Jff _ihbc
acts khalg] b &® f)dsthe reluctance to acceptthemd $Jilayy8 da m] sm7 Ui |
praise and deviance over these matters is nothing but refusal to accede to the meaning of

i ol a _i gj ®Whihisthetiledd gives to the md ®dtidn gfkasb.
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