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ABSTRACT 

The intellectual life during the Ottoman Empire Ú which came to dominate large parts of the 

Muslim world from the fifteenth to the end of the nineteenth century CE Ú has received relatively 

limited attention in modern scholarship. This study is a historical investigation of an intellectual 

debate between the two major schools of Islamic theology (>mdᴳ]lìsm and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism) which by the 

eighteenth century had become a prominent theme in Ottoman scholarly literature.  

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism is one of two schools that dominated Islamic theology after the disintegration of 

the rationalist school of the Joᴳn]tìf]d. The other school, >mdᴳ]lìmg, eventually became the common 

doctrine among followers of the Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ and Mᶁfìeᶌ schools of law, while Jᶁnolᶌ`ism became, almost 

exclusively, the theology of the ϕanafis.  Both schools wrote in the name of Pohhᶌ orthodoxy (ahl al-

Sunna wa al-í]g]ᴳa) and took a middle course between the doctrines of the Joᴳn]tilah and the 

literalists, attempting to achieve a balance between reason ( aGql) and revelation (naql). Despite the 

sheer similarity between the two schools in terms of overall objectives, pioneers of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism 

`olìhc nda m_diifÝm bilg]nìpa jalìi` %ninth Ú thirteenth  century) methodically objected to >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

positions over a number of problems Ú including, the conception of faith (ìgᶁn), doctrine of 

predestination (qadar&) nda johìmdgahn ib mìhm) ]h` Di`Ým ]_nìpa ]nnlì^onam %Дìbᶁt al-Ü]bᴳᶁl). By the end 

of the fourteenth century, >mdᴳ]lìmg was recognized as the universal authority on mainstream 

theological discourses Ú having attracted the greater number of followers, and produced extensive 

and systematic theological canon which addressed problems from philosophy, logic and natural 

science.  

Based on extensive historical and bibliographical research Ú including a number of previously 

unpublished manuscripts Ú ndìm mno`s nl]_am Lnnig]h m_dif]lmÝ ]nnìno`a niq]l`m nda m_diif ib >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

in three phases. The first is the classical Ottoman phase (mid. fourteenth Ú end of fifteenth century) 

which saw the persistence of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ paradigm in Ottoman theological scholarship; this study 

found that Ú although ϕanafism was the common and officially-sanctioned school of Law Ú early 

Ottoman ϕ]h]bᶌ theological treatises display greater inclines to >mdᴳ]lìmg rather than ϕanafismÝm 

traditional doctrine of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ. The second phase covers the sixteenth century which witnessed a 

cliqìhc ìhnalamn ]gihc Lnnig]h ndaificì]hm ni ]bbìlg nda Ümioh`Ý `i_nlìha ib Sunnism in strict 

concord with the theology of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] as presented in classical Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ texts. The disputes with 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ were also brought into attention. But, in the absence of a new appraisal of theological 

problems from an exclusively Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ perspective, on the disputes with >mdᴳ]lᶌ, Ottoman 

theologians remained largely within the radius of >mdᴳ]lìmg. Towards the end of the sixteenth 

century, this situation is inverted at the hand of Istanbul-based scholar Aϖmad ?]sᶁνᶌtᶁ`]d who 

produced his influential Ishᶁrᶁt al-marᶁm Ú an extensive theological treatise which sought to defend 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism over fifty disputed problems with >mdᴳ]lìmg ]h` ni lamnila nda mn]nom ib >^ᶙ J]hДᶙr al-

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ as the foremost theologian of Islam. The third phase covers the period between the early 

seventeenth century, towards the final years of the empire in the end of the nineteenth century 

whereby Ottoman scholars produced numerous works Ú varying in size and scope Ú with >mdᴳ]lᶌ-

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ debates as their primary subject-matter.  

This study begins with a comparative historical background of the emergence of >mdᴳ]lìmg 

and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism, followed by a discussion of key theological disputes as presented in authoritative 

pre-Ottoman texts. It then attempts to examine the extent to which Amdᴳ]lìmg influenced early 

Ottoman theological discourses, and the intellectual context which saw the emergence of a late 

Ottoman Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ canon. Finally, the study documents nearly forty works on >mdᴳ]lᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

disputations that were produced between the seventeenth and late nineteenth century, amounting 

to the establishment of a novel genre 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, >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism, and their forming into a prominent discourse in the 

later period of Islamic intellectual history Ú particularly during the later Ottoman period 

(from the tenth/sixteenth to  the thirteenth/nineteenth century). The area of study is the 

Islamic scholarly discipline of ÜIlm al-k]fᶁg Ú which literally translates as the science of 

speech or discourse, and is the closest in meaning to the word ßtheologyà+1 Historian Ibn 

Hd]f`ᶙh defines Ilm al-H]fᶁg ]m Ünda m_ìah_a nd]n ìhpifpam l]nìih]f jliibm bil `abah_a ib 

the articles of faith and refuting innovators who deviate from the beliefs of early Muslims 

and Muslim olndi`irs+Ý2 Historically, however, the scope of k]fᶁg has encompassed topics 

blig ^asih` ßndaificsà Ú i.e. principles of legal theory, scriptural exegeses among others. 

This looseness of the definition is further reflected in the other names it is known by, such 

as: ÜuДᶙf ]f-`ᶌn (the Principles of Religion), ÜFfg ]f-tawϖᶌd (science of Monotheism), and Üilm 

al-Ü]mgᶁÝ q] ]f-Дifᶁt (science of Divine Names and Attributes).3 Nevertheless, its 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 often treated ÜFfg ]f-H]fᶁg as Ünda 

most noble of the m_ìah_am+Ý4  

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism is one of two schools that dominated Islamic theology after the 

disintegration of the rationalist school of the Joᴳn]tìf]d. The other school, >mdᴳ]lìmg, 

eventually became the common doctrine among followers of the Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ and Jᶁfìeᶌ schools 

of law, while Jᶁnolᶌ`ism became, almost exclusively, the theology of the ϕanafis.  The 

eponymous founders of the two chief schools of Pohhᶌ theology, >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al->mdᴳ]lᶌ 

and >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ, were contemporaries who lived in the fourth/tenth  century. 

The theology of >mdᴳ]lᶌ proved controversial even during his lifetime; it was quickly 

                                                           
1 Cl]he) O+ J+) ßnda P_ìah_a ib H]fᶁgà Fh Arabic Science and Philosophy 2 (1992), pp.7Ú37.  
2 F^h Hd]f`ᶙh) >^` ]f-Raϖmᶁn Muq]``ìg]n F^h Hd]f`ᶙh (edited by Abdallah M. al-Darwish), Damascus: Dar 
V]Ýlo^) /--1 X/ pifm+Z) p+/) j+/-28 maa ]fnalh]nìpa nl]hmf]nìih ìh Oimahnd]f) Cl]ht The Muqaddimah: an introduction 
to history; in three volumes, Princeton: Princeton University Press, v.3, p.34. 
3 Opinion is divided over the meaning and scope of k]fᶁg among Muslim theologians. For a study of the names 
of Ilm al-H]fᶁg see: al-Pdᶁbìᴳì) ϕasan Al-Madkhal ila dirasat Gilm al-H]fᶁg) Karachi, Idarat al-NolÝᶁh wa al-Uloom al-
Islamiyyah, 2001.  
4 Al-Dd]tᶁlᶌ, >^ᶙ Eᶁgì` J+ al-MustaДfa (edited by Muϖammad Abd al-P]fᶁg ]f-Shafi), Beirut: Dar al-Kotob al-
ÜFfgìss]d) .660) j+3 ]h` ]f-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ) J]mÝo` ì^h ÜRg]l A Commentary on the Creed of Islam (translated with notes 
and introduction by Earl Edgar Elder) Columbia, Columbia University press, 1950, p.10. 
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noticed and opposed by contemporary Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theologians, as well as traditionalist 

Pohhᶌm, especially the ϕanᶁbilah. In the face of such resistance, >mdᴳ]lìmg rapidly spread 

beyond its original home in ?]cd`ᶁ`: eastwards to centres of Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ legal learning of 

Persia, and westwards into Jᶁfìeᶌ centres of the Maghreb. Since the Seljuk period (mid. 

fifth/eleventh century), >mdᴳ]lìmg has become the dominant theology for follower of the 

Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ and Jᶁfìeᶌ schools.  Jᶁnolᶌ`ism, on the other hand, did not attract the attention of 

other schools for over a century after the death of its founder Ú >^ᶙ ManДᶙr al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ. 

Al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ lived and worked in Samarqand, and his doctrine was initially seen as that of 

school of Samarqand Ú but, in time, it was generally recognised as the ultimate authority 

on ϕ]h]bᶌ theology. Both schools wrote in the name of Pohhᶌ orthodoxy (ahl al-sunna wa 

al-jamᶁaG) and took a middle course between the doctrines of the Joᴳn]tilah and the 

literalists, attempting to achieve a balance between aGql (reason) and naql (revelation).  

Together with the sheer similarity between their two theological systems, >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ schools have been associated with mainstream Muslim orthodoxy. With the 

exception of the scholars who take an anti-e]fᶁg position (e.g. Literalists who accept no 

authority on doctrinal matters besides revealed sources), today when one speaks of 

orthodox Pohhᶌ theology, the two schools are immediately invoked as having equal 

authority on theological problems.5 However, the statement that >mdᴳ]lᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

theologies are one and the same is complemented by the fact that the two schools have 

also diverged over a number of doctrinal differences. Disputes over conceptions of ìgᶁh 

(faith), doctrine of the qadar (predestination), the punishment of sins, and Дìbᶁn al-Ü]bᴳᶁf 

%Di`Ým ]_nìpa ]nnlì^onam&) qala _iggihjf]_a `olìhc nda a]lfs) bilg]nìpa jalìi` ib 

>mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism (4th/ tenth Ú seventh/ thirteenth c.).6 However, with the advent 

of the eighth/ fourteenth century Ú in what tends to defined as the later (or post-Classical) 

period of Islamic history Ú 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 the phases development which led to such popularisation of a 

                                                           
5 Jamᶁl al-Aᶌh al-Afghᶁhᶌ and Muϖammad >G^`odÝm Annotations on the Creed of Ijᶌ contains important early 
nqahnìand _ahnols labalah_am ni nda `a^]na ^anqaah >mdÝ]lìmg ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg, see: Khasrow-Shahi, Sayyid 
Hadi (ed.) al-Q]Ýfìk]n Ü]f] md]ld ]f-Dawwani lil-Ü]kᶁÝid al-Ü>νudiyya, Cairo: Maktabat al-Shuruq al-Duwaliyya, 2002, 
pp.164 and 465 [for example]. More detailed discussion is found in >^ᶙ Zahra, Moϖammad Aϖmad Q]lᶌed al-
maddᶁhib al-Üìmf]gìss], Cairo: Dar al-Fikr al-Ü>l]^ì) Xoh`]na`Z+  
6 Watt, W. Montgomery the Formative Period of Islamic Thought Edinburgh: University Press, 1973, pp. 315Ú316.  
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ßdiscourse of Pohhᶌ ndaificì_]f `ìmjonamà, having reached the climax of maturation and 

influence during the later Ottoman period. 

II. The Problem  

The first point of departure in this study is the observation of Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmgÝm 

jlai__oj]nìih qìnd nda m_diif ib >mdᴳ]lᶌ qdì_d ìm ì`ahnìbìa` ìh nda a]lfìamn qlìnìhcm ib 

nda jìihaalm ]h` _ihnìhoa` ndliocdion nda m_diifÝm `apafijgahn+ Ljjimìnìih ]h` 

_lìnì_]f ahc]cagahn qìnd >mdᴳ]lᶌ `i_nlìham qala j]ln ib j]l_af ib nda Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌmÝ 

articulation of their theology. In the classical-formative period, this was generally one-

sided. However, these intellectual encounters intensified in the post-Classical period Ú 

when >mdᴳ]lìmg (after a period of apathy towards ϕ]h]bᶌ theology when >mdᴳ]lᶌm 

`apafija` ] nl]`ìnìih ib ßjdìfimijdì_]fÝ ndaifics& ^ac]h ni n]ea cla]nal hinì_a ib ] 

doctrinal rival who, although agreeing on the use of H]fᶁg and the fundamentals of 

Sunnism) ijjima` ] hog^al ib `abìhìnìpa >mdᴳ]lᶌ `i_nlìham+ Clig nda a]lfs 

eight/fourteehnd _ahnols) ndìm ßìhnalamnà ìh nda `ìmjonam niie ] ^ì^fìicl]jdì_]f bilg 

when works solely dedicated to the examination of points of disputes between the two 

schools Ú now juxtaposed as equal authorities on orthodox Pohhᶌ H]fᶁg Ú begin 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 >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism and 

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 Ú and reaching a climax in the latter two centuries of the empire 

(twelfth/eighteenth and thirteenth/nineteenth centuries).  

Two Theological Discourses  

The following questions and inquiries will be addressed in the course of this 

dìmnilì_]f ]h` ^ì^fìicl]jdì_]f mno`s ib >mdÝ]lì ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ encounters. The first is: (1) 

dì` ijjimìnìih ni >mdÝ]lìmg Ú which figures prominently in Classical Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ writings 

Ú continue in  post-Classical Ottoman Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ literature? In other words,  can 

ijjimìnìih ni >mdÝ]lìmg ^a jlamoga` as part and parcel of Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmgÝm mafb 

perception? Furthermore, (2) dì` >mdÝ]lìmg ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg hold different approaches 
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to the disputes that occurred between them; that is, did post-@f]mmì_]f >mdÝ]lᶌm 

continue their Classical tendency to minimize and trivialise the philosophical 

repercussions of the Disputes Ú as opposed to the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm qdi) indalqìma) ìhmìmna` 

on them being integral to mindful and serious theological inquiry? The outcome of the 

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

lajlamahna` ] ohìkoa ßìhnaffa_no]f `ìm_iolmaà and how the nature of opposition to the 

(rival) other was underpinned by varying sets of intellectual axioms and concerns.  

Ottoman Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg 

In modern scholarship, the presence of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in Ottoman ϕ]h]bᶌ 

theological literature has not been brought into question. This is perhaps due to its 

pervasiveness  in later Ottoman religious texts; indeed, the present study documents 

numerous works in defence of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ doctrines that were produced by later Ottoman 

scholars Ú particularly from the twelfth/ eighteenth century onwards. But, the scarcity 

of such literature in the early/Classical Ottoman period begs the question of whether 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism was consistently the commonly-held doctrine of Ottoman Hanafis. In other 

words, (3) to what extent did the increasingly-dominant post-Classical >mdÝ]lᶌ tradition 

influence early Ottoman e]fᶁg discourses that pre-date the great 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 reveals a stark increase in the 

titles that deal exclusively with inter-theological discussions banqaah >mdÝ]lìmg ]h` 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg, especially upon  the advent of the twelfth/eighteenth century. This was 

pioneered by Oᶙgᶌ Ottoman authors (i.e. scholars from Anatolia and the Balkans), with 

reverberating Reponses from other parts of the Empire (especially the neighbouring Arab 

east). Emergence of similar titles continued steadily until the disintegration of the Ottoman 

polity in the end of the thirteenth/nineteenth century. This study provides (4) a 

biobibliographical survey Ú in chronological order Ú of the scholars who contributed to this 

comparative theological theme with descriptive annotations on the works and authors. As 

such, this body of literature is introduced and defined, with information on primary sources 

relating to the authors and (where relevant) the whereabouts of unpublished texts. Finally, 

the study probes into some of the distinctive thematic and methodological features of this 
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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 

>mdÝ]lìmg ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg represent a novel genre in Islamic theological literature quite 

unlike the more familiar genres of e]fᶁg summae (in varying sizes and scopes), summations 

of creed, polemics, rebuttals, and heresiography?  

Chapter Outline 

This historical and bibliographical study pursues the abovementioned five lines of 

inquiry, divided into five chapters:  

Chapter I examines the origins of the problematic relation between >mdᴳ]lìmg Ú the 

dominant school of Pohhᶌ theology Ú and its less-known rival Jᶁnolᶌ`ism by giving a sketch 

of the background to the emergence of the two schools, and elaborating some key encounters 

between them through the fourth/tenth to the end of the six/twelfth century. 

Chapter II  provides a descriptive outline of the theological controversies as 

presented in pre-Ottoman Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ _]hihm) qith reference to some early engagements with 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism ̂ s >mdᴳ]lᶌm qdala lafap]hn+ 

Chapter III defines the origins and central features Ú as far as doctrinal affiliation with 

theological schools is concerned Ú of Ottoman theological discourses. The Ottomans who 

came to dominate large parts of the Muslim world from the tenth/sixteenth century were a 

Qoleìmd `sh]mns qdì_d ah`ilma` nda fac]f m_diif ib >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] Ú already the more popular 

legal variant among the inhabitants of Anatolia. Nevertheless, it will be revealed that 

agìhahn Lnnig]h ndaificì]hm qala b]l gila ìhbfoah_a` ^s >mdᴳ]lᶌ ndaificì_]f `ìm_iolmam 

than with Jᶁnolᶌ`ism. This can be observed to the end of the Classical Ottoman period 

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

Chapter IV traces the changing face of Ottoman theological inquiry Ú as far as 

doctrinal affiliation with Jᶁnolᶌ`ism is concerned.  We observe that at the turn of the 

afapahnd _ahnols >E) >mdᴳ]lᶌ dacagihs ih Lnnig]h ndaificì_]f qlìnìhcm ^acìhm ni fiimah) 

in tandem with a cliqìhc _ih_alh qìnd ßmioh`à _laa` ìh _ih_il` qìnd nda jlìh_ìjfam ib nda 

ndaifics ib >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]+ Aìmjonam qìnd >mdᴳ]lᶌ qala ^acìhhìhc ni ^a hinì_a` ]h` molb]_a ìh 

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

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism, nda >mdᴳ]lᶌ h]ll]nìpa ih nda `ìmjonam q]m mnìff jlamahn ìh Lnnig]h ]__iohnm ih 
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them. This, however, changes towards the end of the eleventh/seventeenth century at the 

hand of Aϖmad ?]sᶁνᶌtᶁ`]d who wrote a highly influential Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ _]hih qìnd ]hnì-

Ý>mdᴳ]rism as its raison d'être.  

Chapter V defines the outlines of a late Ottoman genre of theological writing. 

Following ?]sᶁνᶌtᶁ`]d, the twelfth/eighteenth century witnessed a continuous stream of 

nìnfam ìh nda bìaf` ib >mdᴳ]lᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ `ìmjon]nìih ^s jligìhant Ottoman ϕ]h]bᶌm from al-Oᶙg 

(Anatolia) who invariably sought to define and defend Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg ]c]ìhmn ìnm >mdᴳ]lᶌ lìp]f+ 

This chapter provides (in chronological order) a bio-bibliographical survey of titles that were 

contributed to this genre with relevant information on their authors. Indeed, writing on the 

Disputes was not confined to the Oᶙgᶌ Ottoman scholars (though they were certainly the 

pioneers). Already in the twelfth/eighteenth century, we observe varying reactions and 

perceptions of the Ottoman literature and Ú as a result Ú a number of works were produced 

by scholars who flourished in the learning centres of al-Pdᶁg) Bcsjn) Ja__]) ]h` J]`ᶌh]. By 

the thirteenth/nineteenth century, the disputes between >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism had 

become an established genre with an accumulative body of precedents formed in the 

previous century.  

III. Methodological Issues 

> Aam_lìjnìpa @dlihì_fa ib >mdÝ]lᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ Encounters 

This study describes a theological debate as an intellectual phenomenon which is 

manifested and articulated in Islamic religious texts. As such, it is not a philosophical study 

of theological concepts Ú in the sense of testing the validity and soundness of arguments Ú 

^on) ]h ìhpamnìc]nìih ib nda ohbif`ìhc ib ] ß`ìm_iolma ih Aìmjonamà and how it eventually 

forms a prominent genre in Islamic theological literature. By 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 may have played a role in the shape of a particular 

ßdìmnils ib ì`a]mà+ Whila ndìm mno`s bi_ommam ih ßqd]nà) ßqdahà) ]h` ßdiqà notions, 

arguments, and texts emerged concerning the relation between the two schools Ú which 

leads to the identification of an intellectual phenomenon reflected in the emergence of a 

mode of scholarly authorship Ú) ìn `a]fm qìnd nda koamnìih ßqdsà jlìg]lìfs ìh ìhnaffa_no]f 

terms. Accepting one or more of the conclusions of this study, such as the increasingly 

doctrinaire Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg of later Ottoman theologians Ú which paralleled a degree of aversion 
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towards f]nal jdìfimijdì_]f >mdÝ]lìmg Ú may well be partly justified by analyses of socio-

political factors from the post-eleventh/seventeenth century Ottoman history. Evidently, 

establishing the existence of an intellectual phenomenon in the first place is prior to probing 

into a wide range of dynamics which may have had an impact on its trajectory of 

development. These dynamics could include: tensions between Sufi orders, emergence of 

new governing and economic elites, foreign military and ideological challenges, relation and 

inter-dependence between ruling and scholarly classes, and so on. 

 

This study covers much ground of a scholarly motif which was to a great extent a 

distinct feature of later Ottoman religious literature. However, further studies of the e]fᶁg 

literature produced in other contemporary flourishing centers of ϕ]h]bᶌ learning Ú 

especially from the Indian subcontinent, and Central Asia Ú may reveal akin tensions 

between the two schools of Pohhᶌ theology 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 other parts of the 

Muslim worlds Ú much of which already under Ottoman dominion.  

 

Texts and Authors   

 

The starting-point of this research was nda _iffa_nìih %ni nda ^amn ib ihaÝm ]^ìfìns cìpah 

the timeframe of doctoral candidacy; from 2012 to 2016) of relevant texts through surveying 

catalogues of specialist libraries in Islamic Studies, and manuscript collections (focusing on 

extant Turkish collections). Following nda _dlihificì_]f ]ll]hcagahn ib ndama narnm) ] ß 

bibliographic jdahigahihà ìm hinì_eable; ] mo``ah lamolcah_a ib ìhnalamn ìh >mdᴳ]lᶌ-

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ `ìmjon]nìihm ìm man ]biin blig nda f]na afapahnd,mapahnaahnd _ahnols ]h` _ihnìhoam 

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, I 

selected a number of e]fᶁg texts by leading Ottoman theologians Ú in particular 

commentaries and super-commentaries on earlier H]fᶁg classics Ú and conducted an 

ìhnalnarno]f mno`s ib nda ìhmn]h_am qdala >mdᴳ]lᶌ `i_nlìham _iga oj ]h` ] (purportedly) 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ndaificì]h ìm arja_na` ni g]ea ] ío`cgahn ih qdandal ni ]bbìlg nda Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ pìew 
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(as is the case in later Ottoman works) or follow >mdᴳ]lìmg (as would appear in the Classical 

Lnnig]h jalìi`&+ > j]lnì_of]l narn ìm _ihmì`ala` ßjligìhahnà ìb %]& ìn d]m ^aah `am_lì^a` ]m 

such in posterior biographical and historical sources; (b) if it figures frequently in later texts; 

or, (c) if it was widely-disseminated. A useful source of information on the latter is the 

bibliographic presence of a certain title in manuscript form (i.e. if numerous copies are 

documented), or if it invited early publication in print-form.7 

 

This descriptive historical study, then, deals with theological texts as focal-points 

around which a narrative is woven, and certain trends are extrapolated and described. These 

texts Ú along with their authors Ú are contextualized in view of the leading questions of this 

study. In general terms, biographical information is determined by the following factors:  

 

(1& Qda m_dif]lÝm ]nnìno`a niq]l`m l]nìih]f m_ìah_am Ú  in particular the science of 

H]fᶁg Ú but also including Logic and philosophy.   

 

(2&  Mimìnìih ih ßf]nal jdìfimijdì_]f >mdᴳ]lìmgà+ 

 

(3& Qda m_dif]lÝm indal qilem qdì_d jiìhn ni dìm ipal]ff ndaificì_]f ionfiie %ì+a+ nsja) 

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

 

(4& Qda m_dif]lÝm `i_nlìh]f ]bbìfì]nìih qìnd >mdᴳ]lìmg or Jᶁnolᶌ`ism. And, whether or 

not (and to what extent) his theological orientation is concerned with doctrinal 

affiliation.  

 

(5& Qda m_dif]lÝm na]_dalm) mno`ahnm) jf]_a ib lamì`ah_a) nl]pafm ]h` mìgìf]l 

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

 

Madhhab  

A key concept in the discussion of the disputes between >mdᴳ]lᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ schools 

is madhhab Ú a technical Arabic terminology qdì_d fìnal]ffs ga]hm ßnda jf]_a ib ciìhcà) ]h` 

                                                           
7 Both indicators of ßjligìhah_aà %ì+a+ jlamah_a ib hogaliom g]hom_lìjn palsions and the the fact it was 
published in print-form) are issues of Discourse Analysis. However, the gaps in modern literature on the history 
of later kalᶁm make substantiating a sub-narrative untenable for the present study.   
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nl]hmf]na` dala ]m ßm_diifà il Đ`i_nlìhaĐ+ Tlìnìhc ìh nda second half of the fourth/tenth 

century, Iraqi geographer al-Muq]``]mᶌ specifies in his Ahsan al-takᶁmᶌm (Best of Divisions) 

that there were four madhhabs of jurisprudence (fiqh), four of theology (e]fᶁg), four boasting 

the correlation of the two, four belonging to tradition, four have been absorbed into other 

biol) qdìfa biol arìmn ihfs ìh lol]f `ìmnlì_nm+Ý8 The madhhabs of theology of his time were: al-

Ü>md]Ýìl]) ]f-Jahmiya, al-Joᴳn]tilah and al-Pᶁfìgᶌya; while the madhhabs of jurisprudence 

included ϕanafi, Jᶁfìeᶌ, Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ and A]qᶙ`ᶌ (уᶁdìlᶌ, or Literalist). Al-Muq]``]mᶌÝm use of the 

word madhhab was deliberate as he says later in the same book that he was careful not to 

confuse the word madhhab with firqa (sect), and that his narrative was an outline of current 

madhhabs and not a new division of Muslim sects.9  

Madhhab is the term used for school in legal and theological contexts. But, the 

hierarchy of authority, as well as the extent to which a follower of a particular maddhab is 

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 reasoning.10 In theology, madhhab assumes a less technical 

meaning.11 As such, following a theological madhhab has been controversial Ú even heretical 

Ú according to some variants of Islamic thought. An early traditionalist criticism of >mdᴳ]lìmg 

was that they had invented a fifth madhhab additional to the four canonical Pohhᶌ schools of 

law. This "innovation" led to the accusation that the followers of a theological madhhab did 

                                                           
8 Al-Muq]``]mᶌ) Pd]gm al-Aᶌn Muϖammad Aϖsan al-n]kᶁmᶌg bì g]Ýlìb]n ]f-Ü]k]fìg, Leiden: Brill, 1877, p.37. 
9 Muq]``]mᶌ m]sm7 Üqa d]pa miocdn jla_ìmìih ^s m]sìhc ßnda _iggih m_diifm %g]`dᶁdì^&à ]h` `ì` hin m]s ßma_nm 
(firaq& ib JomfìgmàÝ ìh lamjihma ni ] ldanilì_]f koamnìih nd]n da d]d suggested in his book an un-convensional 
four-fold division of Muslim schools and variants (al-Muq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan al-n]kᶁmᶌg, pp.41-42). 
10 H]gᶁfj]md]t]`aÝm mdiln ajìmnfa ih nda dìal]l_ds ib nda mujtahids within a school of jurisprudence, in this case 
ϕanafism outlines seven levels of authority.  At the top sits the mujtahid fi al-md]lÝ (roughly translated: founding 
scholar) who lays down the fundamental principles of the school, such as the four Fgᶁgs of the Pohhᶌ schools 
of law; second, al-mujtahid fi al-madhhab) qdi g]s `ìbbal qìnd nda bioh`alm ib nda m_diifÝm ijìhìihm) ^on biffiq 
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 the AДdᶁ^ ]f-Takhrᶌj mina al gok]ffì`ᶌn, the imitators of the schools but 
know the origins of narrated opinions; five, AДdᶁ^ ]f-Q]líᶌϖ mina al-Muqalfì`ᶌn, the imitators who do not know 
the origin of opinions, but are able to pass judgement on the best of judgements; six, the muqallids who 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 verification. For an analysis and criticism of 
H]gᶁl]j]md]t]`aÝm mdiln ajìmnfa ih ϕ]h]bᶌ Н]^]kᶁn see: al-JonìÝᶌ, Muϖammad B. (1854 Ú 1935; Grand Shaykh of 
al-Azhar in Egypt) Oìmᶁf] bì ^]s]h ]f-kotob al-f]ns soÝ]qq]f Ü]f]sd] q] ^]s]h Н]^]kᶁn ulama al-madhhab al-ϕ]h]bᶌ wa 
al-l]`` Ü]f] F^h H]gᶁf Pasha, Damascus: Dar al-Qᶁ`ìlᶌ) /--5+ 
11 F^h ᴳ>mᶁeìl$m ahogal]nìih ib nda bìlmn bìpa cahal]nìihm ib >mdᴳ]lᶌnam ìm `iha ìh nda biffiqìhc dìal]l_dì_]f 
division: the first generation (Оabaqa& ìm ib >mdᴳ]lᶌ$m ìgga`ì]na _igj]hìihm8 nda ma_ih`) ib nda mno`ahnm ib 
>mdᴳ]lᶌ$m _igj]hìihm $qdi biffiqa` dìm gandi` ìh ndaifics ]h` fa]lha` ìnm ]lnm$8 nda ndìl`) ib ndima qdi $gan 
the students of his companions and acquired religious knowledge from them'; the fourth, of 'the prominent 
m_dif]lm qdi d]pa agof]na` >mdᴳ]lᶌ ]h` biffiqad his delineation of theology'; and the fifth, of those who were 
contemporary of the author (mid-sixth/twelfth century).   
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not believe the founders of the legal schools Ú who are held in high-esteem Ú provided 

sufficient theological foundations.12 Early >mdᴳ]lᶌs rationalised the use of >mdᴳ]lìmg as a 

doctrinal title by saying that it served the practical purpose of distinguishing them from 

other heretical groups.13  

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 scholars with leanings to the literal interpretation of religious texts (or that the 

primary sources of Religion are self-sufficient, and the aide of a rational science such as e]fᶁg 

is a needless intellectual occupation), it is a tendency also observed in prominent Pohhᶌ 

theologians who thought highly of the discipline of e]fᶁg. Renowned Гᶙbᶌ and >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

theologian >^ᶙ Eᶁgì` al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ (d. 505/1111) Ú in challenging the strict adherence to a 

school of theology Ú gives us an insight into the nature of a theological madhhab.  In FayДal al-

tafriqa, Dd]tᶁfᶌ writes:  

How was it proven to him (the dogmatic theologian) that Truth is his sole property? That 
he must consider al-?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ (early >mdᴳ]lᶌ Master) to be a disbeliever when he had 
opposed him (al-Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ) over the attribute of Eternity, claiming that it is not an 
attribute which is additional to His essence? And why al-?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ should more rightly 
be called a non-believer than al-Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ himself? Why is Truth with one and not the 
other? Is it because one preceded the other in time? Well, the Joᴳn]tilah predated al-
Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ; then let 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 
determine that no one in existence is better than the person he follows and imitates? 
And if al-?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ is given special permission to disagree with al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ, then why only 
him? And what is the difference between al-?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ, [and other theologians such as] al-
Karabisi and al-N]fᶁhìmᶌ and others? And what is the limit for the allocation of this 
privilege? XåZ Then, 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 I have realized, and everything 
whicd F d]pa la]fìma` ìm _ih_fomìpa jliib ]h` sio gomn ^afìapa ìn ]m mo_då >h`) qdala ìm 
the difference between saying: imitate me in the principles of my school and saying: 
follow me in both my school and doctrine?  Is that not contraction?14 

Dd]tᶁfᶌÝm ìhkoìmìnìihm ib nda jli^fag]nì_ h]nola ib adherence to a ßndaificì_]f 

maddhabà lamioh`m ] jalmih]f ]palmìih niq]l`m ß`icg]nìmgà Ú an expected instance 

of doctrinal affiliation. But, in varying degrees, doctrinal affiliation with >mdᴳ]lìmg and 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism has been commonplace among majority of Pohhᶌ scholars through the 

                                                           
12 F^h ᴳ>mᶁeìl) >fì ^+ ]f-ϕasan, Q]^sᶌh e]nd^ ]f-gobn]lᶌ bì g] homìba 'ila al-Imᶁg ]f->mdᴳ]lᶌ (edited by Muϖammad 
Wᶁdì` ]f-H]qnd]lᶌ&) ]l-Tawfiq Press, Damascus, 1347[1928], p.359. 
13 F^h ᴳ>mᶁeìl) Q]^sᶌh) p.362.  
14 Al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ, >^ᶙ Eᶁgì`) FayДal al-Tafriqa bayn al-ÜFmf]g q] ]f-Zandaqa, edited by Mahmoud Bijou, 1993, p.19. Ú 
23. See also, Jackson, Sherman A., Lh nda ^ioh`]lìam ib ndaificì_]f nifal]h_a ìh Fmf]g7 >^ᶙ ϕᶁgì` ]f-Ddᶁt]fᶌ˕m faisal al-
Tafriqa bayna al-Islam wa al-Zandaqa, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002.  
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centuries of the history of Islam. This is more readily noticeable in >mdᴳ]lᶌ contexts: 

whereby advocates of the school voiced unambiguously their affiliation with 

>mdᴳ]lìmg, as opposed to other doctrines which they rejected Ú in particular of the 

Joᴳn]tilah and the Literalists. ϕanafism, however, is more vague when it comes to the 

strict affiliation with the school of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ, on the one hand, or  with 

nda ßoriginalà ndaifics ib >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], on the other. As will be shown in the course of 

this study, this was due to the nature of the theology of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ who saw himself as 

nothing but a delineator (even a commentator) of the theological opinions of the 

m_diifÝm ofnìg]na g]mnal >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]. Furthermore, as will be shown in the present 

study, a certain ambivalence towards the science of e]fᶁg Ú a feature of early 

traditionalist ϕanafism Ú persisted to some degree among Jᶁnolᶌᶌ̀ scholars.  

Note on Periodization  

 In any historical study, the division of certain chronological trajectories into 

periods and phases is inescapable. Indeed, the question of periodization remains 

unresolved in Islamic history Ú j]lnì_of]lfs ìnm ßìhnaffa_no]fà facets. The latter has been 

foreshadowed in Western scholarship by a long-held paradigm whereby Islamic history 

is presumed to have witnessed a Classical-formative age (noted for its intellectual and 

scientific flourishing), which is followed by a post-Classical period that merely thrived 

on the legacy of the former %ßcif`ahà& ]ge and boasted no tangible intellectual 

achievements of its own.  Although the past few decades saw the emergence of a 

growing corpus of scholarship (from Comparative Literature, Cultural Studies, post-

Colonial Studies, as well as Intellectual and Social History) which attempt to revisit this 

overarching historical judgement, the old paradigm maintains a degree of authority 

nonetheless.  

An integral approach in the methodology of the present study is the 

discernment between early and later (in certain places also termed Classical and post-

Classical) periods. These periods are exclusively defined in view of the development of 

the Islamic scholarly discipline of k]fᶁg, ̀ l]qìhc ih nda dìmnilì_]f mahma ib ßjalìi`mà 

]h` ßjd]mamà held by the practitioners and historians of this discipline. The following 

four divisions are central to the arguments of this study:  

(1) Early/Classical Theology (1st/7 th  to early seventh/ thirteenth century). 
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(2) Later/post-Classical Theology (early seventh / thirteenth to end of 19h c.) 

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

tenth/ sixteenth c.)  

(4) Later/post-Classical Ottoman Theology (early eleventh/ seventeenth to end 

of nineteenth c.)15 

V. Primary Sources  

 

The present study uses a number of unpublished manuscripts, some of which were 

acquired during nda ]ondilÝm fieldwork trip to Turkey in early 2015.16 When possible, I have 

used two copies of the same volume for the sake of philological accuracy.17 For the origins of 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism and the early ϕ]h]bᶌ attitude towards the science of e]fᶁg, I took as a lead al-

Muq]``]mᶌÝm Best of Divisions Ú a geographical survey which contains invaluable references to 

doctrines and sects towards the end of the fourth/tenth century. I have also used 

biographical sources on ϕ]h]bᶌ scholars, in particular al-Qol]mdᶌÝs al-G]qᶁdìl ]f-muνiyya and 

a manuscript copy of the Оabaqᶁn of Maϖgᶙ ̀b. Pof]sgᶁh al-H]b]qᶌ Ú one of the most 

extensive works of its type. The classics of >mdᴳ]lìmg used in this study include works by: 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ, ?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ) F^h Cᶙrak, AGbd al-Qᶁdìl al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ, AGbd al-H]lᶌg ]f-Pd]dl]mnᶁnᶌ, and 

Fakhr al-Aᶌh ]f-Oᶁtᶌ. The following scholars represented Classical Jᶁnolᶌ`ism: >^ᶙ ManДᶙl 

al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) >^ᶙ al-Layth al-Samarqandᶌ, >^ᶙ Pd]eᶙl ]f-Pᶁfìgᶌ, >^ᶙ al-Yusr al-?]t`]qᶌ, >^ᶙ 

al-Joᴳᶌh ]f-K]m]bᶌ, Najm al-Aᶌh G Rmar al-K]m]bᶌ) Kᶙr al-Aᶌh al-Г]^ᶙhᶌ, al-Hd]^^ᶁtᶌ and Shams 

al-Aᶌh al-Samarqandᶌ. Early post-Classical scholars include: Sayf al-Aᶌh ]f-ľgì`ᶌ) KᶁДir al-Aᶌh 

al-Bayνᶁqᶌ) F^h Q]sgìss]) Гadr al-Pd]lᶌᴳa al-Qdᶁhᶌ, Akmal al-Aᶌh al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ) P]ᴳd al-Aᶌh ]f-

Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ) P]ssì` ]f-Pd]lᶌf al-Golíᶁhᶌ) ]h` F^h ]f-Eogᶁm.  

 

For the origins of Ottoman theology, I took as my lead Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm al-ShaqᶁÝìq 

al-hoᴳmᶁniyya Ú a primary source on Classical Ottoman religious history and biography. This 

is interlaced with references from other relevant texts from Ottoman studies Ú including 

modern works such as: Hd]fᶌf Fh]f_ìeÝm The Ottoman Empire: the Classical Period. My guide for 

                                                           
15 Section III of Chapter One in this thesis is dedicated to the study of existing narratives on the history of Islamic 
theology as they shed light on the development of a major debate that occurred within its bounds, namely the 
>mdÝ]lì-Jᶁnolᶌ`i debate.  
16 Other manuscript copies were acquired from the United Arab Emirates, and Egypt. 
17 Refer to Bibliography section at the end of thesis for specific titles of the authors mentioned below. 
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the beginning of the following chapter is Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌÝm Balance of Truth Ú a description of 

religious life in eleventh/seventeenth century Ottoman Turkish (Anatolian-Balkan) milieu. 

Finally, in describing the resurgence of the Disputes a prominent genre in Ottoman religious 

literature, I draw on a number of Ottoman biographical sources, in particular Bursali 

Jadga` Q]dìlÝm Osmanli Müellifleri Ú a three-volume compendium of biographies of Ottoman 

scholars with information on twelfth/eighteenth and thirteenth/nineteenth century 

scholars not found elsewhere. In general, the more contextually-significant a scholar is, the 

more sources on his biography are given Ú in chronological order Ú in the footnote. For 

secondary personages, I confined to giving recent sources, in particular Ismaᴳᶌl al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌÝm 

Hadiyyat al-Üľlìbᶌh and Khayr al-Aᶌh al-WìlìefᶌÝm al->ᴳfᶁm. Needless to mention biographical 

sources such as Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌÝm Kashf al-уohᶙh and its addendums Ú an indispensable source 

throughout this investigation. 

 

One of the goals of this study is the disentancfagahn ib nqi j]l]ffaf %>mdÝ]lᶌ and 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ& ßndaificì_]f `ìm_iolmamà nd]n qala ]n jf]s ìh nda _ihnarnm ib nda ìhnaffa_no]f 

controversies that occurred between them. However, the primary e]fᶁg sources used in this 

research come with their own set of discursive issues Ú in terms of format, content, and 

intended audience. Evidently, these issues become changing and interrelated variables in 

each text. The following parameters have been taken into consideration upon the utilization 

of primary theological sources:  

 

(1) Format: a critical issue in terms of formal analysis is determining whether a 

theological work is an extensive manual of e]fᶁg (providing a comprehensive summa of 

theological problems), or a thmatically-focussed treatise centred around the engagement or 

refutation of a particular theologian, book, or doctrine. Navigating through extensive e]fᶁg 

summae, more common in the Classical period, without a detailed plan of their framework, 

may lead to mislocation of pertinent units of inquiry. Applying formal analysis to 

Commentaries and super-Commentaries is rather less problematic when the original texts 

are used to map and locate concerned units of inquiry.   

  

(2) Content: the question of originality is a rather familiar methodological challenge 

when approaching technical religious scholarship. Knowing when 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 sources, and approximating the number of references to each one of 

them helps in this manner. This process is further aided if it is coupled with thematic and 

chronological arrangement of the cited sources as it sheds light on the intertextual itinerary 

of concepts. Misperception of terminologies is a greater concern in Classical e]fᶁg Ú and 

relates to the inner dialectics of a particular doctrinal discourse (among the research 

questions of this study). That a certain concept may have two or more cross-textual 

philosophical meanings and repercussions is part and parcel of a theological debate. 

However, this misperception of terms and concepts is more acutely felt in  >mdÝ]lì ]h` 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theological texts from the Classical period Ú as opposed to post-Classical period 

which exhibit a better sense of a commonly-shared technical diction.  

 

(3) Intended audience: drawing a line of demarcation between technical theological 

works which are intended for a class of specialist scholars, and treatises that target a wider 

readership, reveals stark divergences in terms of scope, methodology and use of language. 

Even within a given scholastic milieu, intended audiences of selected texts range from 

beginners to advanced students. As such, knowing whether a treatise targets non-scholarly 

laymen, early (or advanced) learners, or the ulama community, necessitates alternative 

approaches to texts. For example, the critical approach to an extensive post-Classical super-

commentary in e]fᶁg that draws on a wide range of sources markedly differs from a later 

Ottoman expression of creedal positions (Üaqᶌ`]) which Ú in order to reach a (specific) broader 

class of readers Ú is composed in common Turkish language and stays clear of scholarly 

references and citations. 

  

VI. Literature Review 

 

This study relates to two fields of Islamic intellectual history: the history of ÜFfg ]f-H]fᶁg, 

and Ottoman intellectual history.18 In Western scholarship, >mdᴳ]lìsm has generally received 

greater attention in comparison with Jᶁnolᶌ`ism. Early studies of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in Orientalist 

scholarship have ^aah mobbì_ìahnfs ionfìha` ìh Rflì_d Oo`ifjdÝm Fhnli`o_nìih ni dìm seminal 

book al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and the Development of Pohhᶌ Theology in Samarqand (published in German in 

1997).19 Interestingly, it appears that the earliest reference to Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ dates back to Wilhelm 

                                                           
18 Sources on Ottoman intellectual history are discussed in the Introduction to Chapter III.  
19 Rudolph, Ulrich al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ]h` nda `apafijgahn ib Pohhᶌ theology in Samarqand (translated by Rodrigo Adem), 
Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2015, pp.11-23. 
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Spitta (d. 1876) who Ú in his study of >mdᴳ]lìmg20 Ú referred to >^ᶙ >G`d]^]Ým al-Rawνa al-

bahiyya: a twelfth/eighteenth century comparative analysis of the disputes between 

>mdᴳ]lìmg and a ßlesser-knownà theologian named al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ.21 Rudolph provides the 

following iti nerary on the status of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ studies towards the middle of the twentieth 

century:  

 

Lh nda ^]mìm ib >^ᶙ ˘R`d^])22  Spitta listed the thirteen known points of disagreement 
between the two theologians. Along with this list, he adopted the thesis that al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 
and al->md˘]lᶌ d]`) ]ff ìh ]ff) jlibamma` nda m]ga na]_dìhcm) ]h` `ìbbala` blig a]_d indal 
only in small details. [Jean] Spiro (1904) was then to discover shortly after the turn of the 
_ahnols nd]n >^ᶙ ˘R`d^] had merely been a later compiler. As he was able to prove, the idea 
of the analogy between the two systems went as far as al-Po^eᶌ) ì+a+) nda aìcdnd, biolnaenth 
century. However, this only accorded the idea more authority, and it was henceforth 
considered more or less proven that two nearly identical e]fᶁg schools had developed in 
Pohhᶌ Fmf]g+ Bpah [Ignác] Dif`tìdal %.6.-& migaqd]n nalmafs jlihioh_a`7 ßFn ìm not worth 
addressing the small differences between these closely related doctrinal views in more 
`an]ìf+à >h` ]bnal dìg ] hog^al ib ]ondilm jlihioh_a` mìgìf]l pal`ì_nm) ndaìl apì`ah_a 
inevitably being the list of the thirteen points of difference. This is the case, to various 
degrees, for [Max] Horten (1912), [D. B.] MacDonald (1936), [W. C.] Klein (1940), and [A. 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 (1948).23 

 

Following the publication of a critical edition of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌÝm 

masterwork Hìnᶁ^ al-tawϖᶌ` (by Fathallah Kholeif in 1970),24 a number of examinations of 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theological doctrines emerged.25 On the history and spread of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism (of 

greater relevance to the present study), the studies of Wilfred Madelung remain of seminal 

importance. Fh dìm ßQda Pjla]` ib Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg ]h` nda Qolemà %.64.&) Madelung provides the 

most extensive survey to date of the early spread of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism. The survey, however, 

terminates with the early post-Classical period in which he observes the advent of the early 

                                                           
20 Spitta, Wilhelm. Wol Dam_dì_dna >^ᶙ Ýf-ϕasan al->ᶕ˘]lĀÝm. Leipzig, 1876. 
21 Ibid, p.12. 
22 Henceforth I follow Khayr al-Aᶌh al-WìlefìÝm pi_]fìm]nìih ib nda h]ga %ìh al->ᴳfᶁg p+/) j+.65& ]m ß>^ᶙ Ü>`d]^]à) 
which Ú ohfìea nda l]ndal ja_ofì]l ßÝR`d^]à Ú refers to the free end of a Muslim turban. 
23 Ibid., pp.12-13.  
24 Hìnᶁ^ al-Tawϖᶌ` (edited by Fathalla Kholeif) Bayreuth: Dar el-Machreq, 1970. 
25 Note especially: Frank, Richard M. ßKinam ]h` Oag]lem ih nda n]^]ÝìÜ ìh nda na]_dìhc ib ]f-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌà ìh 
Jaf]hcam `Ýìmf]gificìa ] f] gagiìla `Ý>lg]h` >^af. Ed. P. Salmon. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1974. 137-149; Pessagno, J.Meric 
)  ßFhnaffa_n ]h` Oafìcìiom >mmahn7 Qda Sìaq ib >^ᶙ J]hДᶙl ]f-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ+à Muslim World 69 (1979): 18Ú/4) ßFlᶁ`]) 
Fednìsᶁl) No`l]) H]m^7 Qda Sìaq ib >^ᶙ J]hДᶙl ]f-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ+à Journal of the American Oriental Society 104 (1984): 
177Ú.6.) ]h` ßQda Rmam ib Bpìf ìh Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ]h Qdiocdn+à Studia Islamica 60 (1984): 59Ú82; Watt, W. Montgomery 
ßQda Mli^fag ib ]f-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ+à Fh Jûf]hcam `ÝFmf]gificìa7 Sifoga `û`ìû õ f] gûgiìla `a >lg]h` >^af j]l mam _iffúcoam) 
ses élèves et ses amis, edited by P. Salmon, 264Ú/36+ Iaì`ah) .6418 @alìᶂ) MuДОafa. Roots of Synthetic Theology in 
Islam: A Study ib nda Qdaifics ib >^ᶙ J]hДᶙl ]f-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ %`+ 000,611&+ Ho]f] Iogjol7 International Institute 
of Islamic Thought and Civilization, 1995; 
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>mdᴳ]lᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ah_iohnal ìh nda J]gfᶙk figure of Qᶁí al-Aᶌh al-Po^eᶌ. Madelung 

concerning the eight/fourteenth century writes:  

 

The idea of the equality and full orthodoxy of the four Sunnite madahib thus was officially 
sanctioned and palpably implemented by the Mamluk regime as never before. Conformist 
Sunnite solidarity against the infidels, against Shiism, Joᴳn]tìfism, and falsafa dominated 
the intellectual life. There were, to be sure, still some frictions between the officially 
recognized m]`dᶁdì^. Yet, no one could question their basic equality in Sunnite orthodoxy. 
It was in this intellectual atmosphere that Qᶁí al-Aᶌh al-Po^eᶌ (d. 771/1370) composed his 
Kᶙhìss] poem on the points of difference between al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ ]h` ß>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]à ]m 
interpreted by the Jᶁnolᶌ`ites. Al-Po^eᶌ found thirteen such points, seven of which, in his 
view, were merely terminological (lafфiyya), the remaining six objective (g]Ýh]qìyya), but 
so minor that they could not possibly justify mutual charges of infidelity or heresy (n]^`ᶌÝ). 
With this in mind, al-Po^eᶌ, ardent apologist of >mdᴳ]lìmg, could maintain that most 
ϕanafites were in fact >mdᴳ]lìtes, except for the few who joined the Joᴳn]tìfites or the 
Hanbalites.26  

 

According to Madelung, this ßatmosphere of toleranceà qdì_d q]m ßadopted by the 

Pohhìna _iggohìnsà ]m exemplified in al-Po^eᶌÝm nla]ngahn ib >mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs as 

ako]fm ÜX`l]qmZ ] fìha oh`alha]nd _ahnolìam ib ^ìnnal ]hn]cihìmg ^anqaah >mdᴳ]lìna Pdᶁbìᴳᶌm 

and Jᶁnolᶌ`ite ϕanafᶌm+Ý27 Madelung made these conclusive remarks towards the end of his 

historical survey because Ú in practical terms Ú his focus was the spread of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in the 

Classical period. As will be shown in this study, while >mdᴳ]lìsm and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism were 

certainly intellectual rivals, their  relation was not free from mutual tolerance and 

acceptance even during the Classical period Ú and J]`afohcÝm ohko]fìbìa` ß^ìnnal 

]hn]cihìmgà is rather excessive. Furthermore, it will also be shown that al-Po^eᶌÝm Kᶙhìss] 

is consistent with the common >mdᴳ]lᶌ approach to the disputes with Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ Údescribed in 

this study as ßgìhìg]fìmn ]h` _ih_ìfì]nilsà) ìh comparison to Jᶁnolᶌ`ism  whereby 

affirmation of disputes was to a great extent part and parcel of nda m_diifÝm self-perception.  

 

Madelung includes a few lines on Ottoman Jᶁnolᶌ`ism Ú again falling out of the scope 

of his survey. Ea qlìnam7 Ünda Lnnig]hm) qdi c]pa nda ϕanafite legal doctrine a preferential 

status as the official law of the state, also furthered Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌte theology as an equally 

orthodox alternative to >mdᴳ]lìmg)Ý28 and that this favoring of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism Üq]m galafs ] 

                                                           
26 J]`afohc) Tìfbal` ßQda Pjla]` ib Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg ]h` nda Qolem+à In Religious Schools and Sects in Medieval Islam, 
Aldershot, Hampshire, Great Britain: Variorum ; Brookfield, Vt., USA: Ashgate Pub. Co., 1992, no.ii, p.166   
(article originally published in Actas do iv Congresso de Estudos Árabes e Islâmicos, Coimbra-Lisboa 1968. Leiden, 1971. 
109Ú168). 
27 Ibid, p.167.  
28 Ibid, p.109. 



17 

 

tribute to the traditional attachment of the Turks to the school of Samarqand.29 Again, while 

J]`afohcÝm mn]nagahn g]s ^a f]lcafs nloa bil nda f]nal Lnnig]h jalìi`) ^on Ú as will be 

shown in the course of this study Ú during the Classical Ottoman period (mid. ninth/fifteenth 

towards the end of tenth/sixteenth century) >mdᴳ]lᶌ texts were greatly popular and officially 

endorsed in the curricula of state-funded madrasas. Madelung further scrutinized the 

laf]nìih ^anqaah nda nqi m_diifm ìh dìm ]lnì_fa7 ß>^ᶙ l-Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ and >mdᴳ]lᶌ ndaificsà 

(2000),30 which provides insightful analyses of the attitude of a leading early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ pioneer 

towards >mdᴳ]lism. 

 

Oo`ifjdÝm 1997 study is the next significant contribution to the history and early 

development of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism. On the relation of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism towards >mdᴳ]lìsm, Rudolph is 

consistent with Madelung and much of the common wisdom on the Disputes: he begins with 

a discussion of al-Po^eᶌÝm Nᶙniyya and its relation with >^ᶙ AGdhabaÝm al-Rawνa al-bahiyya,31 

followed by examination of GAbd al-Dd]hᶌ ]f-Kᶁ^ofomᶌ (d. 1143/1730)  Ú who, fìea Po^eᶌ, was 

an ardent >mdᴳ]lᶌ.32 The thematically-related texts from the Ottoman period which Rudolph 

mentions are: ?]sᶁνᶌtᶁ`]dÝm Fmdᶁlᶁn ]f-g]lᶁg,33 Pd]sedtᶁ`Ým Naфm al-b]lᶁÝì`)34 and Khaled al-

?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌÝm al-ᴳFk` ]f-í]qd]lᶌ and its Commentary al-SimО al- AGbqᶁlᶌ.35  

 

A noteworthy and useful contribution to studies on >mdᴳ]lᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ disputes is 

B`q]l` ?]`aahÝm Sunnitische Theologie in osmanischer Zeit, which Ú although entitled ÜPohhᶌ 

Theology in the OttomanÝ period Ú is perhaps the first entire book in Western scholarship 

(published in 2008) which chiefly focusses on the theme of the doctrinal differences between 

the two schools.36 Jo_d ib ?]`aahÝm ^iie is comprised of eight critically-edited texts (some 

                                                           
29 Ibid, p.168. 
30 J]`afohc) T+) ß>^oÝf JoÝᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ ]h` >mdᴳ]lᶌ Qdaificsà ìh @+ Eìffah^l]h` %a`+&) Studies in honour of C. E. 
?imqilnd) Qda monf]hÝm nollahn7 mno`ìam ìh nda Malmì]h ]h` Qoleìmd _ofnola) Leiden: Brill, 2000. This work also provides 
good explaination and translation of disputes-related terminology from Arabic. 
31 Rudolph, 2015, pp.7-9. 
32 Ibid, p.10. 
33 Ibid, p.11. In the first Egyptian edition of the Isharᶁt da ìm h]ga` H]gᶁl al-Aᶌh al-?]sᶁνᶌ. In Ottoman sources, 
he ìm ^annal ehiqh ]m ?]sᶁνᶌtᶁ`]d %?]sᶁνᶌt]ᵺ`]d& - ì+a+ mih ib ?]sᶁνᶌ+ >f-?]sᶁνᶌ is the surname of his father (see 
Chapter IV). 
34 Ibid, p.10. 
35 F^ì`+ Fh nda biinhina) Oo`ifjd qlìna7 Ü?amì`am nda narnm h]ga` dala) ]h ]``ìnìih]f ndlaa narnm d]pa nda m]ga 
theme7  .& H]gᶁfj]md]tᶁ`a %`+ 61-,.200&) Oìmᶁf] bᶌ ìednìfᶁb ^]sh] ]f->mdᶁ˘ìl] q]-l-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs]; 2) Yaϖsᶁ ^+ ˘>fᶌ ^+ 
NaДᶙϖ K]q˘ᶌ %`+ .--4,.265&) Oìmᶁf] bᶌ f-farq bayna madhhab al->mdᶁ˘ìl] q]-l-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs]; 3) Muϖammad al-Fm^]lᶌ 
Nᶁνìtᶁ`a %_+ 66-,.25/&) Oìmᶁf] Jog]syiza (or Mumayyizat) madhhab al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs] ˘]h ]f-g]`dᶁdì^ ]f-cd]slᶌs]Ý 
(Ibid, pp.10-11, fn.43).  
36 Badeen, Edward Sunnitische Theologie in osmanischer Zeit Orient-Institut: Instanbul, 2008. This book is also a 
jlìg]ls miol_a bil Oo`ifjdÝm `ìm_ommìih ih nde Disputes in the translated version (published in 2015). 
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for the first time) related to the disputes, including: Po^eᶌÝm Kᶙhìss]; a shorter treatise by 

NawG ᶌ Efendi; Rawνᶁn al-í]hhᶁt by ϕasan ľeϖiДᶁlᶌ; Mumayizat madhhab al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌss] Ü]h ]f-

madhᶁhib al-ghayriyya ib Nᶁνᶌtᶁ`]d; Taϖkᶌk al-ÜintiДᶁl of G Abd al-Dd]hᶌ al-Kᶁ^ofomᶌ; and finally 

al-Rawνa al-bahiyya of >^ᶙ AGdhaba. Nevertheless, an immediate problem in this list is the 

inclusion of >mdᴳ]lᶌ texts that did not in fact fit in with the Ottoman Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ narrative. 

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

]nnagjn ni arj]h` ih J]`afohcÝm ]lnì_fa ih nda speared of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism to include the post-

Classical period (2009);37 and the other is a study which investigates the legacy of renowned 

Ottoman scholar al-?ìle]qᶌ on theological writings of Ottoman scholars affiliated with 

Naqmd^]h`ᶌ Гᶙbìmg. In the latter, Bruckmayr observes Ú in agreement with the present study 

Ú the emergence of a new terminology on human agency in late Ottoman theology.38 A good 

comparison between >mdᴳ]lᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ _ih_ajnm ìm bioh` ìh Eìegan V]g]hÝm ßPg]ff 

theological differences, profound philosophical implications: notes on some of the chief 

differences between the >mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌmà %/-.-), which draws primarily on the >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

>^ᶙ AGdhabaÝm al-Rawνa and the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ Pd]sedtᶁ`]dÝm Naфm al-b]lᶁÝì`.39  

 

VI. Note on Terminology, Citation, Transliteration, and Dates 

 

For the translation of relevant Arabic k]fᶁg terminology, I have benefited from the 

works of Wilfred Madelung Ú ìh j]lnì_of]l dìm ß>^oÝf Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ and >mdᴳ]lᶌ Qdaificsà 

(2000), as well as Hikmet YamahÝm ßPg]ff ndaificì_]f `ìbbalah_am) jlibioh` jdìfimijdì_]f 

implicationsà (2010). In various instances, I provide my own translation of Arabic 

terminology and sought to maintain consistency throughout the thesis. Depending on the 

connarn) ndaificì_]f ß`a^]namà g]s ^a referred ni ]m ßAìbbalah_amà) ßAìmjonamà il 

ßAisputationsà. Likewise, in the words madhhab %ßm_diifà) ß`i_nlìhaà ßcreedà, or ßcreedal 

positionà), and ÜFfg H]fᶁg %ßmcience of e]fᶁgà) ße]fᶁgà, il ßndaificsà&+  In terms of citation, in 

the first time a book is cited, I 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 

                                                           
37 ?lo_eg]sl) Mdìfìjj ßQda Pjla]` ]h` Malmìmnah_a ib Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ H]fᶁg ]h` Rh`alfsìhc Ash]gì_mà Iran and the 
Caucasus, v. 13 no. 1, pp. 59-92, 2009. 
38 ßQda M]lnì_of]l Tìff %al-ìlᶁ`]n ]f-íotÝìss]): Excavations Regarding a Latecomer in H]fᶁg Terminology on Human 
>cah_s ]h` ìnm Mimìnìih ìh K]kmd]^]h`ì Aìm_iolmaà European Journal of Turkish Studies, Vol 13, 2011, [online].  
39 V]g]h) Eìegan ßPg]ff ndaificì_]f `ìbbalah_am) jlibioh` jdìfimijdì_]f ìgjfì_ations: notes on some of the 

_dìab `ìbbalah_am ^anqaah nda >mdᴳ]lᶌm ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌmà) ìh Ankara universitesi ilahiyat fakultesi dergisi, 51:1 (2010), 

pp.177Ú194. 
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surname of the author, followed by a shortened title of the source in italic font. This is 

observed throughout the thesis and includes manuscripts, old prints and secondary sources. 

Not every source cited in the footnote has been included in the Bibliography at the end of 

the thesis Ú this includes some sour_am qdì_d ]la _ìna` il koina` ]m ßbolndal la]`ìhcà il for 

supporting evidence.  

Transliteration of m_dif]lmÝ h]gam) caicl]jdì_]f jf]_am) ]h` jdl]mam and expressions 

from the Arabic is largely based on the system employed in the Encyclopaedia of Islam 

(Gentium font). As for dates, I have only given the death-date of scholars mostly in the first 

time their name appears in the text. However, the death-date of a scholar may be repeated 

in the course of the thesis depending on the context. To avoid clumsiness given the 

bibliographical and bio-historical nature of this work, I have confined to providing the year 

without specifying the month or day, even if it is known. Throughout the thesis, when a date 

occurs it is provided in Hijrᶌ form followed by an approximation of the corresponding date 

in the Gregorian calendar.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

PRELIMINARY HISTORICAL DISCUSSIONS 

When one speaks of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ madhhab, it is relatively safe to assume a sense of 

homogeneity: scholars who mainly follow the Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ or Jᶁfìeᶌ legal schools Ú in the name of 

Pohhᶌ orthodoxy Ú espouse a theological position which is critical of rationalism and 

literalism, and avow allegiance to >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ as their master. (Only four decades 

following the death of >mdᴳ]lᶌ, geographer al-Jok]``]mᶌ spoke of al-Ý>mdÝ]lìss] as one of 

four theological madhhabs of Islam; and, >^ᶙ Bakr (Ibn) al-?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ, an early and arguably 

most prominent >mdᴳ]lᶌ after >^ᶙ al-ϕasan, acquired the nickname "al-'>mdᴳ]lᶌ" Ú i.e. 

>mdᴳ]lìna Ú during his life time.40) The school of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ is different, and one is led off-track 

if the point of departure to make sense of the early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ madhhab is the position taken 

by later >mdᴳ]lᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians. Strictly speaking, >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ was not 

the founder of a new theological tradition, nor was he seen as such by followers of the school 

to which he belonged, namely the ϕ]h]bᶌ school of Samarqand. He saw himself as a delineator 

of the original theology of renowned jurist >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], corresponding to a strong sense 

among ϕ]h]bᶌs in considering >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] to be their ultimate point of reference in legal and 

theological matters alike.  

This chapter is divided into three sections and a conclusion: Section One attempts to 

give a historical sketch of the background leading to the emergence of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism as a 

prominent school of Islamic theology. In doing so, this section scrutinizes the critical 

confluence between the use of H]fᶁg and upholding traditionalist doctrinal leanings among 

pioneers of the ϕ]h]bᶌ legal school in major centres of learning in classical Islam. Section 

Two inspects some early encounters between Jᶁnolᶌ`ism and its more influential 

counterpart, >mdᴳ]lìmg Ú a school of theology which had come to dominate theological 

discourses of the time. These encounters include a look at the place of >mdᴳ]lìmg in classical 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ writings, and the attitude of early >mdᴳ]lᶌs Ú including the founder of the school Ú 

towards Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ scholars and ϕanafism in general. Section Three studies the post-Classical 

theological tradition, beginning with modes of periodization of the history of e]fᶁg. This 

section proposes nqi mahmam ib ßf]nal ndaificsà Ú a philosophical tradition pioneered by 

prominent >mdᴳ]lᶌs in the tradition of Fakhr al-Aᶌh al-Oᶁtᶌ, and another by a class of scholars 

                                                           
40 Ibn G>mᶁeìl, Q]^sᶌh) p.217. 
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who Ú ]fndiocd ^afihca` ni nda m]ga Üf]nalÝ historical period Ú could not be identified as 

practitioners of philosophical e]fᶁg. Finally in this section, I introduce three scholars from 

the early post-Classical period who Ú in light of extant historical sources Ú appear to be the 

first to compose single works that exclusively deal with the theme of >mdᴳ]lᶌ-Mᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

disputations; followed by a fourth scholar Ú a ninth/ fifteenth  century historian from Egypt Ú 

who provides one of the earliest expositions  of the Debates in non-religious literature.  

1.1 Historical Origins 

 

1.1.1  Early ϕanafism and the Science of H]fᶁg  

ϕ]h]bᶌ law emerged from the school of Iraq which was renowned for its greater use 

of individual reasoning (ra'y) in legal judgement. Followers of the Iraqi school of law Ú a 

nomenclature would then be used interchangeably with  ϕanafism Ú were also referred to as 

AДdᶁb (people of) al-Ra'y, a title used in opposition to AДdᶁ^ ]f-ϕadᶌth, or traditionalists who 

flourished in the ϕìíᶁt.41 The science of e]fᶁg, however, was developed by the Joᴳn]tilah, a 

school of rationalist theology emerged out of inter-religious debates in early Islam and  

generally famed for emphasising reason ('aql) over revelation (naql). However, the relation 

of the ϕ]h]bᶌ school of law Ú eventually the dominant, state-sponsored legal variant under 

nda >^^ᶁsids (second/eighth to mid seventh/thirteenth century) Ú with the use of e]fᶁg, was 

problematic vis-à-vis other major variants of jurisprudence. Historically, the association of 

ϕanafism with Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theology has been greater than the other three canonical Pohhᶌ 

schools of law (i.e. of Mᶁlik, Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ, and Ibn Hanbal).  

This incline to ra'y by ϕ]h]bᶌm has been cited as one reason for their propensity to 

rationalist theology.42 >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], founder of the school, was above all a jurist and his 

relation with the science of e]fᶁg was one of ambivalence. Various reports show that he 

briefly engaged in e]fᶁg in the early years of his career, but Ú nevertheless Ú firmly rejected 

it later in his life.43 >^ᶙ al-Qᶁmìg al-H]ᴳ^ᶌ (d. 319/931), head of the ?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ branch of the 

                                                           
41 Melchert, Christopher The formation of the Pohhᶌ schools of law, 9th Ú 10th centuries C.E., Brill, Leiden, 1997, pp.1-41 
and Watt, formative, p.285. For a critical examination of this distinction see al-H]qnd]lᶌ) J+ Wᶁdì` Fiqh ahl al-Iraq 
q] Eᶁ`ᶌnduhum, Cairo: Dar al-?]m]Ýìl) /--6+ 
42 Watt, formative, p.286. 
43 According to reports from later ϕ]h]bᶌ histories, as a student >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] had an interest in k]fᶁg and deemed  
it 'the most dignified of sciences' (al-Kardarᶌ) Eᶁbìф al-Aᶌn J]hᶁkib >^ᶌ ϕ]hᶌb], Hayderabad: Dar al-J]Ý]lìb ]f-
ÝRndgᶁhiyya, 1311H, p.137). However, various other reports indicate a change in >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s attitude towards 
H]fᶁg such as the fact he cursed the Mu'tazilite 'Amr b. 'Ubayd for 'engaging in useless discussions' (al-E]l]qᶌᶌ, 
Dhamm al-H]fᶁg, pp.28-31) and warning his notable student >^ᶙ Vᶙmob from employing theology when talking 
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Joᴳn]tìf]d, confirms two of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s immediate students Ú Zufar b. al-Huthayl (d. 

158/775)44 and >^ᶙ Muti  Gal-?]fedᶌ (d. 199/814) Ú as being jurists who accepted Joᴳn]tìfᶌ 

doctrines.45 On the other hand, >^ᶙ Vᶙmob and Muϖammad b. al-ϕasan al-Pd]s^ᶁhᶌ Ú most 

influential immediate students of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] Ú appear to oppose to the use of e]fᶁg, which 

seems (at their time) an exclusive feature of the Joᴳn]tilah.46 Given the stature of these 

scholars Ú and prior to the short-lived adoption of Joᴳn]tìfᶌ doctrines by the G>^^ᶁmì` state 

in the early third/ninth  century Ú we can presume a predominance of traditionalism (i.e. 

anti-Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theology) in the ϕ]h]bᶌ intellectual milieu. Below is s brief survey of the 

attitude of prominent ϕ]h]bᶌm who flourished in the leading centres of ϕ]h]bᶌ learning 

towards e]fᶁg Ú in the period spanning the third/ ninth to the fifth/eleventh century. 47  

It will be shown that Ú until the mid-fifth/eleventh century (the tentative period 

when the spread of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theology began to be noticed beyond its Transoxanian 

threshold) Ú ϕanafism could not be said to have a uniform theological doctrine.  More 

importantly, with the exception of parts of Hdilᶁmᶁh and Transoxania, the use of e]fᶁg 

among leading ϕ]h]bᶌm had an overly Joᴳn]tìfᶌ association, whereby non-Joᴳn]tìfᶌ ϕ]h]bᶌm 

did not engage in it in fear of falling into heresy. The alternative to Joᴳn]tìfᶌ teachings was 

a form of ϕ]h]bᶌ traditionalism based on the transmitted creedal statements of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb].48  

                                                           
to laymen as it may lead to their engagement in it (al-J]eeᶌ, J]hᶁkì^ >^ᶌ ϕ]hᶌb], [printed together with al-
H]l`]lᶌ, J]hᶁkì^ abi ϕ]hᶌb], Hayderabad, 1311H, p.373). When he forbade his son Hammaad from practicing 
H]fᶁg the latter retorted: 'I have seen you engaging in H]fᶁg, why then are you forbidding me from it.' >^ᶙ 
ϕ]hᶌb]'s response was: 'we used to discuss theology as if swords were at our heads in fear of erring, while you 
[now] debate in order to refute your associates and to ascribe them to disbelief (Nᶁνᶌ-Hdᶁh) _ìna` ìh Bf-Kefevî 
[al-H]b]qᶌ], Muhmud b. Pof]sgᶁh H]nᶁÝì^ >ᴳfᶁg ]f-akhyᶁr [Нabaqᶁn ]f-H]b]qᶌZ) Fl]h Hìnᶁ^edᶁh]d-i Majlis-i Shura-
yi Mill, MS 4133, fol.108b; same story with variation in J]eeᶌ, J]hᶁkì^, pp.183-184).  
44 Al-K]`ᶌg$m dìhn nd]n Wob]l q]m $ipalfs ìh_fìha` ni la]mih$ %ghalaba 'alayhi al-ra'y) may corroborates the claim 
of his Mu'tazilᶌ tendency (al-K]`ᶌg) >^ᶙ Faraj Muϖammad, al-Fihrist (edited by Ayman Fu'ad al-Sayyid), [4 
volumes], London: Mu'assasat al-Furqan, 2009, v.2., p.18). 
45 Al-H]$^ᶌ) ĐJ]kᶁfᶁnĐ ìh Al-Asadabadi, Abd al-Jabbar b. Aϖmad, Faνl al-I'tizᶁl wa Н]^]kᶁn al-mu'tazila, edited by 
Fu'ad al-Sayyid, al-dar al-Tunisiyya lil nashr, Tunis, [date unknown], p.104-105; Watt, formative, p.286.  
46 >^ᶙ Vᶙmob is reported to have been angered by his student Bishr al-J]lᶌmᶌ's (d. 218/833) engagement in H]fᶁg 
(al-H]Ý^ᶌ) ßJ]kᶁfᶁnà Fh Faνl al-ÜFÝnìtᶁl, pp.196-199). 
47 Based on Muϖammad ibn Aϖmad al-Jok]``]mᶌÝm Aϖsan al-taqᶁmᶌg and ϕ]h]bᶌ biographical compendia - an 
]jjli]_d ìhmjìla` ^s Tìfbla` J]`afohcÝm ßQda Pjla]` ib Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg ]gihc nda Qolemà ìh Religious and ethnic 
movements in medieval Islam Aldershot, Hampshire, Great Britain: Variorum ; Brookfield, Vt., USA: Ashgate Pub. 
Co., 1992.  
48 This theological canon consists of five works attributed to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and transmitted through >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s 
students. They are: al-'Alim wa al-muta'allim by >^ᶙ Jokᶁnìf al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ; al-Oìmᶁf] ni $Rndg]h ]f-Batti and al-
WaДiyya, both by >^ᶙ Vᶙmob; al-Fiqh al-'akbar by Hammaad b. Abᶌ ϕ]hᶌb] and al-Fiqh al-'absat by >^ᶙ JoОᶌ$ ]f-
?]fedᶌ (al-H]qnd]lᶌ) ĐFhnli`o_nìihĐ ni >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s al-'Alim wa al-muta'allim, edited by Muϖammad Z. al-
H]qnd]lᶌ) .035) 0-7). Importantly, Mu'tazilite ϕ]h]bᶌm did not accept the soundness of these works, which 
generally abhorred the practice of H]fᶁg+ They claimed that >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] did not author any work on theology, 
this corpus is falsely attributed to him (H]b]qᶌ, Н]^]kᶁn, fol.92r).  
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1.1.1.1 ?]cd`ᶁ`  

In ?]cd`ᶁ`, foremost centre of Classical ϕ]h]bᶌ learning, miϖnat khalq al-QolÝᶁh 

(Inquisition of the created QolÝᶁh)49 Ú lasting between 218/833 and 234/848 Ú showed ϕ]h]bᶌs 

as having different, and even opposing, theological positions. We know that official judges 

(qaνᶌs) who oversaw the persecution of non-conformist ulama during the Inquisition were 

ϕ]h]bᶌm Ú notably  chief judge Aϖmad Ibn >^ᶌ AoÝᶁd (d. 240/854).50 But, the camp strongly 

opposed to the official doctrine also included prominent ϕ]h]bᶌm Ú such as the qᶁνᶌ Bishr b. 

al-T]fᶌ` al-Hìh`ᶌ (d. 238/852) who was put under house arrest by the Caliph al-Mu tGaДim (r. 

218/833 Ú 227/842),51 and the qᶁνᶌ al-ϕasan b. UGndgᶁh ]f-Wìsᶁ`ᶌ (d. 242/856) who later 

biographical sources describe as a traditionalist (min AДdᶁ^ al-ϕ]`ᶌnd).52  

This division persisted well into the fifth/eleventh century; biographical sources give 

information on two pioneers of fourth/tenth century Iraqi ϕanafism who adhered to 

Joᴳn]tìfᶌ doctrines: >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-H]ledᶌ (d. 340/951), and >^ᶙ Bakr al-Oᶁtᶌ (d. 370/981).53 

Interestingly, the doctrine of Muϖammad ̂ + Jᶙmᶁ ]f-Hd]qᶁlìtgᶌ (d. 403/1013) Ú a student of 

the Joᴳn]tìfᶌ >^ᶙ Bakr al-Oᶁtᶌ and his successor as leading ϕ]h]bᶌ scholar of ?]cd`ᶁ` Ú is 

described by ϕ]h]bᶌ biographer al-Qol]mdᶌ as ßsoundà (i.e. non-Joᴳn]tìfᶌ) and that he 

                                                           
49 Khalq al-NolÝᶁh, or the assertion that the NolÝᶁh (i.e. God'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. al-Ja'd ibn Dirham (d. 118/736) (al->ᴳfᶁg, v.2, p.120; Ibn Kathir, History, 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 the mihna or Inquisition whala^s >^^ᶁmid authorities compelled scholars to 
confess it, a policy which was met with opposition by a number of scholars Ú most famously the traditionalist 
Aϖmad b. ϕanbal. 
50 At least six of them are known to be ϕ]h]bᶌs (Watt, formative, p.286); On Ibn >^ᶌ Ao$ᶁd see al-Qurasdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, 
v.1, p.56-57; al-K]`ᶌg) al-Fihrist, v.1, p.589.  
51 Al-Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.1, p.167 ; al-K]`ᶌg) al-Fihrist, v.2, p.21.   
52 Al-Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.1, p.197. 
53 Althoguht al-E]eᶌg ]f-G]mdgᶌ includes >^ᶙ Bakr al-JaДДᶁД al-Oᶁtᶌ in the twelfth generation, Оabaqa, of the 
Mu'tazila (G]mdgᶌ, Sharϖ uyoon al-masa'il, edited by Fu'ad al-Sayyid, 1947, 391; Madelung, Spread, p.112) and al-
Ad]d]^ᶌ refers to his "inclination to Joᴳn]tìfᶌ na]_dìhcĐ %Ad]d]^ᶌ, Siyar, v.15, p.426), his being a Mu'tazilite is 
far from final. In a recent study, Haytham Khazna outlines three points in the counter argument: a.) reference 
to al-Rᶁtᶌ's FÝnìtᶁf is missing from the majority of his biographical sources, especially of the ϕ]h]bᶌm; b.) the 
absence of Mu'tazilite elements from his works on UДᶙf and the presence of statements to the contrary; c.) the 
fact he inclined to Mu'tazilite teachings (such as the denial of human vision of God mentioned by al-Ad]d]^ᶌ) 
is not sufficient to corroborate his being a Mu'tazilite (Khazna, Haytham Ikhtilafat al-UДᶙfiyya bayna madrasatay 
al-Iraq wa Samarqand wa atharuha fᶌ UДᶙf al-Fiqh al-Hanafi, PhD Thesis [Supervised by Maϖgᶙ` P+ G]^ìlZ, Amman: 
al-G]gìÝ] ]f-Urduniyya, March 2004, pp.26-30). We find a more definite statement by al-Muq]``]mᶌ nd]n ]f-Oᶁtᶌ 
did not use k]fᶁg in line with orthodox ϕ]h]bᶌ practice (Muq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan al-n]kᶁmᶌg, p.24, n. 2). It seems that 
al-Oᶁtᶌ's label as a Joᴳn]tìfᶌ ^s al-Ad]d]^ᶌ ]h` al-G]mdgᶌ q]m `oa ni nda bilgalÝm lìcì` nl]`ìnìih]fìmg ]h` nda 
f]nnalÝm Jo$n]tìfìna ta]f+  
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explicitly rejected k]fᶁg.54 Again, a student of Hd]qᶁlìtgᶌ who would become his successor 

as foremost ϕ]h]bᶌ in ?]cd`ᶁ` is >^ᶙ AGbd Allah al-Saymari (d. 436/1045) was a renowned 

Joᴳn]tìfi. 

Although agreeing on legal matters, leading Iraqi ϕ]h]bᶌs were theologically divided 

over affiliation with the teaching of the Joᴳn]tìf]d; teachers and students of ϕ]h]bᶌ law, 

while accepting one legal method, differed considerably on matters of creed. Interestingly, 

it was in this time and locality that >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ abandoned Joᴳn]tìfᶌ teachings 

and became a (E]h^]fᶌ-Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ) traditionalist. If the ϕ]h]bᶌ books of Оabaqᶁn are correct in 

assuming >mdᴳ]lᶌÝs ϕanafism due to his studentship of >^ᶙ AGli al-Jubbᶁ'ᶌ (a follower of ϕ]h]bᶌ 

law), then the fact >mdᴳ]lᶌ at once relinquished both ϕanafism and Joᴳn]tìfism is in line with 

the association of ϕanafism with Joᴳn]tìfᶌ doctrines in central Islamic lands which is 

discussed here.55  

1.1.1.2 Al-Maghreb and Egypt 

Beyond Iraq, the Maghreb was the westernmost outpost of ϕanafism. But the school 

soon disintegrated due to Fᶁtimid Pdᶌᴳ] rule (from 297/909 to 567/1171) and the 

predominance of Jᶁfìeᶌ jurisprudence. The ϕ]h]bᶌm in the Maghreb shared with their Jᶁfìeᶌ 

counterparts their indifference to kafᶁg.56 In Egypt, despite a number of Joᴳn]tìfᶌ-ϕ]h]bᶌ 

judges sent by the G>^^ᶁmì`s in ?]cd`ᶁ`, one can presume a predominance of traditionalism 

in Egyptian ϕanafism. The earliest entry of ϕanafism there was with the appointment of the 

first ϕ]h]bᶌ qᶁνᶌ of Egypt Ú ÜFmgᶁᴳᶌf b. al-V]m]ᴳ ]f-Hìh`ᶌ Ú by Caliph al-J]d`ᶌ in 164/781. A 

contemporary of al-Hìh`ᶌ reports that the Egyptians disliked the new madhhab as they were 

unfamiliar with it. Al-Hìh`ᶌ soon fell into disfavour with prominent local traditionalist al-

Layth b. P]ᴳd (d. 175/792) who asked for the new ϕ]h]bᶌ judge to be removed. 57 

                                                           
54 Hd]qᶁlìtgᶌ abhorred k]fᶁg and preferred to follow a ϕanbalite in prayer. When asked about his doctrine in 
creed, Hd]qᶁlìtgᶌ responded that 'it is the religion of the elderly women and we have nothing to do with k]fᶁg' 
(al-Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.2, p.135). 
55Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.1, p.353 and v.2, p.274; H]b]qᶌ, Н]^]kᶁn, v.1, fol.175a.  
56 The earliest use of H]fᶁg ^s m_dif]lm ib nda J]cdla^ q]m qìnd nda ]`pahn ib >mdᴳ]lᶌmg ìh nda bifth/eleventh 
century at the hand of >^ᶙ Dharr al-E]l]qᶌì) mno`ahn ib nda ma_ih` g]mnal ib >mdᴳ]lᶌmg >^ᶙ Bakr al-?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ. 
Prior to that, Al-Ad]d]^ᶌ qlìnam) Ünda of]g]$ ib nda J]cdla^ `ì` hin oma H]fᶁg but only mastered [the sciences 
of] jurisprudence, Eᶁ̀ᶌnd and Arabic language and did not engage in the rational sciences (al-ma'qulat)' 
(Ad]d]^ᶌ, Siyar, v.17, p.557). Al-Muq]``]mᶌ) mja]eìhc ib nda m]ga jalìi`) g]lpafm ]n nda d]lgihs ^anqaah nda 
ϕ]h]bᶌm and Maliktes of Qayrawan (G]qᶁdìl, p.225).  
57 Al-Hìh`ᶌ, Muϖammad b. Vᶙmob, Hìnᶁ^ al-wulat wa k. al-Qudat (edited by Al-J]tì`ì ]h` ÜFmgᶁᴳᶌf&) ?aìlon7 A]l ]f-
Kotob al-'ilmiyya, 2003, p.268. 
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The chronology of judges of Egypt compiled by Muϖammad b. Vᶙmob al-Hìh`ᶌ (died 

after 355/966)58 provides information on the ϕ]h]bᶌ judges appointed from 204/820 towards 

the end of the miϖna. They are described as ill-famed for going to extremes in implementing 

the G>^^ᶁmì` enforcement of Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theology.59 A turning point for ϕanafism in Egypt came 

during the reign of al-Mutawakkil who Ú unlike his predecessors Ú was known for his 

traditionalist leanings and put an end to G>^^ᶁmì` state-sponsorship of Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theology. In 

the year 237/852, he appointed ϖ]`ᶌnd scholar and former prisoner of the miϖna al-Eᶁrith b. 

Jìmeᶌn (d. 250/864) to the position of qᶁνᶌ in Egypt who would set afoot a series of religious 

reforms.60  However, it was not until the appointment of the ϕ]h]bᶌ qᶁνᶌ ?]eeᶁr b. Qutayba 

in 246 that ϕanafism begins to acquire its nl]`ìnìih]fìmn _d]l]_nal+ ?]eeᶁr was a traditionalist 

who stayed in the office of qᶁνᶌ for twenty four years (until his death in 270/884) during 

which he attracted a large student following. Prominent ϕ]h]bᶌ traditionalist Abᶙ G]ᴳb]l ]f-

Нaϖᶁqᶌ (d. 321/933) belonged to the next generation of Egyptian ϕ]h]bᶌs. He studied under 

>^ᶙ JaGfar al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ,61 a student of anti-Joᴳn]tìfᶌ ?ìmdl ]f-Hìh`ᶌ, and he also narrated ϖ]`ᶌnd 

blig ?]eeᶁr b. Qutayba.62 Taϖᶁwi's ̂ ]sᶁn al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ], a ϕanafi-traditionalist creed 

close to E]h^]fᶌ traditionalism in its rejection of k]fᶁg, would continue to be the foremost 

creed among Egyptian ϕ]h]bᶌm until  mid-fourth/tenth century when Egypt came under the 

Fatimid Pdᶌᴳ] rule which further diminished the presence of ϕanafism there.63   

1.1.1.3 Al-Pdᶁg and Northern Regions 

In al-Pdᶁg, the ϕ]h]bᶌm towards the end of the fourth/eleventh century were a 

minority and the leading schools of law were of al-Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ and AДdᶁ^ al-ϕ]`ᶌnd (specialists in 

Prophetic traditions). However, the pervasive local doctrine is described by al-Muq]``]mᶌ as 

being the 'sound doctrines of ahl al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ].'64 The Joᴳn]tilah are said to be few in 

                                                           
58 Al->ᴳfᶁg) v.7, p.148. 
59 Qdas ]la F^l]dᶌg ^+ ]f-Jarraϖ (in office: 204/820 Ú 211/826); (al-Hìh`ᶌ) j+0-3&8 E]lᶙn b. GAbd >ffᶁd %ìh ibbì_a 
217/832 Ú 226/841) (al-Hìh`ᶌ, p.320); Muϖammad b. abi al-Layth (in office 226/841 Ú 237/852) (al-Hìh`ᶌ, p.330).    
60 During his seven years in office, al-ϕᶁlìnd ^+ Jìmeᶌn attempted to marganalize the ϕ]h]bᶌm ]h` Pdᶁbìᴳᶌs by 
'ordereing their ejection from the [great] mosque' (al-Hìh`ᶌ) j+001&+ Jila ih ϕᶁlìnd ^+ Jìmeᶌn see al-Hìh`ᶌ, 
pp.333-339; Ad]d]^ᶌ, Siyar, v.12, pp.55-58. 
61 JM, v.1, pp.127-128. 
62 Cil ?]eeᶁl ^+ Nutayba see al-Ad]d]^ᶌ, Siyar, v.2, pp.599-605, for al-Нaϖᶁqᶌ maa7 Nol]mdᶌ, Jawᶁdìl, v.1, pp.102-
105. 
63 ϕanafism had 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 
(Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdir, p.202). 
64 Muq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan al-n]kᶁmᶌg, p.179.   
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hog^alm ]h` ßìh dì`ìhcà+65 Nearby Ú in what al-Muq]``]mᶌ refers to as the region of Aqᶙr 

(the greater pripìh_am ib Jimof) O]kk] ]h` Aìsᶁrbakir) Ú the jurists were divided between 

ϕanafism and Pdᶁbìᴳìsm. They, too, qala `am_lì^a` ]m ilndi`ir Pohhᶌs and did not engage in 

k]fᶁg.66 Further north Ú in the greater provinces of al-Rᶁn (Georgian), Armenia and 

Azerbaijan Ú the ϕ]h]bᶌm were outnumbered by the traditionalist ϕ]hᶁ^ìf]d, and were only a 

majority in the city of Dabᶌl (Dvin) in Armenia. Here too the common doctrine is described 

by Muq]``]mᶌ as sound and the jurists did not partake in speculative theology.67   

1.1.1.4 Al-Rayy 

East of the G>^^ᶁmì` heartland, the ϕ]h]bᶌm of al-Rayy (modern-day Tehran) give us 

an insight into the doctrinal division among ϕ]h]bᶌm of the Classical era. In the early 

third/ninth century, al -Rayy was home to ϕ]h]bᶌ traditionalism. Prominent among them was 

Hisham b. GUbayd Allᶁh al-Oᶁtᶌ (d. 221/835) who declared that the QolÝᶁn was not created, 

and was the most highly-respected jurist there.68 An earlier ϕanafi, from al-Rayy but moved 

to ?]cd`ᶁ`, ìm Joᴳalla b. ManДᶙl al-Oᶁtᶌ (d. 211/826) even deemed those who say the QolÝᶁh 

is created to be disbelievers.69 However, by the end of the fourth/tenth century, they were 

predominantly K]ííᶁlìss]d70 Ú i.e. followers of the Joᴳn]tìfi-Joí]^^ìlᶌ Muϖammad b. al-

ϕusayn al-K]ííᶁr (died in Basra before 221/835).71  

                                                           
65 Ibid. 
66 Muq]``]mᶌ m]sm7 $ndaìl da]lnm qala hin `ìpì`a` ^s b]fma _laa`m ]h` ndaìl íolìmnm `ì` hin ahc]ca ìh H]fᶁg (lam 
tuqassim al-'ahwᶁ$ kulubahum wa la yata'ata al-H]fᶁgo bokahᶁ'uhum), (Muq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan al-n]kᶁmᶌg, p.142). 
Mu'tazilite teaching had little following in this region, except in one town called 'ľna (in Iraq) which reportedly 
q]m diga ni Ühogaliom Jo$n]tìfìnam$ %ì^ì`&+  
67 Muq]``]mᶌ, Aϖsan al-n]kᶁmᶌg, pp.378-379. Aϖmad b. al-ϕusain al-Barda'ᶌ al-Asrushanᶌ (d. 317/929) from Barda' 
in Azerbaijan was a renowned Mu't]tìfìna qdi d]` mno`ìa` oh`al Jᶙm] ^+ K]Дr al-Oᶁtᶌ (d. 263/876), described 
as a 'one of the sages of al-Rayy' by Ibn ϕajar (Ibn ϕajar, Aϖmad b. Ali Iìmᶁh al-Jìtᶁh) ?aìlon7 JoÝ]mm]m]t al-
>ᴳfᶁgì) .64.) p+3) j+.01&+ Eìm ^ìicl]jdalm agjd]mìma that dìm `a^]nam ìh ?]cd`ᶁ` qìnd A]qᶙ` al-уᶁdìlᶌ (literalist) 
indicating his use of H]fᶁg (Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.1, p.166). He was a teacher of prominent Joᴳn]tìfᶌ al-Karkhi.    
68 Eᶁ`ᶌnd m_dif]l >^ᶙ ϕᶁn]g al-Oᶁtᶌ lajilna`fs m]ì`7 ÜF d]pa hin maah X] m_dif]lZ ib cla]nal amnaag nd]h dìg ìh 
al-Rayy [ma ra'aytu a'dama qadran minhu bi al-Rayy] (al-Ad]d]^ᶌ, Muϖammad b. Aϖmad Jìtᶁh ]f-FÝnì`]f bì h]k` ]f-
rijal [ed. Ali M. al-Bijawi], Beirut: Dar al-J]Ýlìb], 1963, v.4, p.300).  >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s student and then qᶁνᶌ ]f-quνᶁt 
under al-Rashᶌd, Muϖammad b. al-ϕasan died in his house while in al-Rayy (al-Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.2, p.205). 
69 Kan yukaffir al-qa'ilin bi Khalq al-NolÝᶁh (Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.2, p.178). Other traditionalist ϕ]h]bᶌm were >^ᶙ Sahl 
Jᶙm] al-Oᶁtᶌ (d. early 3rd c.) (Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.2, p.188); Muϖammad b. Jokᶁnìf al-Oᶁtᶌ (d. 248 or 249/862-3) 
the judge of al-Rayy (Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.2, p.134).  
70 Muq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan al-n]kᶁmᶌg, p.145. 
71 The theological identity of al-K]ííᶁl d]m ^aah `ìbbì_ofn ni `analgìha+ Qda ϕ]h]bᶌ-Mᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ndaificì]hm 
considered the school a definite branch of Mu'tazilism (Bazdawᶌ, UD&+ Qda >mdᴳ]lᶌnam qala lafo_n]hn ]h` 
considered them to be of the Mujabbira-compulsionists (al-Pd]dl]mnᶁhᶌ, Milial, v.1, 88) or as a category on its 
own (al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ) J]kᶁfᶁn) p.24; al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ) >^` ]f-Nᶁhir al-farq bayna al-firaq, Cairo: Maktabat Nashr al-Thaqafa 
al-Islamiyya, 1948, pp.207-211). Al-K]`ᶌg) ] Jo$n]tìfìna ]h` Pdì$ìna) _ihmì`ered al-K]ííᶁlìss] ni ^a Joí]^^ìl] 
(ihrist, p.223). Al-K]ííᶁl$m ndaifics ìm _fima ni nd]n ib ]f-J]lᶌmᶌ, the student of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým mo__ammil >^ᶙ Vᶙmob)  
which gives him the ϕ]h]bᶌ connection (although al-Гᶁϖì^ jligina` K]ííᶁlìss] ]m ] W]s`ᶌ school [al-Tawϖᶌ`ᶌ, 
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The entry of K]ííᶁlìss]d to al-Rayy pommì^fs ^ac]h ]n nda ^adamn ib ?ᶙyid vizier and 

patron of Joᴳn]tìfism, al-Гaϖib b. G>^^ᶁd (d. 385/995). He took residence in al-Rayy and 

promoted the spread of al-K]ííᶁlìss]d in the city 72 Ú in particular the inflammatory doctrine 

that the QolÝᶁh is created.73 The ϕ]h]bᶌm of the rural provinces (l]mᶁnᶌq) of al-Rayy Ú however 

Ú strongly opposed this doctrine. Instead they followed >^ᶙ >G^` >ffᶁd al-W]ᴳfarᶁnᶌ who had 

taken an intermediary position (did not affirm or deny the doctrine of the created QolÝᶁn).74  

Under al-Гaϖib b. G>^^ᶁd, al-Rayy became a leading centre of Joᴳn]tìfᶌ learning, especially 

when chief Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theologian GAbd al-Jabbar al-Asadabᶁ`ᶌ (d. 415/1024) settled there under 

auspices of al-Гᶁhib.75 K]ííᶁlìss]d continued to be strong in al-Rayy and its surrounds well 

into the sixth/twelfth century.76 In the nearby region of al-Daylam77 Ú parts of which still 

oh`al ?ᶙyid domination around the end of the fourth/tenth century Ú the prevalent Pohhᶌ 

schools of law where Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ and E]h^]fᶌ. However, ϕanafism was predominant in its capital 

province Jurjᶁn, were many were again followers of the K]ííᶁlìss]d.78 In Jurjᶁn, Karramite 

anthropomorphists, followers of al- Muϖammad ^+ H]llᶁg %Hìlᶁg& ]f-Sijimnᶁhᶌ (d. 255/868), 

were also affiliates of ϕ]h]bᶌ jurisprudence.79  

1.1.1.5 Hdilᶁmᶁh 

Fh Kᶌm]^ᶙr (western Hdilᶁmᶁh), the most prominent ϕ]h]bᶌm were traditionalists in 

creed, although Ú like ?]cd`ᶁ` Ú there were prominent ϕ]h]bᶌm who followed Joᴳn]tìfᶌ 

                                                           
>^ᶙ ϕ]ssᶁh J]ndᶁfì^ al-wazirayn (ed. Muϖammad T. al-Tanji), Beirut: Dar Sader, 1992, p.167] it was likely for 
political ends as the Bᶙyids werer Zaydite Pdᶌᴳ] and al-Гᶁϖib had a good relation with the G>f]qᶌ ruler in nearby 
Нabarastᶁn who was Zaydite too). For more on Najᶁllìss]d maa Tìffì]g J+ T]nn ßQda Llìcìh ib nda Fmf]gì_ 
Ai_nlìha ib >_koìmìnìihà Fh Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, vol. 75 (1943), pp 234-247. Also see entry on al-
K]ííᶁl ìh ]f-K]`ᶌg) al-Fihrist, p.223. 
72 Al-Tawϖᶌ`ᶌ, Mathᶁlib, p.167. 
73 Al-Muq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan, p.395. 
74 Qdìm clioj ^a_]ga ] mo^man ib K]ííᶁlìss]) ]fndiocd nda bioh`al ]f-Za'farᶁnᶌ was disowned by his followers 
bil n]eìhc nda bilg]f K]ííᶁlìna pìaq %Joq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan, p.395). Al-Muq]``]mᶌ _ìnam miga ib nda gìmmìih]lìam of 
al-Гᶁϖib saying that although the provinces inclined to the general principles of Mu'tazilit-K]ííᶁlìna `i_nlìha) 
they would not be swayed to assent that the NolÝᶁh is created (Muq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan, p.395).  
75 Ibn al-Murtaνa, Aϖmad b. Yaϖya al-Munya wa al-amal fi Sharϖ kitᶁb al-milal wa al-Niϖal, Hyderabad: Dar al-
J]Ý]lìb ]f-Sultaniyya, 1316H, p.194. 
76 Al-Pd]dl]mnᶁnᶌ says: 'the majority of the Mu'tazilah of al-Rayy are his followers (al-K]ííᶁl&) ^on hiq ndas d]pa 
divided into sects although they did not ̀ìbbal ipal nda jlìh_ìjfam Xib K]ííᶁlìss]Z %>f-Pd]dl]mnᶁhᶌ, Muϖammad 
b. Abd al-Karim al-Milal wa al-Niϖal (edited by Muϖammad S. al-Geylani), Cairo: MuДОafa al-Babi al-Halabi, 1975, 
v.1, 88). This presence further continued to the ninth/fifteenth century according to Zaydite theologian Ibn al-
Murtaνa (d. 840/1437); see Ibn al-Murtaνa, al-Munya, p.35 and 109. 
77 Includes the greater provinces of Qumis, Jurjᶁn, Shahrastᶁn, Tabaristᶁn, Daylamᶁn and al-Khazar (al-
Muq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan, pp.353-373). 
78 Al-Muq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan, p.365. 
79 In response to a rhetorical question as to why al-Muq]``]mᶌ `ì` hin f]^af nda H]ll]gìnam ]m dalanì_m da m]sm7 
'the Karramites are people of asceticism (zuhd) and worship (ta'abbud), and their point of reference (marji'uhum) 
is >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]' (Muq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan, p.365); he goes on stating that the followers of the four schools of Pohhᶌ law 
who kept to the way of these jurists were not heretics.  
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teachings.80 Al-Qurashᶌ points to two scholars Ú >^ᶙ Sahl al-W]ííᶁíᶌ (d. around mid-

fourth/tenth c entury) and >^ᶙ al-ϕusayn Qᶁνᶌ ]f-ϕaramayn (d. 351/962) Ú who flourished in 

the first of half of the fourth/tenth century as founders of ϕanafism in Kᶌm]^ᶙl, but he does 

not explicitly mention their theological orientation.81 Chief among the ϕ]h]bᶌm of Kᶌm]^ᶙl in 

the early fifth/eleventh century is the qᶁνᶌ P]ᴳᶌ` b. Muϖammad al-ÜRmnoqᶁ$ᶌ (d. 432/1040) of 

whom a non-Joᴳn]tìfᶌ ϕ]h]bᶌ work on creed survives. This work is a distinctly ϕ]h]bᶌ 

traditionalist creed based on the creedal statements attributed to >^ᶙ ϕanᶌb]. However, It is 

further apart from E]h^]fᶌ traditionalism than al-Нaϖᶁqᶌ's creed, albeit shares with it its 

suspicious view of k]fᶁg.82 Importantly, al-ÜRmnoqᶁÝᶌ was the first in an illustrious lineage of 

ϕ]h]bᶌ scholars Ú the Гᶁᴳì`ᶌs Ú who in some reports were up to 'seventy, all of whom assented 

to the sound doctrine of ahl al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ].'83   Nevertheless, Joᴳn]tìfism continued in 

Kᶌm]^ᶙl until the early Seljuk era with the emergence of ϕ]h]bᶌ jurist and Joᴳn]tìfᶌ 

theologian >^ᶙ al-ϕasan G Ali al-Г]h`]fᶌ (d. 484/1091) Ú a close associate of the Seljuk Tugrul-

Beg who debated in Kᶌm]^ᶙl with the Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ theologians >^ᶙ Muϖammad al-Goq]shᶌ 

and his son >^ᶙ al-J]ᴳᶁfᶌ (^annal ehiqh ]m Fgᶁm al-ϕaramayn; influential >mdᴳ]lᶌ theologian 

and teacher of al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ).84  

In eastern Hdilᶁmᶁh,85 the cities of Marw and Balkh were leading centres of ϕanafism 

from the time of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]. A student of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] ̂ s nda h]ga ib Kᶙϖ b. Abᶌ Maryam was 

appointed by the G>^^ᶁmì` al-ManДᶙl as qᶁνᶌ of Marw while >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] was still alive (before 

150/767).86 Balkh became a radiant centre of ϕ]h]bᶌ learning, only second in importance after 

?]cd`ᶁ`. In Balkh, as in Marw, another student of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] Ú >^ᶙ Jonᶌᴳ al-?]fedᶌ (d. 

199/814) Ú became chief judge and teacher, and founder of ϕanafism there.  

                                                           
80 Al-Muq]``]mᶌ moccamnam nd]n $nda Jo$n]tìf] qala jlamahn ^on hin jligìhahn$ %Joq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan,  p.323). See 
list of ϕ]h]bᶌ Jo$n]tìf] blig Kᶌm]^ᶙl blig nda >^` ]f-Ddᶁbìl's abridgement of the Eìmnils ib Kᶌm]^ᶙl in Madelung, 
Spread, p.114, fn.21. 
81 ?ind ib ndag mno`ìa` ìh ?]cd`ᶁ` oh`al nda Jo$n]tìfìna >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-H]ledᶌ. Al-Nol]mdᶌ makes particular 
mention of al-Zajjᶁíᶌ's ability in rational debates (majᶁlis al-naфar), which receives the praise of the Mu'tazilite 
al-Гᶁϖib b. GAbbᶁd (Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.2, p.254). On Qᶁνᶌ ]f-Haramayn see al-Ad]d]^ᶌ, Siyar, v.16, p.25.    
82 The book is published as: al-Ustuwᶁ$ì) P]ᴳᶌ` Hìnᶁ^ al-'I'tikᶁd (edited by Sayyid ϕusain Bahgivan), Beirut: Dar al-
Kotob al-'Ilmiyya, 2005. Analysis of content is based on Madelung Madelung, Spread, pp.114-115. 
83 H]b]qᶌ, Н]^]kᶁn, v.1, fol.218b. 
84 Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.1, p.357-359. 
85 Mlamah_a ib nda Joᴳn]tìf]d ìh Hdqᶁlìtg d]m ^aah hina` ìh gi`alh m_dif]lmdìj+ Paa bil ar]gjfa7 T]nn) T 
Montgomery Islamic philosophy and theology: an extended survey, Edinburgh: University Press, 1985, p.70. More on 
ndìm ]h` nda Joᴳn]tìf]d in general, see Chapters 7, 8, and 9 in Schmidtke (ed.) The Oxford Handbook of Islamic 
Theology (2017). 
86 He would serve in this position until his death in 173/789, and would exert wide-reaching influence as the 
first collector (al-Jami') of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s legal opinions; he was known for his strong anti-Jahmite stance (Nol]mdᶌ, 
G]qᶁdìl, v.1, p.176). 
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ϕanafism in this region seems to have been predominantly traditionalist in theology 

and no immediate reports point to the presence of Joᴳn]tìfᶌ scholars towards the end of the 

fourth/tenth century. 87 But, we can only presume Ú in view of such predominance of non-

Joᴳn]tìfᶌ traditionalism Ú whether engagement in k]fᶁg was free from Joᴳn]tìfᶌ association. 

Al-Qol]mdᶌ mentions that prominent ϕ]h]bᶌ ib ?]fed Pd]``ᶁ` ^+ ϕ]eᶌm (d. 210/825) Ú a 

student of Zufar and >^ᶙ Vᶙmob (immediate students of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]) Ú was versed in k]fᶁg. 

Nevertheless, >^ᶙ Vᶙmob Ú known for his aversion to the Joᴳn]tilah Ú praised Pd]``ᶁ`Ým 

mastery in k]fᶁg.88 The figure of Pd]``ᶁd b. ϕ]eᶌm, then,  gives us an early example of ϕ]h]bᶌ 

use of k]fᶁg without decried Joᴳn]tìfᶌ associations. Nevertheless, until the end of the 

fourth/tenth century, engagement in k]fᶁg was not prevalent among the ϕ]h]bᶌm of 

Hdilᶁmᶁh. Renowned scholar of Balkh >^ᶙ Bakr al-$>ᴳmash (d. 348/959)89 gave the following 

answer to a question on the nature of the QolÝᶁh,  

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 the QolÝᶁh; it is the Book of God and you are His slaves, therefore 
abide by Him and do not engage yourself in what is of no concern to you.90 

1.1.1.6 ?oedᶁlᶁ 

?oedᶁlᶁ was an early stronghold of ϕanafism in Transoxania and boasted a 

characteristic local version of ϕ]h]bᶌ traditionalism in the third/ninth century Ú beginning 

with Aϖmad b. ϕafs (d. 217/832) who is better known as al-H]^ᶌr  (the Elder) to distinguish 

him from his son >^ᶙ ϕafs al-Гagdᶌr (the Younger) who died in 264/878. >^ᶙ ϕafs al-H]^ᶌr 

was a student of Muϖammad b. al-ϕasan, and ϕ]h]bᶌ works of Оabaqᶁn state that he was 

described as chief scholar of all Transoxania (Shaykh Mᶁ warᶁ' al-Nahr). That the 

traditionalism he endorsed was distinctly of the ϕ]h]bᶌ jurists is borne out by the fact he was 

famous for his ability in juridical reasoning (al-ra'y) Ú a distinctive feature of ϕanafism Ú and, 

is further corroborated by his uneasy relationship with other traditionalists Ú most famously 

with illustrious traditionalist Muϖammad ̂ + ÜFmgᶁᴳᶌf al-?oedᶁlᶌ (d. 256/870), compiler of the 

                                                           
87 Al-Muq]``]mᶌ+ Aϖsan, p.323.  
88 According to Ibn ϕajar, he was a Murji', sound in tradition and trustworthy (Ibn ϕajar, Lisᶁn al-Jìtᶁh) v.3, 
p.140). >^ᶙ Yᶙsuf's dislike of H]fᶁg was already mentioned in the course of his reaction to Bishr al-J]lᶌmᶌ. The 
fact he praised Pd]``ᶁ` is perhaps indicative of a different form of theology which he engaged in (on Shaddᶁd 
^+ E]eᶌm see al-Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁhir, v.1, p.256).  
89 Student of prominent shaykh of Balkh Muϖammad b. Aϖmad >^ᶙ Bakr al-'Iskaf (d. 334) (Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl,  v.2, 
p.239). 
90 >^ᶙ al-Layth al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, eìnᶁ^ al-Nawazil, MS quoted  in al-Mudarris, Muϖammad M., Mashᶁyikh Balkh mina 
al-ϕanafiyya wa ma infaradᶙ  bihi mina al-masᶁÝìf ]f-Fiqhiyya, ?]cd`ᶁ`7 T]t]ln ]f-Awqaf al-Iraqiyya, 1978, v.1, p.127. 
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authoritative ϖ]`ᶌnd collection known as al-Jᶁgìᴳ ]f-Дaϖᶌϖ. >^ᶙ ϕafs al-H]^ᶌr had numerous 

students, some of whom presumably lived and taught beyond the locality of ?oedᶁlᶁ through 

the third/ninth century. Most prominent among them was his son >^ᶙ ϕafs al-Г]cdᶌl who 

continued the tradition of ?oedᶁl]h ϕanafism and was appointed qᶁνᶌ of ?oedᶁlᶁ. His 

refutation of the lafфiyya Ú the view that while the QolÝᶁh is not created, the verbal utterance 

(al-lafф) is part of creation Ú suggests that he continued his father's critical position towards 

traditionalists (including al-?oedᶁlᶌ, author of the Гaϖᶌϖ, who had been accused of accepting 

it).91  

The Pᶁgᶁhì`s, who ruled over Hdilᶁmᶁh and Transoxania from 266/888 to 389/999, 

favoured ϕanafism over other schools of law and Pohhᶌ traditionalism as a madhhab in creed. 

Scholarly contact increased between ?oedᶁlᶁ and other centres of ϕ]h]bᶌ learning in 

Hdilᶁmᶁh 92 To this effect, ?oedᶁlᶁ became home to leading ϕ]h]bᶌ rationalists, including: 

(1) Muϖammad b. Muϖammad al-ϕ]eᶌg ]f-Pd]dᶌd. Author of eìnᶁb al-eᶁbᶌ, an 

indispensable manual of ϕ]h]bᶌ law only second in importance to the works of Muϖammad 

b. al-ϕasan. Born in Balkh, he travelled as far as Egypt to collect ϖ]`ᶌnd traditions before 

ascending to the position of Qᶁνᶌ of ?oedᶁlᶁ. He was then appointed vizier to the Pᶁgᶁhì` 

al-Eᶁmid, ruler of Hdilᶁmᶁh, who would later have him killed at Marw in 334/946 (hence 

acquiring the title md]dᶌ`, or martyr).93 

(2) G>^` >ffᶁd b. Muϖammad al-P]^`d]gᶙhᶌ al-ÜRmnᶁdh (d. 340/951).94 ϕ]h]bᶌ ϕ]`ᶌnd 

scholar who offers an insight into the doctrine of faith held by early ?oedᶁl]h ϕanafis. In his 

book on the virtues of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] (g]hᶁqib Abᶌ ϕ]hᶌfa) he narrates a tradition that the 

Prophet's companion G>^` >ffᶁd b. GUmar had considered those who doubt their faith to be 

disbelievers, supporting the ϕ]h]bᶌ view and inadvertently ascribing infidelity to the 

contrary doctrine of faith: that no person is perfectly of their faith Ú which was held by the 

Pdᶁbìᴳᶌs and the ϕanᶁ^ìf]d.95 

                                                           
91 Ad]d]^ᶌ, Siyar, v.12, pp.454-461. 
92 The Pᶁgᶁhì`s were evidently champions of ϕanafism. Ta ]fmi ehiq Pᶁgᶁhì`s were prompotly welcomed as 
new rulers by local ϕ]h]bᶌm of ?oedᶁlᶁ. Al-K]lmd]edì gahnìihm nd]n qdah jlìh_a ÜFmgᶁᴳᶌf Ú founder of the 
dynasty Ú entered ?oedᶁlᶁ for the first time in 260/874, >^ᶙ ϕafД al-Гagdᶌr headed a dignified convoy made up 
of Arab and non-Arab nobility and ordered the decoration of the city in order to give a suitable welcome to the 
new ruler (al-Narshakhi, Q]leìd ?oedᶁlᶁ [edited by Amin Badawi and Nasr Tarrazi], Cairo: Dar al-ma'arif, 3rd ed, 
1993, p.115).   
93 Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.2, pp.112-113. 
94 Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.1, pp.289-290. 
95 H]b]qᶌ, Н]^]kᶁn, fol.170.  
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(3) >^ᶙ Eᶁmid Ibn al-Н]^]lᶌ (d. 377/984). Renowned as memorizer of ϖ]`ᶌnd and master 

of ra'y (analogical reason), Н]^]lᶌ represents the combination of ϖ]`ᶌnd scholarship and 

ϕ]h]bᶌ jurisprudence which became a marked feature of ?oedᶁl]h ϕanafism in this period. 

He travelled to ?]cd`ᶁ` and studied under (Joᴳn]tìfᶌ) >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-H]ledᶌ and received 

the praise of ϖ]`ᶌnd authority >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-DaraquОhᶌ.  He also studied in Hdilᶁmᶁh (Marw) 

where he later served as qᶁνᶌ.96 

Importantly, no immediate evidence points to the extensive use of k]fᶁg by the 

?oedᶁl]n ϕ]h]bᶌm until the middle of the fifth/eleventh century.  

1.1.2 Traditionalism Triumphant  

 1.1.2.1  Jᶁnolᶌ`ism at Samarqand 

>^ᶙ ManДᶙl Muϖammad b. Maϖgᶙ ̀al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ (d. 333/944) pursued his scholarly 

career and lived his entire life in third -fourth/ninth -tenth century Samarqand Ú then under 

Pᶁgᶁhì` rule. ϕ]h]bᶌ histories offer scant information on the life and career of al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ, 

and he has been passed over in silence in the majority of biographical and historical works 

where he is expected to be found.97 But in the course of this historical survey of the ϕ]h]bᶌ 

relation with the science of k]fᶁg, al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ presents a genuine shift in ϕ]h]bᶌ theological 

thought. (We know the names of eleven works by al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ, which were mostly rebuttals 

of Joᴳn]tìfᶌ teachings; one book against the Pdᶌᴳ] and another against the Q]lᶁgìОa 

IsmᶁG ᶌfᶌs.98 Two of his works have reached us: his theological magnum opus Kìnᶁ^ al-tawϖᶌd99  

- Book of Monotheism Ú and exegesis of the QolÝᶁh, Q]Ýqᶌfᶁn ahl al-Sunna100). Suddenly, we have 

                                                           
96 Al-Hd]nᶌ^ ]f-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ, >^ᶙ Bakr Aϖmad Q]lᶌed ?]cd`ᶁ` q] `dosᶙlihi, Beirut: Dar al-Kotob al-Ilmiyya, 1996, v.4, 
p.407; Ibn al-Jawzi, al-Muntadham, Beirut: Dar al-Kotob al-Ilmiyya, 1992, v.7, p.137; Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.1, p.65. 
Hdilᶁmᶁh ìh ndìm _ihnarn g]s d]pa ^aah ìhnah`a` ni labal ni nda lacìihÝm fa]`ìhc _ìns ]n nda nìga7 Jalp+ 
97 The the major biographical works that do not mention al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ]la7 F^h ]f-$>ndᶌr (d. 630/1232) in al-Kᶁgìf 
fi al-nᶁlᶌkh, F^h Hdìffìeᶁn (d. 681/1282) in his q]b]sᶁn al->ᴳsᶁh, al-Ad]d]^ᶌ (d. 748/1347) in his Pìs]l >ᴳfᶁg ]f-
Nubalᶁ', al-'ibar and al-Jìtᶁh) Ibn Shᶁkir (d. 764/1362) in fawat al-T]b]sᶁn, F^h H]ndᶌr (d. 774/1372) in al-?ì`ᶁs] q] 
al-nidᶁya, F^h Hd]f`ᶙh %`+ 5-6,.1-3& ìh nda Muqaddima. He was also passed over in silence by geographers such 
as al-?]elᶌ %`+ 154,.-61& ]h` Vᶁkᶙn ]f-E]gqᶌ %`+ 3/3,.//5&) ]f-Qazwini (d. 682/1283), al-Himyari (d. 727/1326). 
Despite being author of a major n]bmᶌl (exegesis of the NolÝᶁh) he is excluded from the Н]^]kᶁn al-mub]mmìlᶌn 
(biographies of exegetes of the NolÝᶁh) by al-Гosᶙnᶌ (d. 911/1505) and al-A]qᶙ`ᶌ (d. 945/1538). He is also missing 
from al-K]`ᶌg$m %`+ 05-,66-& Fihrist ]h` nda dìmnilìam ib Golíᶁh %]f-P]dgᶌ, d. 428/1036), Isfahan (>^ᶙ Nu'aym, d. 
10-,.-05&) ?]cd`ᶁ` (al-Hd]nᶌb al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ) `+ 130,.-4-&) A]g]m_om %F^h ᴳ>mᶁeìl) `+ 24.,..42&+ Paa ]f-Afghᶁhᶌ) 
Shams al-Aᶌh 'Ida' al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs] fìf ᴳ]kᶌ`] ]f-Salafiyah, al-Q]Ýìb7 J]en]^]n ]f-Siddiq, 1998, pp.240Ú241.  
98 Ibid, p.472 and Watt, Formative, pp.312-314. 
99 Al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) >^ᶙ  ManДᶙl Muϖammad Hìnᶁ^ al-Tawϖᶌ` (edited by Fathalla Kholeif) Bayreuth: Dar el-Machreq, 
1970.  
100 Al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) >^ᶙ J]hДᶙl, Q]Ýqᶌfᶁn ahl al-Sunna (edited by Majdi Basaloum), Beirut: Dar al-Kotob al-'Ilmiyya, 
2005. [10 volumes] 
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a ϕ]h]bᶌ jurist who produces numerous systematic works of k]fᶁg in defence of traditionalist 

ϕ]h]bᶌ theology as exemplified in the works of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]. Strictly speaking, his theology 

was neither Joᴳn]tìfᶌ nor traditionalist.  

Al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ acquired knowledge of ϕ]h]bᶌ law from >^ᶙ Bakr al-Gᶙtíᶁnᶌ (from the 

town of Gᶙtíᶁh near Balkh), who had studied under >^ᶙ Pof]sgᶁn al-Gᶙtíᶁhᶌ, a student of >^ᶙ 

ϕ]hᶌb]'s companion Muϖammad b. al-ϕasan. ϕ]h]bᶌm at Samarqand had a marked interest in 

theoretical sciences (ÜuДᶙl) in addition to knowledge of the practical side of the law (bolᶙᴳ). 

>^ᶙ Bakr al-Gᶙtíᶁhᶌ, who flourished around the middle of the third/ninth century, is 

described as a master of ÜoДᶙf and bolᶙᴳ.101 Al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ also studied under >^ᶙ NaДr al-ᴳFsᶁνᶌ, 

another student of Gᶙtíᶁhᶌ,102 who was a master of k]fᶁg having produced an anti-Joᴳn]tìfᶌ 

polemic on Divine Attributes (al-Дìbᶁt).103 Despite some opposition Ú such as by >^ᶙ al-Layth 

al-ϕᶁbìф al-Samarqandᶌ (contemporary of al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) who disallowed the use of k]fᶁg in 

religious scholarship104 Ú al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and his followers would establish through the 

fourth/tenth century a characteristic ϕ]h]bᶌ tradition at Samarqand with k]fᶁg as its focal 

point. This distinct ϕ]h]bᶌ theology of Samarqand is shown in the works by al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ's 

most influential student >^ᶙ al-Qᶁmìg al-ϕ]eᶌg al-Samarqandᶌ (d. 342/953) which consisted 

of mogg]nìih Ümioh`Ý Pohhᶌ creeds and a commentary on >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s al-Fiqh al-'akbar. 105  It 

is important to note that interest in speculative theology by the post-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ϕ]h]bᶌm of 

Transoxania did not only affect their theological orientation but it had a parallel affect on 

their theories of ϕ]h]bᶌ jurisprudence, ÜoДᶙf al-fiqh.106 Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ's student >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-

Rustugfani authored a book of theology entitled al-'Irshᶁd107 and his theological opposition to 

the Joᴳn]tìfites manifested itself in his legal judgement; for example, the ϕ]h]bᶌ Joᴳn]tilah 

                                                           
101 Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.1, p.144. >^ᶙ Bakr al-Gᶙtíᶁhᶌ was probably based in Samarqand. Other teachers of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 
were: Muϖammad b. Jokᶁnìf al-Oᶁtᶌ, d. 248/862, judge of al-Ray; Nasir b. Yahya al-Balkhi, d. 268/882  
(?]sᶁνᶌtᶁ`]d, Aϖmad b. ϕasan Fmdᶁlᶁn ]f-g]l]g gìh ᴳF^ᶁlᶁn ]f-Fgᶁg (edited by Vᶙmob Abd al-Razzaq), Cairo: 
MuДОafa al-Babi al-Halabi Press, 1949, 23; Al-Zabidi, Murtaνa Ithaf al-Sada al-mutaaqqin fi Sharϖ ìds]Ý ᴳRfᶙg  ]f-din, 
Dar al-Kotob al-ÜFfgìs]d7 ?aìlon) /--/+, v.2, p.5). 
102 Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.1, 562.  
103 Al-K]m]bᶌ, >^ᶙ ]f-Jo$ᶌn Maymoun b. Muϖammad, TabДirat al-'Adilla fi 'UДᶙf al-Aᶌh (edited by Husayn Atay), 
>he]l]) Qċleìsa @ogdolìsanì Aìs]han Ůƚfalì ?]ƚe]hfÐŝÐ) .660, p.469. 
104 He is reported to have said that 'the person who engages in H]fᶁg should have his name erased from the 
register of scholars' (al-H]b]qᶌ, Н]^]kᶁn, v.1, fols.108b and 167a). 
105 Katib @dafa^ᶌ in Kashf al-фohᶙh attributes three works of H]fᶁg al-E]eᶌg al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ: al-P]qᶁ` ]f-'a'фam 
(v.2, 1008); Gaqᶌ`]n ]f-'Fgᶁg) nda _laa` ib nda Fgᶁm (v.2, 1157) and Sharϖ al-Fiqh al->e^]l fì $>^ᶌ ϕ]hᶌb] (v.2, p.1287). 
Authenticity of the current version of al-P]qᶁd has been called into doubt; see Muhammed b. Tavit et-Tanci, 
ß>^ᶙ J]hДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌà Fh >+ É+ Ůf]dìs]n C]e+ Aalcìmì, 1955, I-II, 1-10, fn.58. 
106 Qda a]lfs mjla]` ib Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg ^asih Ql]hmir]hì] ìm hin j]ln ib nda jlamahn mno`s) ^on nhe role of non-e]fᶁg 
discourses Ú particularly the science of uДᶙf ]f-fiqh Ú in it deserves attention.  
107 Katib @dafa^ᶌ, Kashf al-фohᶙh Gann asami al-kotob wa al-bohᶙn) ?]cd`ᶁ`7 J]en]^]n ]f-Muthanna [reprint] , 1941, 
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 is 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-

Rustgd]bhᶌ makes special reference to the debate with the Joᴳn]tilah over the question of 

"the indivisible part" (al-juz' al-là dᶌ la yatajazza') when issuing a b]nqᶁ to the contrary.108  

More elusive however is the early spread of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism beyond Samarqand and 

eventually to other ϕ]h]bᶌ circles in the Muslim world. To be sure, interest in theology was 

not confined to al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ; another relatively prominent scholar from the generation, 

Оabaqa, of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and who is not mentioned among his students is >^ᶙ Bakr al-Samarqandᶌ 

also produced what appears to be two complete k]fᶁg manuals and a polemic against the 

Karrᶁmites, deemed to be the first of its kind.109 >^ᶙ al-Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ's valuable snippet on 

the history of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism mentions that forty students of >^ᶙ NaДr al-$Fsᶁνᶌ, in addition to 

al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and al-'Iyadi's two sons, were representatives of the same doctrinal school of the 

ϕ]h]bᶌm of Samarqand.110  

The fact that al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ belonged to an earlier tradition of theological ϕanafism 

confirms that he was not the founder of a new school of theology. The uniqueness of the 

ϕ]h]bᶌ school of Samarqand Ú in light of this brief survey of theological doctrines among 

leading ϕ]h]bᶌm until the fourth/tenth century Ú is in the fact it represented a k]fᶁg-centred 

theological tradition based on the transmitted statements by >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]. What explains the 

later significance of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ is that he became the representative of the ϕanafism of 

Samarqand; in the same way that >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] became the embodiment of the Iraqi school of 

ra'y, al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ became the epitome of the theological school of Samarqand. As far as the 

use of k]fᶁg is concerned and in the face of the rapid spread of >mdᴳ]lìsm as foremost school 

of Pohhᶌ theology, later ϕ]h]bᶌ histories could justifiably boast of al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ as their 

foremost theologian Ú Fgᶁg al-Jon]e]ffìgᶌn.111 

 .+.+/+/  >^ᶙ ]f-ϕasan al->mdᴳ]lᶌ ìh ?]cd`ᶁ` 

 

>^ᶙ al-ϕasan $>fᶌ bin ÜFmgᶁᴳᶌf al-'>mdᴳ]lᶌ was born in Basra in 260/874 but moved 

?]cd`ᶁ` Ú then a centre of Islamic intellectual activity Ú where he resided until his death in 

                                                           
108 Nol]mdᶌ, G]qᶁdìl, v.2, p.310; H]b]qᶌ, Н]^]kᶁn, v.1, fol.186b. 
109 >^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, p.471; H]b]qᶌ, Н]^]kᶁn, v.1, fol.192a. 
110 >^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, pp.469-470. 
111 Al-H]b]qᶌ, Н]^]kᶁn, v.1, fol.174a. 
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324/936. >mdᴳ]lᶌ studied under renowned Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theologian >^ᶙ >Gfᶌ Muϖammad al-Jubbᶁ$ᶌ 

(d. 302/915) and continued to espouse Joᴳn]tìfᶌ creed until he was forty years of age. A key 

point concerning his intellectual development is his conversion to 'traditionalist' or 

mainstream Pohhᶌ theology Ú the  nature and extent of which has been subject to debate in 

later centuries. The new theology of al->mdᴳ]lᶌ was defined by special opposition to Joᴳn]tìfᶌ 

rationalism. But he invariably engaged in refuting the ßhereticalà opinions of AДdᶁ^ al-ϕ]`ᶌnd 

(Traditionalists), the у]dìlᶌs (Literalists), and Mujassima (Corporealists).112 Ibn al-K]`ᶌm's (d. 

380/990) biography of >mdᴳ]lᶌ Ú the earliest we have on him Ú offers the following account of 

the converted >mdᴳ]lᶌ, 

Then he (al->mdᴳ]lᶌ) repented from confessing the [Joᴳn]tìfᶌ] creed of Divine Justice and the 
created QolÝᶁh in the grand mosque of Basra on Friday. [He then] ascended upon a chair 
and announced at the top of his voice: ßthose who have recognized me, then they know [of] 
me, but those who do not recognize me, I shall let them know who I am: I am such and such. 
I used to confess that the QolÝᶁh is created, that God is not visible to our eyes, that I am the 
doer of my evil acts. But, I [hereby] repent, relinquishing [Joᴳn]tìfᶌ] creed... [and I hereby 
embark] to refute the Joᴳn]tìf]d, exposing their scandals and faultsà+113  

 

The theology of >mdᴳ]lᶌ proved controversial even during his lifetime; it was readily 

noticed and opposed by contemporary Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theologians, as well as traditionalist Sunhᶌs, 

especially ϕ]h^]fᶌs. In the face of such resistance, and owing to his numerous followers, 

>mdᴳ]lìmg rapidly spread beyond its original home in ?]cd`ᶁ`: to the east into Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ circles 

of Persia and west Hdilᶁmᶁh Ú and even as far as al-Pdᶁsh (Tashkent) in Transoxania. 

Westward, >mdᴳ]lìmg would eventually become a pivotal doctrine in Jᶁfìeᶌ centres of the 

Maghreb.114 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ's biographers agree on the prolific nature of >mdᴳ]lᶌ's scholarship. His chief 

^ìicl]jdal F^h ᴳ>mᶁkir (d. 571/1175) recounts the names of around one hundred of >mdᴳ]lᶌ's 

books Ú and, even concedes to a report that they were up to three hundred odd volumes.115 

                                                           
112 Outlining the wayward groups of his time, al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ ibbalm ] nah-fold division of Muslim sects in his J]kᶁfᶁn 
al-'Islamiyᶌn. He writes: 'the Muslims have [been] divided into ten types: the Pdᶌᴳ]) Hd]lŨíᶌm) Jolíì$]) Jo$n]tìfᶌ, 
Jahmaites, μìlᶁlᶌ) Eom]shᶌs, the Commoners (al-'amma), the traditionalists (AДdᶁ^ ]f-Eᶁ`ᶌnd& ]h` nda Hoffᶁ^ᶌ, 
]mmi_ì]nam ib >^` >ff]d ^ìh Hoffᶁ^ ]f-QaООᶁn'. See al-$>mdᴳ]lᶌ) >fᶌ ̂ ìh ÜFmgᶁᴳᶌf) J]kᶁfᶁn ]f-'Islamiyeen wa ikhtilaf al-
Mussallin,Saida: al-Maktaba al-'Asriya, 2009, p.25.  
113 Al-K]`ᶌg)  al-Fihrist, v.1, pp.648Ú649. Quoted by Bashar Awwad Marouf in "Biographies of >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-
Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ ohnìf nda eighth century AH." In al-Jadhwa, v.1, April 2003. 
114 J]e`ìmì) Dailca Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ ]h` nda >mdᴳ]lᶌnam ìh Fmf]gì_ Oafìcìiom Eìmnils FÝ Studia Islamica, No. 17 (1962), pp. 37 
Ú 80. 
115Ibn G>mᶁeìl, Q]^sᶌh) j+ .03+ F^h ᴳ>mᶁeìl cìpam nqi labalah_am ni dìm miol_am7 nda bìlmn ìm >mdᴳ]lᶌ$m ^iie al-'Amad  
( a work on the problem of visibility) wherein around seventy books which he authored  before the year 320/932 
(i.e. four years before his death) ]la h]ga`+ Qda ma_ih` ìm F^h Cᶙrak 's (d. 406/1015) Addendum, a list of twenty 
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But despite his impressive theological output, the claim that he eventually resorted to 

traditionalist theology, especially Hanbalᶌ, provoked a major debate in >mdᴳ]lᶌ studies. At the 

heart of this controversy is one of the few of >mdᴳ]lᶌ's works that have reached us. The book 

is entitled al-ÝF^ᶁh] aGn ÜoДᶙf al-`ìsᶁna (elucidation of the principles of religion), and in it 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ seems more inclined towards traditionalist theology Ú to the extent it is 

irreconcilable with his other works, in particular al-LumaG.116 >mdᴳ]lᶌ, then, emerges in Islamic 

intellectual history as a scholarly personality split in half. This unresolved final-doctrine of 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ left the door open for interpretation, and for opposite sects to claim him as their own 

Ú something that will have significant bearings in later perception of >mdᴳ]lᶌ by its Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

counterpart.  

Compared to Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ, >mdᴳ]lᶌ had a more controversial and turbulent intellectual life. 

As already noted, al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ saw himself as a delineator of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s theology in its true 

spirit; his theology was founded on that of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], and the fact that the name of al-

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ is found in the chain of transmission of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s creedal canons is further 

affirmation of this fact.117 Therefore, affiliates with the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ school have been  almost 

completely followers of the ϕ]h]bᶌ School of law, which continues to the present day. On the 

other hand, >mdᴳ]lìmg enjoyed a more diverse following. Ibn G>mᶁeìl's Q]^sᶌn includes 

biographies of the prominent >mdᴳ]lᶌs of the first five generations (Оabaqᶁn) after his death in 

324/935. Of the eighty one of >mdᴳ]lᶌ's students and followers towards the end of the second 

half of the sixth/twelfth century, only two are confirmed as ϕ]h]bᶌm by Ibn G>mᶁeìl, while the 

                                                           
six books he authored in the subsequent four-sa]l jalìi`+ F^h ᴳ>mᶁeìl ]``m ndlaa bolndal nìnfam ni nda fìmn+  Fh 
addition to six books from Ibn al-K]`ᶌg$m fìmn) nda nin]f hog^al ib qilem ]nnlì^ona` ni >mdᴳ]lᶌ ìm ]lioh` iha 
hundred and six. See: McCarthy, Richard J. The theology of al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ) Beyrouth: Imprimerie Catholique, 1953, 
pp.211-230.  
116 The ÜF^ᶁh] has been controversial among Muslim and western scholars alike. The arguments range from 
`io^nìhc ìnm ]ondilmdìj ^s >mdᴳ]lᶌ %J_@]lnds) .620) j+/0/&8 moccamnìhc nd]n nda Luma' and the ÜF^ᶁh] were 
targeting different audiences, the Mu'tazilis and the ϕanbali traditionalist respectively (Michel Allard's 
argument accepted by W. Watt, in Watt, Formative, p.306). Among Muslim scholars, the debate was mostly over 
when the ÜF^ᶁh] q]m ]ondila` ^s >mdᴳ]lᶌ ìh nda _ihnìhoog ib dìm ìhnaffa_no]f `apafijgahn) ]h` qdandal da `ìa` 
on the creed of the traditionalists, i.e. dismissing the engagement in k]fᶁg) or that he wrote it once he 
relinquished his Mu'tazilism, dating his more speculative works towards the end of his life. Another argument 
is found in  Wahba S. Ghawji, Nathra 'ilmiya fi nisbat eìnᶁ^ al-ÝF^ᶁh] G]gì$odo $ìf] ]f-Fgᶁg Abi al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ) 
Beirut: Dar ibn Hazm, 1989, whereby Ghawji doubts the attribution of the book of ÜF̂ᶁh] ni >mdᴳ]lᶌ ìh ìnm _ollahn 
version. 
117 Al-E]^]mdì) >^` >ffᶁd ^+ Muϖammad GᶁgìÝ ]f-mdolᶙϖ wal-ϖawashi, >^ᶙ Ad]^ᶌ: al-J]íg]Ý ]f-Thaqafi, 2004, 
p.1327; al-H]qnd]lᶌ) ĐFhnli`o_nìihĐ ni >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s al-'Alim wa al-muta'allim. On the theology of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], see 
Watt, Formative, pp.131-134.  
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rest are mostly Pdᶁbìᴳᶌs, and to a lesser extent Jᶁfìeᶌs. If jurisprudential affiliation was 

omitted, early >mdᴳ]lᶌs are either traditionalists or Sᶙbᶌs.118  

Another noteworthy comparative observation is the two school's divergent attitude 

towards the science of k]fᶁg. As already noted, traditionalist ϕanafism was reserved towards 

the use of k]fᶁg Ú this also resonated in Transoxania, the home of ϕanafism's foremost 

theologians. On the use of k]fᶁg by the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, >^ᶙ l-Yusr al-?]t`]qᶌ (renowned early 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologian) 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.'119 Therefore, the ϕ]h]bᶌm had a greater interest in 

jurisprudence and they strongly believed in the adherence to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] in theoretical and 

practical (theological and jurisprudential) aspects of the law. Their view of a "theological 

system" has at its heart the spirit of commentary. Al-Nasabᶌ, having named prominent ϕ]h]bᶌ 

scholars going back to Muϖammad al-Pd]s^ᶁhᶌ (d. 189/805) Ú >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s foremost student 

Ú as having the same sound theology of ahl al-sunna wal-í]gᶁᴳ], suggests in his TabДira that if 

there had been only al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ, he would have sufficed for all of them.120 >^ᶙ al-Yusr argues 

on the reason for writing his major work of e]fᶁg: that had the Book of Monotheism by al-

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ not been long and impenetrable in parts, he would have been contented with it.' 121 

Although >mdᴳ]lᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ were contemporaries, no evidence points to them 

meeting each other. The obscurity of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and his early followers is understandable, if 

not justified, from the Iraqi-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ standpoint. While Jᶁnolᶌ`ism was confined to ϕ]h]bᶌ 

circles of Transoxania, >mdᴳ]lìsm was closely associated with both Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ and Jᶁfìeᶌ schools 

of law and came in a time when Iraqi ϕanafism showed theological inclinations that were at 

least problematic and controversial from a traditionalist Pohhᶌ standpoint. This is reflected 

in >mdᴳ]lᶌ's own view of ϕanafism, which will be discussed in the next section on early >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

view on ϕ]h]bᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌᶌ̀ theology.  

                                                           
118 F^h ᴳ>mᶁeìl) Q]^sᶌh, pp.177-330. 
119 Al- ?]t`]qᶌ) >^ᶙ al-Yusr UДᶙf al-Aᶌh (edited by Hans Peter Lans), Cairo: al-Maktaba al-Ü>tdᶁlìss] fìf-turath, 
2003, p.15.  
120 >^ᶙ al-Yusr, p.471. 
121 >^ᶙ al-Yusr, p.14. 
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1.2 Classical >mdᴳ]lìsm and ϕ]h]bᶌ Theology: Early Encounters 

 

1.2.1 Fourth/Tenth Century 

>^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ was critical of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], and more so of the ϕ]h]bᶌm of his 

time.  He considered him to be a JolíìÝ (lit. postponer)  because of his definition of faith (ìgᶁh) 

as merely knowledge (maGrifa) and confession ($ìklᶁr), to the exclusion of actions which were 

postponed, or "put after", faith.122 This definition is especially problematic for >mdᴳ]lᶌ as it 

did not necessitate ßl]nìih]f justificationà on the part of the believer Ú according to >mdᴳ]lᶌ, 

it is abstract belief without substantiation (bᶌ al-íogf] ^ì`ᶙh ]f-n]bmᶌr).123 He even relates a 

report in his Maqᶁfᶁn whereby a Joᴳn]tìfᶌ by the name of GUmar al-Pdìgtᶌ124 questions >^ᶙ 

ϕ]hᶌb] over his concept of ìgᶁh. One of the questions is whether >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] would consider 

a believer the person who confesses belief in the Islamic oblìc]nìih ib jìfclìg]ca ni nda H]ᴳba, 

but is not sure if it is in the city of Mecca or elsewhere; >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] answered in the 

affirmative. >mdᴳ]lᶌ, then, points out other related formulations by >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]: that 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 of 'irjᶁ' was commonly attributed to >^ᶙ 

ϕ]hᶌb] and ϕ]h]bᶌm in the early Classical period.125 The Joᴳn]tilah objected to the above 

definition of ìgᶁh as it implicated that the 'grave sinner' (murtakib al-kabᶌra) was a believer, 

who they held to be in an intermediary state (one of the five pillars of Joᴳn]tìfᶌ doctrine).126 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ gives six opinions of the Joᴳn]tilah concerning the meaning of ìgᶁh, and all of them 

                                                           
122 $FlíᶁÝ in Islamic thought refers to at least three different meanings. The first, perhaps earliest, was put forward 
by al-ϕasan b. Muϖammad b. al-ϕanafiyya who used $ìlíᶁÝ ni ga]h Üputting >Gfᶌ %MlijdanÝm _iomìh& `iqh ni 
fourth place in succession to Prophet Muϖammad.Ý The other two, as al-Pd]dl]mnᶁhᶌ (d. 548/1153) explained, 
are to 'postpone' or 'delay', and it applies to putting human actions after faith (iman) and assent (taД̀ ᶌk). The 
last sense of $ìlíᶁÝ is that of 'giving hope', articulated in the assertiih nd]n Üwhere there is faith, sin does no harm' 
(Watt, Formative, p.120; al-Pd]dl]mnᶁhᶌ, Milal, v.1, p.139).  
123 >mdᴳ]lᶌ) J]kᶁfᶁn) p.119. 
124 A student of Amr b. 'Ubayd (was one of his scribes) and Wasil b. 'Ata' (Ad]d]^ᶌ, Siyar, v.6, p.105; Ibn Makula, 
al-'ikmal fi raf' al-'irtiyab 'an al-mu'talif wa al-mukhtalif min fi al-asma' wa al-kuny wa al-'alqab, edited by Abd al-
Raϖgᶁh al-Yamani and Nayif al-Abbasi, Hyderabad: Majlis da'irat al-ma'arif al-'Uthmaniya, 1963, v.4, p.532).   
125 Gimajd DìpihsÝm mno`s mhows how Murji'a developed from being a political movement which aligned itself 
with orthodoxy and the Omayyad political order (contra Kharijaites, Pdᶌᴳ] and Qadarites) to articulation by the 
theological school of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and his associates (Givony, Joseoph, The Murji'a and theological school of >^ᶙ 
ϕ]hᶌb], PhD thesis, Durham University, 1977). Later Muslim heresiographers called this the Early Murji'a, to set 
ìn ]j]ln blig f]nal dalanì_]f Jolíì$] ma_nm+ Rhnìf nda nìga ib >mdᴳ]lᶌ Ú possibly even until the end of the 
fourth/tenth century Ú designating >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and his associates as a Murji'a sect was commonplace. This will 
_d]hca ]gihc nda f]nal >mdᴳ]lᶌs as will be shown below. 
126 Al-K]`ᶌg nio_dam ih nda _ihnlipalms ^anqaah nda Jolíì$] ]h` nda Jo$n]tìf]7 the Murji'a, while maintaining 
the Mu'tazila as believers, considered them to be grave sinners (hum mu'minᶙn muslimᶙn lᶁkinnahum fussᶁq) (al-
K]`ᶌg) Fihrist, v.1, p.556). 
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agree on defining it as "the fulfilment of religious duties", and exclude knowledge or assent 

from it.127  The traditionalists were also critical of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb].128 In fact, their doctrine Ú as 

articulated by Aϖmad b. Hanbal Ú was the exact contrary to ϕ]h]bᶌs. According to Ibn Hanbal: 

ìgᶁh is words and acts (k]qfoh q] ᴳamal), increases and decreases (yazᶌd wa yanqus) and that 

faith of a person can be superior than that of another.129 >mdᴳ]lᶌ pronounced allegiance to 

Aϖmad b. Hanbal's theology in his ÜF^ᶁna,130 and Ú as such Ú held the traditionalist definition 

of ìgᶁh.131  

Given this is a study of the relation between >mdᴳ]lᶌ and ϕ]h]bᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ `i_nlìham, 

the fact the founder of >mdᴳ]lìsm made ϕ]h]bᶌm a subset of the Murji'a in his book of 

heresiography is significant. 132 While clearly critical of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s views on faith, >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

was possibly specially referring to the ϕ]h]bᶌm of his time. In fact, at the end of the concerned 

entry, da nolhm ni nda Dd]mmᶁniya Ú a sect which replaces ϕ]h]bᶌm as the more proper subset 

of Murji'a among later >mdᴳ]lᶌ heresiographers.133 >mdᴳ]lᶌ writes: 'and as for Dd]mmᶁh and 

most of the followers of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], they narrate from their predecessors that faith is 

confession, love of God, glorification and fear of Him, and refrain from disparaging his right; 

and that it does not increase or decrease.'134 In terms of this definition, ßmost of the followers 

of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]à here may well have been intended by >mdᴳ]lᶌ to refer to the Dd]mmᶁhiya and 

contemporary ϕ]h]bᶌs (and not ϕ]h]bᶌm ìh absolute terms). That the followers of Dd]mmᶁh 

attributed their definition of faith to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] is clear enough from >mdᴳ]lᶌ's statement. It 

seems that >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s image of orthodoxy was marred by the existence of a mix of Joᴳn]tìfᶌ 

]h` JolíìÝ] ma_nm (mo_d ]m J]lᶌsiyya135 and K]ííᶁlìss]d136)  whose affiliation with ϕ]h]bᶌ law 

                                                           
127  Qda Joᴳn]tìf]d differed over the ramifications of this assertion in terms of division of sins into minor and 
major (al-Naффᶁm for example saw faith as the avoidance of major sin) and the distinction between faith in God 
(iman billah) and faith for God (iman lillah& %>mdᴳ]lᶌ) J]kᶁfᶁn) pp.211-214). 
128 >^ᶙ ]f-Nᶁsim Hibatu Allah al-Lalakᶁ$ᶌ (d. 418/1072) exposition of the traditionalist creed strongly condemns 
the Murji'a, esp. >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] %]f-I]f]eᶁ$ᶌ, >^ᶙ al-Nᶁmìg Hibatu Allah, Sharϖ UДᶙf I'nìkᶁ` ahl al-sunna wa al-jamᶁ'a, 
Dar Tayba, Sa'udi Arabia, 9 v., 2010, v.5, pp.1058-1169). 
129 Watt, Formative, p.123. 
130 >mdᴳ]lᶌ) >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-ÝF^ᶁh] Ü]h UДᶙf al-diyana Beirut: Dar Ibn Zaydun, [undated], p.9. 
131 >mdᴳ]lᶌ) ÜF^ᶁh]) p.11, J]kᶁfᶁn, p.229; Madelung, W., "Early Pohhᶌ doctrine concerning faith as reflected in the 
eìnᶁ^ al-iman of >^ᶙ 'Ubaid al-Nᶁmìg b. Sallam (d. 224/839)", Studia Islamica XXXII, Paris, 1970, pp.233-354.  
132 >mdᴳ]lᶌ) J]kᶁfᶁn) p.119.  
133 To be discussed in the next section. 
134 >mdᴳ]lᶌ) J]kᶁfᶁn) p.119. 
135 Followers of Bishr b. Ghiyath al-J]lᶌmᶌ (d. 218/833). It was said that most of tda Jolíì$] ib ?]cd`ᶁ` qala dìm 
followers. He was a student of >^ᶙ Vᶙmob %>mdᴳ]lᶌ) J]kᶁfᶁn) 120; al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ, farq, 202; al-ÝFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ) >^ᶙ al-
Muфaffar al-TabДᶌl fi al-Aᶌh wa tamyiz al-firqa al-najiya an firaq al-halikin, ed. M. Z. al-H]qnd]lᶌ) @]ìli7 ]f-Maktaba 
al->tdᶁlìss]) .665) j+52&+  
136 Al-ϕusain b. Muϖammad al-K]ííᶁl %`+ /0-,511&8 his followers were also known as ϕom]shìss] %>mdᴳ]lᶌ) 
J]kᶁfᶁn) p.117; al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ, farq) j+/-48 Fmb]lᶁ$ᶌhᶌ, Tabsir, p.86). Considered an associate of al-J]lᶌmᶌ (footnote by 
H]qnd]lᶌ Fh ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ) tabsir) j+53&+ J]`afohc$m ]mmalnìih nd]n K]ííᶁlìss] q]m Ú 'like the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌss] Ú a 
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was well established. >mdᴳ]lᶌ's book al-ÝF^ᶁh], already mentioned, gives another indication of 

the man's attitude towards >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]. In the course of his discussion on the gravity of 

upholding the doctrine of the created QolÝᶁh, he cites four reports accusing >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] of it. 

In two of them >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] is apparently disowned by his g]mnal %E]ggᶁd b. Abᶌ Pof]sgᶁh) 

for holding the heretical view that the QolÝᶁh was created.137 Interestingly, unlike >mdᴳ]lᶌ, al-

H]ᴳ^ᶌ (a prominent Joᴳn]tìfite contemporary of >mdᴳ]lᶌ) Ú having considered two of >^ᶙ 

ϕ]hᶌb]'s immediate students as Joᴳn]tilah Ú does not attribute 'I nGìtᶁl to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb].138 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ's earliest followers may well have shared his critical view on >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]. As 

already suggested, early >mdᴳ]lᶌs were almost entirely Pdᶁbìᴳᶌs, Jᶁfìeᶌs or traditionalists 

(AДdᶁ^ al-ϕ]`ᶌnd). Ibn G>mᶁeìl reports of a ϕ]h]bᶌ by the name of >^ᶙ NaДr al-WᶁGiф who was a 

contemporary of >^ᶙ Sahl al-Гoᴳfᶙeᶌ (d. 369/979), a prominent student of al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ.139 Al-

WᶁGiф changes from the school of ra'y (ϕanafism) to the school of ϖ]`ᶌnd (presumably 

PdᶁbìÝìsm) after seeing a dream of the Prophet personally visiting al-Гoᴳfᶙkᶌ and praising the 

school of ϖ]`ᶌnd.140 Towards the end of the fourth/tenth century, >^ᶙ Bakr al-?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ (d. 

403/1012) was particularly unimpressed by >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and had reportedly said, 'I conclude 

of his (>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]) error in nine-tenths of his madhhab... and [of] the remaining tenth he is 

on equal footing with his opponents Ú perhaps they [even] surpass him in it.'141  ?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ Ú a 

                                                           
specifically ϕ]h]bᶌ school of k]fᶁg' (Madelung, Spread, p.113) should be read with caution. In terms of 
prevalence of ϕ]h]bᶌm among their ranks, a similar claim could be made about the Mu'tazilah. Compared with 
Najariyya, Jᶁnolᶌ`ìsm was consciously Ú and almost entirely Ú founded on the trasmitted texts that are 
attributed to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]+ Eiqapal) K]ííᶁlìss] ]claa` qìnd nda Jo$n]tìf] nd]t the NolÝᶁh was created and the 
negation of the Divine attributes; they defined faith as knowledge of God, His messengers, and religious duties 
and confession. It increases but does not decrease (al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ, farq, p.208).  Extant evidence does not refer to 
al-K]ííᶁl$m ϕanafism except his association with al-J]lᶌmᶌ. Al-Muk]``]mᶌ   (cited by Madelung) mentions that 
the people of the Mountainous Region (inc. al-Rayy, Hamadᶁn and Isfahᶁn) were either excessive ϕanbalites or 
$arnlagìmn K]ííᶁlìss] qdi ]m_lì^a `isbelief to the [rightly] guided sects' (Muq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan, v.1, p.384). (It is also 
odd that ardent ϕ]h]bᶌ fìea Jok]``]mᶌ `iam hin labal ni ndaìl ϕanafism). Qda K]ííᶁlìss] qala mjfìn ìhni `ìbbalahn 
groups each of which accused the other of disbelief (al-Bacd`ᶁ`ᶌ, farq, j+/-4&+ Tdìfa Dd]mmᶁhìss] g]s ^a 
considered akin to Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌss]) it seems nda m]ga _iof` hin ]jjfs ni K]ííᶁlìss]) qdi >mdᴳ]lᶌ dalamìicl]jdalm 
describe as Murji'a or Mujbbira, and Hanafi-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm `am_lì^a ]m Jo$n]tìf]h. 
137 The other reports are: >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s grandson Omar b. ϕ]ggᶁ` b. >^ᶌ ϕ]hᶌb] heard his father telling him 
that >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] was trialled over the Khalq al-NolÝᶁh; and the last is on how it took >^ᶙ Vᶙmob two month of 
continued debate with >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] until the latter disavowed the doctrine of khalq %>mdᴳ]lᶌ) ÜF^ᶁh]) p.29). Modern 
ϕ]h]bᶌ scholar Wahba S. Ghawji (d. 2013) argued that the current ÜF^ᶁh] has been altered from the original by 
>mdᴳ]lᶌ) mja_ì]ffs ìh nda ]``ìnìih ib ndama biol lajilnm ih >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] which he also denounced as inauthentic 
(Ghawji, Naфl] $ìfgìss] bì hìm^]n eìnᶁ^. al-ÝF^ᶁh], pp.21-30). 
138 Al-H]Ý^ᶌ relates that when >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] was told that Zufar is a Qadarite (archatype of Mu'tazila) he said: 'leave 
him, do not argue with him as [engagement in] law (Fiqh) will bring him back' (al-H]Ý^ᶌ) ßJ]kᶁfᶁnà Fh Faνl al-
ÜFÝnìtᶁf, pp.196-199).  
139 Ibn G>mᶁeìl, Q]^sᶌh, p.183. 
140 Ibn G>mᶁeìl, Q]^sᶌh, p.186. 
141 Reported in al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ, >^ᶙ Eᶁgì` al-J]hedᶙf gìh n]Ýfìk]n ]f-UДᶙf (edited by Muϖammad H. Hito), Damascus: 
Dar al-Fikr, 1980., p.439.  
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follower of Jᶁfìeᶌ law and most influential Amdᴳarite after >mdᴳ]lᶌ Ú seems to have continued 

his master's interest in E]h^]fᶌ theology142 as well as his disparaging of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb].     

1.2.2 Fifth/Eleventh Century 

Laxer attitudes towards ϕanafism begin to be noticed in the writings of leading 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ masters in the fifth/twelfth century .143 >^ᶙ Bakr Ibn Cᶙl]e Ú who dies shortly after 

?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ in 406/1015 Ú shows a contrasting attitude to the latter. He even composed a 

commentary on >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s al-ᴳľlim wa al-gon]ᴳallim (the Learned and the Learner) in which 

he praises >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým 'advantageous knowledge in theology (tawϖᶌ`) and his merits in it 

over other leaders of Religion.'144  More importantly, the expression denoting Pohhᶌ 

orthodoxy, ahl al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ], begins to include both schools of Ra'y and ϕ]`ᶌnd.145 

Another early example of that is given by renowned >mdᴳ]lᶌ theologian AGbd al-Qᶁdìl al-

?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ (d. 422/1031). After outlining the seventy-two wayward sects of Islam, GAbd al-

Qᶁdìl says:  

As for the thirty-seventh sect, it is ahl al-Sunna wa al-G]gᶁᴳ], of the two parties, al-Ra'y and 
al-ϕ]`ᶌnd.' The saved sect (al-firqa al-hᶁjiya) contains the greater lot of Muslims, and [is] 
made up of 'the associates of Mᶁlik, al-Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ, >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], al->qt]ᴳᶌ) ]f-Qd]qlᶌ and Ahl al-
уᶁhir (Literalists).146  

>mdᴳ]lᶌs commonly debated with the ϕ]h]bᶌm but mainly in their capacity as followers of 

a different school of law Ú namely Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ or Jᶁfìeᶌ Ú and over matters of the principles of 

jurisprudence (ÜoДᶙf al-fiqh).147 AGbd al-Qᶁdìl al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ is said to have written a rebuttal of 

                                                           
142 Khalid K. 'Allal argues that ?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ did so to avoid persecution by Caliph al-Qᶁ`ìl qdi ah`ilma` 
traditionalimg+ Ea ]fmi oma` nda nìnfam Jᶁfìkᶌ ]h` Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ in addition to ϕ]h^]fᶌ, but never ϕ]h]bᶌ ('Allal, Khalid 
K., al-'azma al-'aqidiyya bayna al-Asha'irah wa Ahal al-Eᶁ`ᶌnd edìf]f ]f-qarnayn 5-6 al-hijriyayn, Algeria: Dar al-Fgᶁg 
Malik, 2005, p.15). 
143 Prior to the appointment of Niфᶁm al-Mulk as Grand Vizier the Seljuk Alp Arsalᶁn and his successor Malik 
Shᶁh I (between 456/1064 and 485/1092), >mdᴳ]lᶌm were politically persecuted. Toward the end of Bᶙyid 
`igìh]nìih ìh ?]cd`ᶁ`) ]f-Qᶁ`ìl %`+ 1//,.-0.& ahbil_a` ] nl]`ìnìih]fìmn pìaq ib ndaifics) ]h` nìcdtened the grip 
over both >mdᴳ]lᶌm and the Mu'tazilah (Maghzawi, M., al-bu'd al-siyasi fi intishar al-madhhab al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ bì ]f-mashriq 
al-'islami wa maghribih, Algeria: Kunuz al-ϕikma, 2011, p.13). At Ghazna, Maϖgᶙ` ^+ P]^]en]eᶌn who enjoyed 
authonomy from central >^^ᶁmì` rule was similarly intolerant of theology, and even personally debated with 
Ibn Cᶙl]e (Ad]d]^ᶌ, Siyar, v.17, p.487; Ibn G>mᶁeìl, Q]^sᶌh) p.233). However, the most serious challenge to the 
existence of the >mdᴳ]lᶌm was during the ministry of G>gᶌ` ]f-Mulk al-Hìh`]lᶌ (d. 457/1065) who Ú beginning in 
the year 447/1055 Ú officially sanctioned cursing  the >mdᴳ]lᶌm (along with the Pdᶌᴳ]) flig jofjìnm ìh Hdilᶁmᶁh 
]h` Kᶌmᶁ^ᶙl (Ibn G>mᶁeìl, Q]^sᶌh) p.108; Maghzawi, al-bu'd al-siyasi, p.15). This continued until the appointment 
Niфᶁg al-Mulk ( in 456/1064) as Grand Vizier who was a great partron of the >mdᴳ]lᶌm. 
144 Ibn Cᶙl]e, Sharϖ al-'alim wa al-muta'allim (ed. Aϖmad al-Sayih & Tawfiq Wahba), Cairo: Maktabat al-Thaqafa 
al-Diniyya, 2009, p.24. 
145 >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al->mdᴳ]lᶌ$m extant works indicate orthodoxy to be exclusive to the traditionalist doctrine of 
Aϖmad. b. ϕanbal %>mdᴳ]lᶌ) J]kᶁfᶁn, pp.226-229). 
146 Al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ, farq, pp.26-28. >^ᶙ ]f-Muфaffar al-Isfar]$ᶌhᶌ %`+ 14.,.-45& cìpam nda m]ga `abìhìnìih %ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ) 
Tabsir, .2&+ Lh ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ maa F^h >m]elì) Q]^sᶌh, p.276. 
147 Al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ's al-Mankhᶙl contains what could be seen as a rebuttal of ϕ]h]bᶌ jurisprudence. 
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>^ᶙ ÜFmgᶁᴳᶌl al-Golíᶁhᶌ's book on "the merits of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s madhhab", presumably over that 

of Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ.148 A similar anti-ϕ]h]bᶌ work was also composed by prominent >mdᴳ]lᶌ >^ᶙ al-

J]ᴳᶁfᶌ al-Goq]shᶌ (d. 478/1085).149 Their scholarly rivalry Ú nevertheless Ú was not free from 

mutual tolerance.150 Qᶁí al-Aᶌh al-Po^eᶌ (d. 771/1369) further reports of two debates between 

>^ᶙ ÜFmϖᶁk ]f-Pdᶌlᶁtᶌ (famous >mdᴳ]lᶌ scholar) and prominent ϕ]h]bᶌ qᶁνᶌ Muϖammad b. G>fᶌ 

al-Damagdᶁhᶌ (d. 478/1058).151 The latter is described by Ibn G>mᶁeìl as a rival of al-Kiyᶁ al-

Harrᶁmᶌ, prominent >mdᴳ]lᶌ who was even favorably compared to his contemporary al-

Dd]tᶁfᶌ (d. 505/1111).152 When al-E]llᶁmᶌ died in 504/1110, his funeral was attended by al-

Damagdᶁnᶌ and al-W]sh]^ᶌ Ú according to Ibn G>mᶁeìl: chief ϕ]h]bᶌm of the time Ú and recited 

eulogies.153 Ibn >Gmᶁeìl also reports of a question put to al-Damgdᶁhᶌ (who probably 

subscribed to traditionalist ϕanafism154) about 'a group of people which approves the cursing 

of the sect of the >mdᴳ]lᶌs and considers them to be disbelievers.' Al- A]gcdᶁhᶌÝm answer was: 

 The >mdᴳ]lìyya are the notables (]yGᶁn) of the Sunna and champions of Pd]lᶌᴳ]. They stood 
up to respond to heretics Ú the Qadariyya, al-Rᶁbìνa and others. Whoever defames them, 
defames Ahl al-Sunna. And if the matter reaches the ruler, it is incumbent upon him to 
discipline him (the defamer) in a suitably deterring manner.155  

The heretical charges against >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] Ú especially concerning 'ìlíᶁÝ and his views on 

faith were revisited. Ibn Cᶙl]e Ú in his commentary on al-ᴳľfìg q] ]f-gon]ᴳallim156 Ú 

distinguishes between two senses of 'ìlíᶁÝ.  Commenting on >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s contention that the 

self-named Murji'a are upholders of the right way, he says, 

                                                           
148 Ibn al-Salah, Н]^]kᶁn al-fuqaha' al-Pdᶁbìᴳìss]) ed. Muhyi al-Aᶌh Ali Najib, Dar al-basha'ir al-'islamiyya: Beirut, 2 
vs., 1992, v.2, 554. 
149 Entitled Mugith al-Khalq bì Fnnì^]Ý ]f-Ü>d]k (Kashf al-фohᶙh) v.2, p.1754). The anti-ϕ]h]bᶌ sentiments of this book 
were taken to new extremes by Fgᶁg al-E]l]g]shÝm mno`ahn Ú the famous al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ Ú who would write during 
his early scholarly years a book (modelled on Mugith al-Khalq by Fgᶁg al-Haramayn) entitled al-J]hedᶙf Ú on 
which al-Ad]d]^ᶌ m]sm7 Ü]h` ìh nda _ih_fo`ìhc j]ln ib al-J]hedᶙf crude language on a particular Fgᶁg (i.e. >^ᶙ 
ϕ]hᶌb]) I wdìmd hin ^a laja]na` dalaÝ %Siyar, v.19, p.344).  
150 >h ar]gjfa ib Ql]hmir]hì]h ìhnifal]h_a ib Pdᶁbìᴳìmg ìm _ihmì`alìhc nda Pdᶁbìᴳìnam qdi `io^na` ndaìl b]ìnd 
(al-$ìmnìndhᶁ$ bì ]f-'iman) to be heretics. Eastern ϕ]h]bᶌm who upheld this view were al-Sabthamuni al-?oedᶁlᶌ 
(H]b]qᶌ, Н]^]kᶁn, v.1, fol.163a); >^ᶙ ϕafД al-SafH]l`]lᶌ, who also ruled that doubters of faith should not be 
allowed to marry into other Sunnites (H]b]qᶌ, Н]^]kᶁn, v.1, fol.194a); and al-Wᶁdì` ]f-Saffar (H]b]qᶌ, Н]^]kᶁn, v.1, 
fol.239a). 
151 Al-Po^eᶌ) Qᶁí al-Aᶌh Abd al-Wahhab Н]^]kᶁn al-Pdᶁbìᴳìss]d ]f-kubra (edited by Mahmoud al-Tanahi and Abd al-
Fattah al-Eìfio&) @]ìli7 A]l Üìds]Ý ]f-kotob al-Ü>l]^ìss]d) Xoh`]na`Z) p+1) jj+/01-252. 
152 Ibn 'Asaki, Q]^sᶌh) 289.  
153 Ibid. 
154 Ad]d]^ᶌ, Siyar, v.18, p.485.  
155 Ibn G>mᶁeìl, Q]^sᶌh) p.332. 
156 W. Madelng seconds J. Schacht's assertion (Schacht, J, "An early Murji'a treatise: the eìnᶁ^ al-'alim wal-
muta'allim" in Oriens, XVII, 1964, p.100) that this work is an exposition of the doctrine of $FlíᶁÝ writ ten by >^ᶙ 
Jokᶁnìf al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ who attributes it to his teacher >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] %J]`afohc) T+ ßnda B]lfs JolíìÝ] ìh Hdilᶁmᶁh 
and Transoxania and the spread of ϕanafism)à Der Islam, 59, 1982, p37).  
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Know that belief [in the manner] of 'ìlíᶁÝ has been permitted by some of our predecessors 
(al-salaf) while disliked by others. Some of them divided 'ìlíᶁÝ into two types and said it 
comprises good and bad [traitsåZ XP_dif]lmZ qdi jli_f]ìg it is permissible to be labelled a 
JolíìÝ, they refer to the suspension (tawaqquf) of judgement (ϖukm) on the grave sinners Ú 
[whether they are going] to heaven or hell in a definite sense Ú contrary to the Joᴳn]tilah 
and Kharijites. They also argued: ßas deeds do no good with [the co-existence of] disbelief, 
sin does no harm with [the co-existence of] belief.à This is the maddhab attributed to Muqᶁtil 
b. Pof]sgᶁh (famous traditionalist) and those differing from the Khawᶁrij and Joᴳn]tilah 
XåZ As for Ahl al-Sunna wa al-'istiqᶁma (people of the Prophet's way and moderation) they 
said the same as the author of the book (i.e. >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]) Ú God's mercy be upon him.157  

Prominent >mdᴳ]lᶌ heresiographies from the fifth/eleventh century do not speak of 

>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] as a MurjìÝ Ú a title now acquiring exclusively heretical connotations (although 

the existence of an early orthodox Murji'a is acknowledged). The Murji'a are said to have 

become four types: three affiliates of the Qadariyya, Jahmiyya, and Khawᶁrij , and the fourth 

is the "pure Murji'a".158 The latter are defined as being the new unorthodox ìlíᶁÝ, which still 

`alìpam ìnm ga]hìhc blig ßjimnjihagahnà %il jonnìhc `aads after faith) but in the sense of 

ßwhere there is belief sin does no harmà) and seen as a distortion of the early doctrine.159 

These Murji'a are in turn divided into five sects: one of them is the Dd]mmᶁhiyya, which is 

mentioned at the end of >mdᴳ]lᶌ's entry on the ϕ]h]bᶌm in the Murji'a section of >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm 

Maqᶁfᶁn.160  Dd]mmᶁhiyya, now, became a Murji'a sect of its own.161 G Abd al-Qᶁdìl al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ's 

account of the Dd]mmᶁhiya is the following: 

These are the followers of Dd]mmᶁh the JolíìÝ who claimed 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 departed [from orthodoxy] Ú along with the Yᶙnusiyya 
(another Murji'a sect) Ú by making every attribute (khiДla) of faith a part of faith. And this 
Dd]mmᶁh claimed in his book that the statements made in it are the same as those of >^ᶙ 
ϕ]hᶌb] regarding them, and this is a mistake by him (Dd]mmᶁh) on him (>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]) because 
>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] said 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 
in it , and [finally] Dd]mmᶁh said it increases but does not decrease. 162 

Leading >mdᴳ]lᶌs of the fifth/eleventh century deemed the theology of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] as 

belonging to Pohhᶌ orthodoxy (ahl al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ]). The famous letter of defence against 

the traditionalist assault on the >mdÝ]lìss] by AGbd al-H]lᶌg al-Nomd]slᶌ (d. 465/1072) 

                                                           
157 Ibn Cᶙl]e, Sharϖ al-'Alim, pp.193-194.  
158 Shahrastᶁhᶌ, Milal, v.1, p.139. 
159 ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ) TabДᶌr, p.83. 
160 Ibid. 
161 Al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ, AGbd al-Nᶁdìl b. Нᶁhir al-TabДira al-?]cd`ᶁ`ìya (published as "eìnᶁ^ UДᶙf al-din"), Beirut: 
Manshurat dar al-'afaq al-jadida, , 1981, p.203 and Farq, j+.1-8 ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ) Tabsir, p.83; Pd]dl]mnᶁhᶌ, Milal, v.1, 
p.141. 
162 Al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ, Farq, p.203. 
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includes a refutation of the allegation that >mdᴳ]lᶌ deemed the Muslim laymen to be 

disbelievers (kufr al-ᴳ]qᶁm). Clarifying >mdᴳ]lᶌ's position, al-Nomd]slᶌ says: 'according to >^ᶙ 

al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ faith is assent and this is the madhhab of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb].'163 >mdᴳ]lᶌs in this 

period even considered >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] to be the first mutakallim of the jurists.164 They saw the 

heretical image of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and the true ϕ]h]bᶌm to be the result of false attribution of 

heretical doctrines to him. As mentioned earlier, ϕ]h]bᶌ leaning to ra'y meant they were 

more susceptible to Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theology, as well as other schools that fell out of the common 

Pohhᶌ fold. This meant the theologically-divided ϕ]h]bᶌm attracted special attention in 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ writing of this time who wanted to clear the eponymous Fgᶁg of distasteful 

accusations. >^ᶙ al-Muфaffar al-ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ puts the reason as follows:  

There appeared among the later Ahl al-Ra'y who assented (talabbasa) to something of the 
doctrines of Qadariyya and the Rawᶁfiν, by way of imitation (muqallidan fᶌhᶁ), and if he 
feared the swords of ahl al-Sunna, attributed the malicious creeds he believed in to >^ᶙ 
ϕ]hᶌb] as a disguise; and so: do not be deceived by their claims. >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] is not guilty of 
being one of them and of what they attribute to him.165  

A similar heresiographical sentiment is observed towards >mdᴳ]lᶌ in one of the leading 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ tracts of second half of the fifth/eleventh century: the book of ÜUДᶙf al-Dᶌh by 

illustrious ?oedᶁl]h ϕ]h]bᶌ >^ᶙ al-Yusr al-?]t`]qᶌ (d. 493/1099).  In it, Abu al-Yusr divides 

Muslims based on their doctrinal affiliation into seven larger sects which are in turn sub-

divided into minor groups Ú six of which are heretical.166 The seventh category is described 

by >^ᶙ al-Ysur as follows: 

                                                           
163 Al-Po^eᶌ) Нabaqat al-eo^lᶁ, v.3, p.419. 
164 Abd al-Nᶁdìl Al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ gives a chronological list of the earliest gon]e]ffìgᶌn. Of the earliest generation of 
Islam (al-Гaϖaba) he includes G>fᶌ b. Abᶌ Нᶁfì^ and G>^` >ffᶁd ^+ UGmar;  the second generation (Q]^ìᴳᶌn), Ja'far b. 
Muϖammad al-Гᶁdiq; of the early jurists, >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] ]h` ]f-Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ, followed by the latter's students al-
Muϖᶁmì^ᶌ) ]f-H]lᶁ^ᶌmᶌ, al-BuwayОᶌ ]h` A]qᶙ` ]f-IДb]dᶁhᶌ 8 ndah F^h Hoffᶁ^ %>^` >ffᶁd ^+ P]ᴳᶌ`& ]h` dìm mno`ahnm8 
al-Junayd al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ; then the Fgᶁg >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-$>mdᴳ]lᶌ %?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ, TabДira, 307-310 and farq, 363). 
ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ also lavishly praises >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]$m ndaificì_]f qilem %ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ) Tabsir, p.158). 
165 ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ) TabДᶌr, p.158. Al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ gives the same reasoning: 'nowhere in the lands of the Muslims will a 
fatwᶁ (religious ruling) be accepted from a Qadarìna) G]dgìna) K]ííᶁlìna) Hd]lŨíìte, Rᶁbìνite or anthropomorphist 
unless this gobnᶌ  (fatwa-giver) is disguised as a follower of the school (madhhab& ib Pdᶁbìᴳì il >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], and 
conceales his heretication (bid'a) on Qadar (al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ, Farq, p.158). 
166 These heretical sects are: i) the Pdᶌᴳ], who reject the succession of the first three Caliphs in Islam; ii) the 
Khawᶁrij, who wage war on doctrinal opponents; iii) the Qadariyya, who deny the qadar or God's agency in 
human deed; this group includes the Mu'tazilah, al-Zabrasha'iyya (a minor Mu'tazilᶌ sect from Marw), 
μirariyya, Bakriyya (followers of >^ᶙ Bakr al-N]fᶁhìmᶌ&) ]f-ϕusayniyya (followers of al-ϕusain b. al-K]ííᶁl) ]fmi 
known as al-K]ííᶁlìss]&) ]f-Zuhayriyya, al-Tᶙgᶌniyya and the philosophers; iv) al-Jabriyya (Compultionists who 
contrary to the Qadariyya deny human agency); this group includes al-Jahmiyya (followers of al-Jahm b. 
Г]bqᶁh& ]h` ]f-J]lᶌmᶌyya (followers of Bishr al-J]lᶌmᶌ&8 p& nda Jolíì$] %jimnjihalm) who put action after faith); 
pì& nda H]llᶁgìss]-Mujassima (Coroporealists, ascribing spatial properties to God; they were followers of 
Muϖammad ibn Karrᶁg Ú il Hìlᶁm) (>^ᶙ ]f-Yusr al-?]t`]qᶌ, UДᶙf, 249-250). 
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The madhhab of ahl al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ] is the seventh; it is the doctrine of the Jurists, 
QolÝᶁh specialists (al-Qurrᶁ'),167 Pᶙbᶌs, traditionalists (AДdᶁ^ al-ϕ]`ᶌnd). It is [also] the doctrine 
of the [Prophet's] companions and their followers (al-saϖᶁba wa al-tᶁ^ìᴳᶌn) and it is the way 
of the Prophet. >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-'>mdᴳ]lᶌ and his followers say that they are of ahl al-sunna 
wa al-í]gᶁᴳ]. The greater lot of Pdᶁbìᴳᶌs are followers of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ school (Gala madhhab al-
>mdᴳ]lᶌ) and there is no disagreement between us except over a few questions, on which 
they were wrong.168  

1.2.3 Sixth/Twelfth Century 

Distinguished Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologian >^ᶙ al-Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ's (d. 508/1114) TabДirat al-

'adilla refers to two >mdᴳ]lᶌs who had responded to the definitive Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ doctrine of taeqᶌh 

(existentiation).169 The first charge against it is that the terminology of taeqᶌh is a later 

innovation. Al-K]m]bᶌ writes,  

[The adversaries say:] this doctrine which you innovated no one spoke of it from the [time 
of] predecessors (al-salaf). Even one person said that this doctrine did not come from Iraq, 
but it came from the Heights (al-AG ᶁfᶌ) by which he means Samarqand. Some >mdᴳ]lᶌs have 
claimed that this doctrine was innovated by a group of people (Оᶁ'ifatun mina al-nᶁs) known 
as al-Zabirashᶁ'iyya, followers of a man known as >^ᶙ $ľДim al-W]^ìl]mdᶁ$ᶌ; it flourished in 
Marw after the year 400 of the Hijrah.170  

These words show the sense of uncertainty among early >mdᴳ]lᶌs (possibly from Iraq or west 

Hdilᶁmᶁh) regarding the school of Samarqand, but, they also reflect a natural >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

reaction to one of the fundamental doctrinal differences with ϕanafi-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theology (and 

will continue through the centuries). It seems that Ú towards the late fifth/eleventh century 

Ú associates of >mdᴳ]lìmg who did discuss this doctrine saw it as a heretical innovation of the 

Joᴳn]tilah or K]ííᶁlìss]d. The W]^ìl]mdᶁ'iyya mentioned above as the presumed innovator 

of the doctrine of taeqᶌh was a less-known fifth/eleventh century group of Joᴳn]tilah from 

Marw.171  Clearly, this point can be invalidated on a historical basis, which K]m]bᶌ himself 

                                                           
167 NollᶁÝ g]s ]fmi ga]h mno`ahnm ib lafìcìih+ 
168 >^ᶙ ]l-Yusr, UДᶙf, 250. 
169 Tanci, ">^ᶙ J]hДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌĐ) jj+.-2; Madelung, Spread, p.111.  
170 >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, p.405. >^ᶙ al-Yusr al-?]t`]qᶌ (d. 493/1100) mentions in his 'uДᶙf al-`ᶌh a similar account 
ib ]h >mdᴳ]lᶌ author who considered the doctrine of t]eqᶌh to be a late innovation. he says: 'and this (n]eqᶌh) is 
a major theological problem on which the >mdᴳ]lìtes wrote many books; I saw that one of them composed a 
book nearing in size to a [thickZ hina^iie ]h` m]ì` ìh ìn nd]n Đndala ]jja]la` ìh Hdilᶁmᶁh ] clioj ib 'ahl al-
ϖadᶌnd who believed that: creation (n]eqᶌh) is not the same as the created (mukawwan), existentiation ('ijᶁd) is 
not the same as existence (mawjᶙd) and that existentiation is eternal (kᶁνᶌm). This problem was addressed by 
>^ᶙ J]hДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ when dealing with the Mu'tazilite doctrine and affirmed that it is the sound opinion 
of ahl al-sunna wa al-jamᶁaG...and he is older than (came before) al-$>mdᴳ]lᶌ) ]h` ìn ìm nda `i_nlìha ib >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] 
]h` dìm mno`ahnmÝ (>^ᶙ ]l-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.77). 
171 ?]t`]qᶌ gahnìihm nda W]^ìl]mdᶁ$ìss] ]m ] clioj ib Jo$n]tìf]h who differed from mainstream Sunnism over 
the question of Divine Will. According to him, they argued: 'just as you would not say (allow) that He (God) does 
not do or is not able to do, you should not say He [does not have the prior Will].' (>^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.55). 
Bazdawᶌ attempts to refute this view, but admits that 'some later [associates] of ahl al-sunna wa al-jama'a would  
incline ni nda ijìhìih ib nda W]^ìl]mdᶁ$ìss]$ %F^ì`, p.56). 
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undertakes in the same book by tracing the doctrine back to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb].172 The second 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ mentioned by K]m]bᶌ has an even more serious assault on the concept of taeqᶌh. After 

recounting the charge of innovation mentioned by the first >mdᴳ]lᶌs in his book, >^ᶙ al-Joᴳᶌh 

continues, 

He was not satisfied with this discrediting (tashnᶌᴳ) [of 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 eternal (qᶁνᶌm) because the reason 
He (God) created the world is the Lord's bestowal (jᶙd) and [since] His bestowal is eternal, 
then the world is eternal. Next he said: ßand close to Proclus's doctrine [is] the doctrine of 
a group of peopleà, and related the doctrine which we are about (i.e. existentiation).173 

These two accounts, possibly from the end of the fifth/eleventh century, show >mdᴳ]lᶌs 

as holding a negative image of the theological school of Samarqand.174 While overly positive 

towards the theology of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], the >mdᴳ]lᶌs of this period were ironically opposed to its 

most ardent propagators in Transoxania. K]m]bᶌ answers to the claim by Muϖammad b. al-

HayДam (Karrᶁmite anthropomorphist, died first half of the fifth century AH) that the 

doctrine of taeqᶌh originated among the Hoffᶁ^ites of Samarqand and Marw by arguing that 

although ahl al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ] were at siga mn]ca biffiqalm ib F^h Hoffᶁb,175 they had 

originally drawn their theology from >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb].176  

Towards the middle of the sixth/ twelfth century, we have the prominent GAbd al-H]lᶌg 

al-Pd]dl]mnᶁhᶌ (d. 548/1153) who attempts to settle the issue of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s 'FlíᶁÝ once and 

for all Ú elaborated in the section on Dd]mmᶁhiyya from his celebrated al-Milal wa al-Niϖal. The 

report whereby >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] is interrogated in Mecca over his definition of faith ]m Üohíomnìbìa` 

ehiqfa`caÝ (cited by >mdᴳ]lᶌ in Maqᶁfᶁn) is attributed to Dd]mmᶁh himself who used it as an 

argument to support of his own doctrine. Pd]dl]mnᶁhᶌ accuses him of falsely attributing his 

own madhhab to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]. He also rejects giving the label of "Murji'" to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb].  

                                                           
172 >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, pp.467-475. 
173 >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, p.413. 
174 The earliest mention of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ^s ] ndaificì]h blig nda >mdᴳ]lᶌ m_diif ìm nda Hìnᶁ^ al-Niфᶁgi fi UДᶙf al-Aᶌh 
by al-Cᶙl]ei (d. 478/1085). According W. Madelung (Madelung, Spread, p.111) this book contains the earliest 
mention of >^ᶙ J]hДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ìh ] hih-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ narn+ J]`afohc ^]mam his claim on a study by M. Gots in 
which this reference is quoted (Gots, M, "Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ oh` maìh Hìnᶁ^ Q]Ýqᶌfᶁn al-NolÝᶁh", Islam, XLI, 1965). Al-
Cᶙl]eìÝm ^iie d]m ]fmi ^aah oma` ìh O+ J+ Cl]he Đ?i`ìam ]h` ]nigm7 nda >mdᴳ]lᶌna ]h]fsmìmĐ) Islamic Theology and 
Philosophy, ed. M. Marmura, Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1984. The author has not personally viewed the manuscript 
(Ayasofya MS. 2378).  
175 F^h Hoffᶁ^ %>G^` >ff]d ^+ P]ᴳᶌ` ]f-QaООᶁn) `+ /1/,522& q]m ]h a]lfs Pohhᶌ mutakallim who is looked upon 
favourably by botd >mdᴳ]lᶌm and Hanafi-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm+ Joq]``]mᶌ Ú writing in the second half of the fourth/tenth 
century Ú ]bbìlgm nd]n nda ndaifics ib >mdᴳ]lᶌ d]` ]fla]`s mojalma`a` nd]n ib F^h Hoffᶁ^ %Joq]``]mᶌ) Aϖsan,  
p.37). >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh at the end of his critique of b. al-HayД]g m]sm7 $]h` F ndìhe nd]n ndas %nda Hoffᶁ^ìnam& d]pa 
[now] become extinct' (>^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, p.405). 
176 >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, p.405. 
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Pd]dl]mnᶁhᶌ says that the fact >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] had been considered a Murji' in the extant books 

of Maqᶁfᶁn (elaborations of Muslim doctrines) is because of their  authors' misreading of his 

definition of faith as ßassent by the heart and [that it] does not ih_la]ma il `a_la]maà Ú which 

they wrongly thought as necessitating ßputting deeds after faithà. The other argument 

presented by Pd]dl]mnᶁhᶌ is that  

>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] 'opposed the Qadariya and the Joᴳn]tilah of the early period (al-Гadr al-'awwal) 
and the Joᴳn]tilah) ]m qaff ]m nda T]ᴳì`ᶌ Khawᶁrij, used to label anyone who opposed them 
over the [problem] of qadar a MurjiÝ8 therefore, it is not unlikely that the title was attached 
to him %>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]& by the [wayward sects of the] Joᴳn]tilah and Khawᶁrij.' 177 

In the second half of the sixth/twelfth century, Ibn >GmᶁeìlÝm %`+ 24.,..42& Q]^sᶌh 

provides a noteworthy (albeit problematic) >mdᴳ]lᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ah_iohnal.178 By way of giving 

testimony to >mdᴳ]lᶌ's greatness as an orthodox Pohhᶌ theologian, Ibn G>mᶁeìl quotes a report 

by renowned Transoxanian ϕ]h]bᶌ scholar and judge ϕasan b. ManДᶙl, better known as Fakhr 

al-Aᶌh Qᶁνᶌ-Hdᶁh (d. 592/1196) 179 - who hailed from C]lcdᶁh] (modern Uzbekistan).  Ibn 

>Gmᶁeìl was a contemporary of Qᶁνᶌ-Khᶁn (he named him: >^ᶙ al- >G^^ᶁm Qᶁνᶌ al- AGskar) and 

introduced him as "among the chief associates of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]à (min kubarᶁ' AДdᶁ^ Abᶌ ϕ]hᶌb]). 

In it, Qᶁνᶌ-Hdᶁh says that having surveyed the existing books on the science of monotheism 

( iGlm al-tawϖᶌ`) by the philosophers and the Joᴳn]tilah, he found them to be wayward and 

erroneous. He then proposes the following:  

I have found by >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-'>mdᴳ]lᶌ (may God be pleased with him) many books in this 
art. They are nearly two hundred... Al->mdᴳ]lᶌ [had] authored a grand work defending the 
doctrine of the Joᴳn]tìf]d, as he initially believed in their doctrine. Then God showed him 
their waywardness and he departed from... [their teachings]... Most followers of al-Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ 
accept what the [eventual] doctrine of >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ settled on. The followers of 
al-Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ have written many books in accordance with the doctrines of >mdᴳ]lᶌ (ma dhahaba 
Üilayhi al-'AshG ᶁlᶌ). But some of our associates of ahl al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ] invalidated >^ᶙ al-
ϕasan al->mdᴳ]lᶌ in some problems (masᶁ'il) such as his doctrine (qawluhu) that 
existentiation (taeqᶌh) and creation (mukawwan) are one and [other] such [problems] as will 
be shown through [our following discussion] ... If one is able to identify the questions that 
>^ᶙ al-Hassan erred in and knew the error [thereof] then there is nothing wrong in looking 
into his books, as many of our associates have taken hold of his books and looked into 
them.180 

F^h ᴳ>mᶁeìl$m commentary on it is the following:  

 
                                                           
177 Pd]dl]mnᶁhᶌ, Milal, v.1, p.141; al-ľgì`ᶌ, Sayf al-Aᶌh 'Abkᶁr al-'Afkᶁr (ed. Aϖmad M. al-Mahdi), Cairo: Dar al-
Kotob wa al-T]nd]Ýìk ]f-Qawmiyya, 2004, v.5, 86. 
178 F^h ᴳ>mᶁeìl) Q]^sᶌh) pp.139-.1-+ Qᶁí al-Aᶌh al-Po^eᶌ %`+44-E& _ijìam ndìm koina from Q]^sᶌh into his Н]^]kᶁn al-
Kubra (v.3, p.377) under the title "Adìel H]fᶁg ]^ì ]f-Abbas Qadhi al-'Askar al-Hanafi" in the entry on >^ᶙ al-ϕasan 
al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ+ 
179 Al->ᴳfᶁg) v2, p.224. 
180 Ibn G>mᶁeìl, Q]^sᶌh) pp.139-140. 
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And these questions which he (the ϕ]h]bìna Nᶁνᶌ-Hdᶁh& laballa` ni `i hin `ìm_la`ìn >^ᶙ ]f-
ϕasan or ascribe him to disbelief, waywardness or heresy. And if they investigated them 
further (ϕ]kk]kᶙ ]f-k]fᶁg bᶌha) agreement will be reached, and it will be shown that 
difference over them was preconditioned upon agreement (hasiluhu al-qìbᶁk).181  

The inclusion of these statements in the canonical apology of AmdÝ]lìmg by Ibn G>mᶁeìl 

is in itself of great significance as it gives a wholly favourable attitude to the doctrine of the 

school of Samarqand by a strictly >mdᴳ]lᶌ writer from the second half of the sixth/twelfth 

century.  More importantly, tda _d]l]_nalìmnì_ Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ doctrine of taeqᶌh is now a legitimate 

ϕ]h]bᶌ theological position from a formal >mdᴳ]lᶌ standpoint.  

 

The quote is problematic, although not in an undermining way, in that it is found 

verbatim in ?]t`]qᶌÝm (d.493/1099) forward to his ÜUДᶙf al-dᶌh.182 Ibn >Gmᶁeìl may well have 

attributed the quote to the wrong author (i.e. Qᶁνᶌ-Hdᶁh). However, it is more likely that 

Qᶁνᶌ-Hdᶁh had inserted the quote form ?]t`]qᶌÝm forward to ÜUДᶙf al-dᶌh without 

acknowledging his sources. All in all, the fact Ibn G>mᶁeìl Ú the leading ϖ]`ᶌnd scholar and 

advocate of >mdᴳ]lìmg Ú was unaware of a significant Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ Classic may point to the 

limited circulation of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ texts in central Islamic regions.183  

 

However, it was not until  the end of the sixth/twelfth century that we have the first 

major >mdᴳ]lᶌ encounter with Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theology at the hands of Fakhr al-Aᶌh al-Oᶁtᶌ (d. 

606/1209). Oᶁtᶌ, a well-travelled scholar with wide-ranging scholarly interests, gives us an 

invaluable narrative of his personal encounter with chief Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians of his time, 

which he recorded as a series of sixteen scholarly disputations (Munaф]lᶁt).184 Six of them 

concerned theological problems.185 His debates have an overtone of bitter sarcasm and are 

coloured by a sense of scholarly rivalry.186 According to Oᶁtᶌ, the defining doctrines of the 

                                                           
181 Ibid, p.140. 
182 >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, pp.13-14. 
183 The quote is most probably ?]t`]qᶌÝm ]m da jligìmam ni ci ìhni indal `ìbbalah_am ^anqaah >mdᴳ]lᶌnam ]h` 
Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm) ni qdì_d da `afìpalm on later in his book.  
184 Kholeif, Fathollah, Munaф]lᶁn C]edl al-Aᶌh al-Oᶁtᶌ fi ^ìfᶁ` mᶁ warᶁ' al-nahr, Dar al-Mashreq: Beirut, [date 
unknown].  
185 Oᶁtᶌ) Munaф]lᶁn, (mas'ala 1) pp.14-17; (m. 3) pp.17-20; (m.4) pp.21-22; (m.5) pp.22-24; (m.13) pp.51-52; (m.14) 
p.53.   
186 His opinion was overtly negative of Transoxianian scholars. At ?oedᶁlᶁ, for example, he described its leading 

ϕ]h]bᶌ jurist al-Raddiy al-Naysabur (Kholeif, Munaф]lᶁn) p.7f.) as a man with a straight sense of logic.., but slow 

in understanding and dull-witted who needs to think long before uttering a few words.' Celebrated Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

ndaificì]h Kᶙl al-Aᶌh al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ of ?oedᶁlᶁ (d. 580/1184), with whom Oᶁtᶌ debated the problem of n]eqᶌh) is 
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school of the people of Transoxania (ahl mᶁ warᶁ' al-nahr) are the belief in existentiation 

(taeqᶌh) as different from creation (mukawwan), that God's true Speech (H]fᶁgu Allah) cannot 

be heard, and that God does not impose an impossible task on humans. He is strongly critical 

of all three doctrines, but more so of taeqᶌh qdì_d ]jja]lm ni d]pa ^a_iga ^s OᶁtᶌÝm nìga the 

chief doctrinal difference between the two schools.  

The only reference to >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ in Oᶁtᶌ's seminal book al-MuϖaДДal is 

on taeqᶌh.187 Oᶁtᶌ also knew >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ as a mufassir (exegete of the QolÝᶁh), 188  

and his grand n]bmᶌl contains an early reference to Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ's Ta'wilᶁt.189 There, the only 

theological dispute with the ϕanafi-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs discussed was in the context of the QolÝᶁhic 

story of God's speech with the prophet Moses.190 Whether Moses heard God's true speech or 

not, the >mdᴳ]lᶌs chose an affirmative stance, while the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs objected to the >mdᴳ]lᶌs for 

not postulating a medium through which the speech could be heard. Instead they said that 

what Moses heard was only speech through a medium and not God's true speech. Oᶁtᶌ's n]bmᶌl 

is significantly one of the earliest >mdᴳ]lᶌ works to treat Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ as equal to >mdᴳ]lᶌ in 

representing a theological split between ahl al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ].191  

 

                                                           
portrayed as an inconsistent, self-contradicting theologian who unjustifiably presented himself as the foremost 

theologian of the land.( pp.14-20, 22-24). The only scholar who Oᶁtᶌ described favourably was a student of al-

Raddiy al-Naysaburi by the name of al-Rukn al-Qazwini. Of him says al-Oᶁtᶌ 'the best and most dignified among 

his (al-O]``ìs& mno`ahnm+ Fhnalamnìhcfs da q]m nda ihfs iha ib ndag ni _d]hca ni nda Pdᶁbìᴳì m_diif %j+/1b).  
187 Discussed under the title: "the proposition that some ϕ]h]bᶌ jurists have claimed that n]eqᶌh is an eternal 
attribute of God and that the created [world] is temporal" (al-Oᶁtᶌ) Fakhr al-Aᶌh MuϖaДДal afkar al-gon]k]``ìgᶌh 
wal gon]Ý]edìlᶌh mina al-Üof]g] q]f doe]g]Ý q]f gon]e]ffìgᶌh, Cairo: al-J]n^]Ý] ]f-Husayniyya, 1323/1905., p.186). 
188 Jᶁnolᶌ`Ým Q]Ýqᶌfᶁn appears to have been in circulation through the seventh/thirteenth century Egypt. The 
prominent mufassir Shams al-Aᶌh al-Qurtubi (d. 671/1272) Ú born in Andalusia but settled in Egypt Ú mentions 
al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ìh nda _ihnarn ib fac]f ndails %]f-Qurtubi, al-jami' li 'Ahkam al-NolÝᶁh (eds. Aϖmad al-Bardouni and 
F^l]dᶌg >nbìmd&) @]ìli7 A]l ]f-Kotob al-Masriyya , [20 vols], 1964,  v.6, p.38 and v.10, p.148). 
189 Al-Oᶁtᶌ) Fakhr al-Aᶌh J]bᶁnᶌϖ al-ghayb, Beirut: Dar ÜFds]Ý ]f-Turath al-Ü>l]^ì) X0l` a`ìnìih8 0/ pifm+Z .666, v.5, 
p.316.  
190 Al-Oᶁtᶌ) J]bᶁnᶌϖ al-Ghayb, v.6, p.526; v.14, p.353; v.24, pp.492-93; v.27, p.612.   
191 J]`afohc hinam ìh dìm ahnls ßJᶁnolᶌ`ìss]à ìh Encyclopaedia of Islam (Second Edition)  that the nomenclature 
ßJᶁnolᶌ`ìmgà ìm hin jlamahn ìh m_dif]lmdìj ^abila ]lioh` nda gì``fa ib nda aìcdnd,biolnaahnd _ahnols %^abila 
the writings of al-Q]bn]tᶁhᶌ&+ Bpì`ahnfs) ndìm jlijima` ]^mah_a `iam hin ga]h nda ijìhìihm ib Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ `ì` hin 
constitute a ̀ i_nlìha harn ni nd]n ib >mdᴳ]lᶌ+ Qla]ngahn ib Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ]h` >mdᴳ]lᶌ ]m ako]f lajlamahn]nìpa ib Pohhᶌ 
orthodoxy may well have began in the Classical period Ú ]h` OᶁtᶌÝm íorn]jimìnìih ]^ipa ib ^ind m_diifm mnlihcfs 
alludes to that.   



50 

 

1.3 The Later H]fᶁg Tradition  

History of ÜFfg ]f-H]fᶁg and the Question of Periodization 

Historians of Islamic religious sciences speak of a divide between early (al-

mutaqaddigᶙh) and later (al-gon]Ý]edkhìlᶙh) theologians.192 An influential account on this 

divide is offered by famous historian Ibn Hd]f`ᶙh (d. 806/1406). As delineated in Ibn 

Hd]f`ᶙhÝm Muqaddima,193 the (otherwise mainstream) Pohhᶌ science of k]fᶁg has gone 

through the following four phases of development: 

(1) The initial phase, whereby the science of H]fᶁg ̂ acìhm ni ^a oma` Übil nda defence 

ib _laa`Ý) ]h` nda g]ìh bìcolam ib ndìm jalìi` ]la F^h Hoffᶁ^, al-Qalᶁhìmᶌ) ]f-Muϖᶁmì^ᶌ and 

culminates in the figure of al->mdᴳ]lᶌ.  

(2) The second phase ìm iha ib ÜlabìhagahnÝ Ú or laying down the rational foundations 

of a theological system. The principal pioneer of this phase is al-?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ (d. 403/1012), 

whose methodology is described by reluctance to use Aristotelian logic.  

(3) The third phase of development inaugurates with renowned theologian of Kᶌmᶁ̂ ᶙl 

>^ᶙ al-J]ᴳᶁfᶌ al-Goq]shᶌ (primary teacher of al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ). He, too, did not accept the use of 

Aristotelian logic in theological arguments. The third phase Ú culminating in al-Goq]shᶌÝm 

books al-Pdᶁgil, and its shortened version al-ÜFlmdᶁ` Ú constitutes what Ibn Khaldᶙn calls al-

О]lᶌqa al-qᶁdᶌma lil-gon]e]ffìgᶌn (the old way of theologians) as opposed to the О]lᶌk]n ]f-

Jon]Ý]edkhìlᶙh (the way of the later theologians) which Ú as Ibn Hd]f`ᶙh states Ú begins with 

al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ. Dd]tᶁfᶌ, then,  marks the ßdìmnilì_]fà divide in methodology of k]fᶁg by his 

formulation of an anti-philosophical, practical concept of logic which is permitted to serve 

in the dialectics of theology. Dd]tᶁfìan k]fᶁg Ú however Ú inaugurates a growing disputing 

fervour with the philosophers as adversaries in creed. Importantly, Ibn Hd]f`ᶙh puts al-Oᶁtᶌ 

Ú in some later accounts the real initiator  of philosophical k]fᶁg Ú as being in the same 

category of Üf]nal ndaificsÝ ]m ]f-Dd]tᶁfᶌ.194  

                                                           
192 See: Wisnovsky, Robert ßLha >mja_n ib nda >pì_ahhì]h Qolh ìh Pohhᶌ Qdaificsà Fh Arabic Sciencecs and 
Philosophy, vol. 14 (2004), pp.65-.--8 Pdìd]`a) >sg]h ß$Clig ]f-Dd]tᶁfᶌ to al-Oᶁtᶌ: 6th/twelfth Century 
Aapafijgahnm ìh Jomfìg Mdìfimijdì_]f Qdaificsà Fh Arabic Sciences and Philosophy, vol. 15 (2005) pp. 141Ú179.  
193 F^h Hd]f`ᶙh) Muqaddima, v.2, pp.210-214. 
194 Pdìd]`a `analgìham nd]n O]tìÝm Nihayat al-Üokof is the first work of theology to fully replace the method of 
inference used by previous theologians with Aristotelian logic; ÜEa (al-Oᶁtᶌ&, rather than al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ, is 
responsible for the spread of logic in later e]f]gÝ %Pdìd]`a) >sg]h) ßClig Dd]tᶁfᶌ ni Oᶁtᶌà) j+.35&+ 
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   (4) Importantly, Ibn Hd]f`ᶙh refers to an ßeven laterà clioj ib ndaificì]hm Üqdi `afpa` 

deeper into books of the philosophers and confused the subject-matter of the two disciplines 

Xjdìfimijds ]h` ndaificsZ+Ý  He speaks of how the two approaches were mixed up by the later 

theologians  Ú giving the example of the Persian al-Bayνᶁqᶌ in his Н]qᶁfìᴳ, and by later (in his 

words) non-Arab scholars (Gulama al- AGjam).195 Ibn Hd]f`ᶙhÝm dìmnils ib k]fᶁg focuses on the 

tension between the parameters of logic, philosophy and theology proper. He is Ú 

nevertheless Ú exclusively critical of nda ßapah f]nalà theologians whose theology was 

indistinguishable from the works of the philosophers.  

Another historically-significant account on the philosophical ßturnà in Muslim theology 

is offered by ] _ihnagjil]ls ib F^h Hd]f`ᶙh7 nda renowned scholar and theologian P]ᴳ` al-

Aᶌh al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ (d. 793/1390). His account on it is similar to that of Ibn Hd]f`ᶙh Ú though it 

is more descriptive and does not criticize the philosophy-laden k]fᶁg of the later scholars. 

In his commentary on al-K]m]bᶌÝm Creed, he writes: 

When philosophy was translated into Arabic and the Muslims plunged (khaνa) into it, they 
attempted to refute the Philosophers on the points in which they differed from the canon 
law (Pd]lᶌᴳ]). So they mixed with k]fᶁg much 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 in k]fᶁg most of physics and metaphysics and 
plunged into mathematics until theology was hardly to be distinguished from philosophy 
d]` ìn hin ^aah nd]n ìn ìh_fo`a` ßndìhcm ni ^a ^afìapa` ih ]ondilìnsà %al-m]gᶁiGyᶁt). This is 
the k]fᶁg of the Later Theologians (al-gon]Ý]edkhirᶙn).196 
 

Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ further spoke of a divide between early and later theologians over the 

definition, subject-matter and goal of the science of k]fᶁg. He wrote in his magnum opus 

Sharϖ al-g]kᶁДid, íomnìbsìhc nda ßjdìfimijdìtationà of theology by the later scholars,  

As some philosophical discussions (mabᶁϖith ϖikmiyya) do not break with religious creeds, 
and are not suited except for the science of k]fᶁg among the Islamic sciences, the later 
scholars (al-gon]Ý]ededìlᶙn) mixed them with the discussions of k]fᶁg for better 
elaboration of facts, and to use them as an aide for investigating thorny problems. 
Nevertheless, there is no quarrel in that the quintessence of k]fᶁg is no other than the 
studies of the divine Essence and Attributes, Prophethood, Fgᶁgate and the Hereafter, 
along with the relevant study of possibilities. Therefore, common theologians (al-qawm) 
confined [their discussion] to disproving that the subject-matter of k]fᶁg is Divine 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 of its (k]fᶁgÝm) problems, because the 
subject-matter of the science is not proven through the science itself (mawνᶙG al- iGlm la 

                                                           
195 F^h Hd]f`ᶙh) Muqaddima, p+/) j+/.1+ Fh ndìm mn]nagahn) F^h Hd]f`ᶙh q]m gimn jli^]^fs laballìhc ni ]f-ÜŨíᶌ) ]f-
T]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Pd]lᶌb al-Golíᶁhᶌ Ú all of whom flourished in the eighth/fourteenth century and were from al-
>Gí]g %Malmì] ]h` Tamnalh Hdilᶁmᶁh&+ 

196 Edgar, A commentary on the creed of islam, pp.9-10.  
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yᶙ^]ss]h bᶌhi) but is proven in a higher science until it arrives at a subject-matter whose 
existence is evident such as Being (ϖ]n] s]hn]dᶌ ilᶁ gᶁ mawνu uGhu bayna al-ndo^ᶙn q] ]f-
qoíᶙd).197  

This distinction was also adopted by Ottoman scholars. Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d (d. 968/1516) 

echoes al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ in his discourse on the difference over the subject-matter of k]fᶁg 

between the gon]Ý]edkhirᶙn and mutaqᶁνᶌmᶙn.   He writes that, 

Fnm %ÜIlm al-H]fᶁgÝs) subject-g]nnal ìm Di`Ým Bmmah_a ]h` Eìm ]nnlì^onam) ]__il`ìhc ni nda 
mutaqaddimᶙh. It is also argued that its subject-matter is being qua being. And that it is 
`ìbbalahnì]na` blig ßgan]jdsmì_mà %al-ᴳìfg ]f-ÜIfᶁdᶌ) Ú which studies absolute existence Ú in 
terms of varying goals. This is so because k]fᶁg is founded upon the principles of revelation 
(al-sharG) and metaphysics (al-ᴳìfg ]f-ÜFfᶁdᶌ) is on reason. According to the Later theologians 
(al-gon]Ý]edkhirᶙn), the subject-matter of k]fᶁg is the knowable as far as it relates to proving 
lafìcìiom _laa`m) ib _fima il fiima lafap]h_a+ Td]n ìm ga]hn ^s ÜlafìcìiomÝ) nda iha ]m_lì^a` 
to the religion of our Prophet Muϖammad peace and blessings be upon him.198 

The later Ottoman Sachalitᶁ`]d (d. 1145/1733) in his Q]lnᶌb al- RGfᶙm also differentiates 

between H]fᶁg al-No`]gᶁÝ (Theology of the Early Scholars) and H]fᶁg al-Jon]Ý]edìlᶌn 

%Qdaifics ib nda I]nal P_dif]lm&+ >__il`ìhc ni dìg nda ndaifics ib nda a]lfs m_dif]lm Ügimnfs 

consists of the disputes with other Muslim sects, especially the Joᴳn]tilah. And the writings 

in it include the book by the master >^ᶙ ÜFmϖᶁk (al-ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ; d. 418) and the book of >^ᶙ Bakr 

al-?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ+++Ý199 As for the theology of the later scholars, Sachalitᶁ`]d defines it as what 

comprises nda Ügìrìhc ib jdìfimijds ]h` its refutations.Ý200  

1.3.1.1 Doctrinal Affiliation and the Later H]fᶁg Tradition 

Qd]n ndala ]jja]la` ] Üf]nalÝ tradition (or discourse) of Islamic theology conjures up 

two sense of the term. The first is that what came to be known as the later k]fᶁg tradition Ú 

in its developed form Ú was quite different the theology of the first five centuries of Islam. 

Qdìm Ü`ìbbalah_aÝ q]m g]hìbamna` ìh nda ìhbfoah_a ]h` mo^makoahn ìh_fomìih ib jdìfimijds Ú 

i.e. in contrast with Classical k]fᶁg where it is said to be minimal, or even absent. Clearly, the 

second sense of the term is chronological Ú i.e. the tradition of Muslim theology which came 

later in time, and unavoidably includes writings that did not necessarily fit in with the 

ßphilosophicalà paradigm.  

                                                           
197 Al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ) P]Ý` al-Aᶌh Sharϖ al-g]kᶁДid (edited by Abd al-Raϖgᶁh Umayrah), ?aìlon7 Ý>f]g ]f-Kotob, 1998, 
v.1, p.184. 
198 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d Jìbnᶁϖ al-m]ᴳᶁ`] q] gìm^]d ]f-lìs]`] bì g]q`oÝ]n ]f-ᴳRfᶙg  (editor unknown), Beirut: Dar al-
Kotob al-ÜFfgìss]d) .652, v.2, p.132.  
199 P]_d]fìt]ᵺ`]d, Muϖammad b. >^ᶙ Bakr al-J]lÝ]mdì Q]lnᶌ^ ]f-ᴳRfᶙg  (edited by Mumammad b. Ismail al-Sayyid 
Aϖmad), Beirut: Dar al-?]md]Ýìl ]f-Islamiyya, 1988, p.146. 
200 Ibid. 
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The controversy over strict doctrinal affiliation with ] ßndaificì_]fà madhhab Ú as 

opposed to a variant of jurisprudence (fiqh) Ú has been noted in the Introduction. This 

uneasiness among Muslim theologians to associate with a particular school of (particularly) 

Pohhᶌ creed reaches a new climax in the literature of post-@f]mmì_]f >mdÝ]lìmg) qdì_h Ú in 

light of the above distinction between historical and philosophical senses of later e]fᶁg Ú 

appears to be a feature of the latter (philosophical) sense. Although the full exposition of this 

distinction lays beyond the scope of this study, but initial comparative observations reveal 

that while Ú on the one hand Ú stringent doctrinal affiliation with a school of theology was 

not among the guiding objectivem ib f]nal ßjdìfimijdì_]fà e]fᶁg, it was Ú on the other hand Ú 

the focal-jiìhn ib nda fìnal]nola ih nda `ìmjonam ^anqaah >mdÝ]lìmg ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg.   

Determining with precision the time-period of a philosophical ßnolhà ]h` qdandal ìn 

was universally pursued by Muslim theologians is a topic yet to be fully explored in modern 

scholarship. But, whether the later k]fᶁg tradition beings with al-Goq]shᶌ (for his early 

systemization of theology), or his student al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ (for the inclusion of logic), or al-Oᶁtᶌ 

(for his thorough engagement with philosophy), or Ú indeed Ú with Ibn Hd]f`ᶙhÝm ßapah 

f]nalà ndaificì]hm ib Malmì]h ]h` Tamn Hdilᶁmᶁh, is a case in point and a full consideration of 

the dating of later k]fᶁg deserves a separate investigation. But, as far as doctrinal affiliation 

is concerned, no doubt the philosophy-laden later k]fᶁg tradition was largely dictated by an 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ continuum of development.201 

From the seventh/thirteenth century, >mdᴳ]lᶌs produced numerous contributions to 

the later Islamic theological tradition, which were systematic, voluminous and included a 

wealth of opinions and ideas. This tradition eventually culminated in the eighth/fourteenth 

century k]fᶁg manuals of G Aνud al-Aᶌh al-ÜŨíᶌ, P]ᴳ` al-Aᶌh al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and Sayyid al-Pd]lᶌb al-

Golíᶁhᶌ Ú all of which would become standard scholastic references throughout the Muslim 

world. Leading focus of these works was the mastery of rational arguments. Furthermore, 

                                                           
201 TìmhipmesÝm /--1 ]lnì_fa ßLha >mja_n ib nda >pì_ahhì]h Qolh ìh Pohhᶌ Qdaificsà jlipì`am ] omabof ìhmìcdn 
into the influence of ontological formulations from Falsafa on Classical e]fᶁm, by tracing the adoption of the 
Avicennian distinction between essence and existence in core arguments for the existence of God put forward 
by prominent Pohhᶌ theologians. Although the study avails of a number of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ narnm %]fihcmì`a >mdÝ]lìmg&) 
presuming a universal dìmnilì_]f ]h` jdìfimijdì_]f  ßnolhà ìh Pohhᶌ e]fᶁm lag]ìhm jli^fag]nì_ %TìmhipmesÝm 
study  scrutinizes one doctrine and, more importantly, terminates with the towering figuer of al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ). 
What remains is the question of whether later theologians of the next five centuries (post-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ) in fact 
followed suit and adopted Ú in a similar fashion Ú the concerned Avicennian distinction. Furthermore, to what 
extent did later (post-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ) il apah jimn-Oᶁtᶌ& >mdÝ]lᶌs, Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, and anti- (or semi) philosophical 
theologians share a common understanding of the purpose and function of e]fᶁm Ú a+c+ `ì` nda jliib ib Di`Ým 
existence as purused in Classical e]fᶁm maintain the same central position in the dialects of post-Classical 
Islamic theology?  
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the tendency ib  ßpalìbì_]nìihà %taϖkᶌq) Ú the thorough investigation to reach the most true 

opinion on a given problem Ú was part and parcel of the internal dynamics of later (post-

Oᶁtᶌ) Muslim theology.202 

Preoccupation with philosophical inquiries, in tandem with the tendency of taϖkᶌk, 

led to a shift of focus in Pohhᶌ ndaificì_]f qlìnìhcm blig ßdefenceà ib ] j]lnì_of]l madhhab to 

the investigation of theoretical problems. Mastery of rational skills became the raison d'être 

of theological writing which Ú given its hegemony over common Pohhᶌ k]fᶁg discussions Ú 

in turn influenced the intensity and relevance of the disputes between >mdᴳ]lìsm and 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism as will be discussed in the course of this study. As such, a vital feature of later 

jdìfimijdì_]f >mdᴳ]lìsm is the general indifference to the school of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ %and indeed to 

the inherent disputes between common ϕ]h]bᶌ ndaifics ]h` >mdᴳ]lìsm), which merely 

continued an age-if` _iggih >mdÝ]lᶌ indifference to its Pohhᶌ rival.203  

Importantly, while nda a]lfìamn nla]nìmam `a`ì_]na` ni nda `a^]nam ^anqaah >mdÝ]lìmg 

and Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg (outlined below) exclusively appeared in post-Classical time, they do not 

easily fit in with the later e]fᶁg tradition in the philosophical sense (that is: part of a line of 

development otherwise dominated by philosophical >mdÝ]lìmg&+ This, to a certain degree, 

applies to a large portion of the Ottoman literature on the Disputes.  

.+0+/ >mdᴳ]lᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ Aìmjon]nìihm7 B]lfs Mlininsjam 

The focal-point of Pohhᶌ k]fᶁg is the refutation of heretical Muslim sects. In this 

sense, as far as opposition to groups such as the Joᴳn]tìf]d, the Pdᶌᴳ] and the 

anthropomorphists Ú all of whom were deemed to fall out of the fold of Pohhᶌ orthodoxy (ahl 

al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ]) Ú the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, >mdᴳ]lᶌs and Traditionalists were in broad 

agreement.204 But, the crucial point shown in the course of this survey of encounters between 

>mdᴳ]lìsm and ϕanafi-Jᶁnolᶌ`ism during the Classical period is that Ú although the ultimate 

                                                           
202 Paa7 Oio]sda^) Hd]fa` ßLjahìhc nda D]na ib Salìbì_]nìih7 Qda Cilcinnah >l]^-Islamic Florescence of the 
seventeenth @ahnolsà ìh International Journal of Middle East Studies, Vol. 38, No. 2 (May, 2006), pp. 263-281.  
203 Analysis of Classical and post-@f]mmì_]f >mdÝ]lᶌ indifference to ϕ]h]bᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg is offered in Chapters I and 
FFF lamja_nìpafs+ Qda >mdÝ]lᶌ response to Ottoman Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg which led to the _ihihìt]nìih ib ]h >mdÝ]lᶌ 
ßgìhìg]fìmn ]h` _ih_ìfì]nilsà ]nnìno`a ni nda `a^]nam ìm `ìm_omma` ìh @d]jnal FS+  
204 >^ᶙ Bakr al-'Iyᶁνᶌ (d. 361/971), prominent ϕ]h]bᶌ from the School of Samarqand, issued an anti-Mu'tazilite 
declaration which contained ten principles over qdì_d ndas `ìbbala` qìnd Pohhᶌ orthodoxy. They are known as 
al-J]mᶁ$ìf ]f-'ashr al-'Iyᶁνiyya. He wrote them before he died and made sure to disseminate them through the 
markets of Samarqand (>^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌh, TabДira) j+14-8 ?]dcìp]h) ßFhnli`o_nìihà ni J]mníìtᶁ`]d) >^` >ffᶁd ^+ 
ÜRndgᶁh al-J]mᶁfìe fi al-edìfᶁbìss]n ^]sh] ]f-gon]e]ffìgᶌh wa al-doe]g]Ý (edited by Seyit Bahgivan), Beirut: Dar 
Sader, 2007, p.21). 
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principles of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s theology agreed with those of >mdᴳ]lᶌ Ú there were some doctrinal 

differences that could not be passed over in silence.  These disputes, which varied in number 

and philosophical significance, were touched upon by Classical Muslim theologians, and 

reflected a friction between two schools; and revealed that each school in fact belonged to 

different course of intellectual development.  Yet they never formed Ú during the Classical 

period Ú a self-contained unit of theological inquiry. An early attempt to encapsulate the 

disputes in one place came from the first half of the fifth/eleventh century. G Abd al-Qᶁdìl al-

?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ framed the doctrinal difference between >mdᴳ]lìmg and ϕanafism in the following 

words:  

The fundamental principles of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]'s theology (k]fᶁg) are the same as the 
fundamental principles of the traditionalists (AДdᶁ^ al-ϕ]`ᶌnd) except in two problems, the 
first is that he said belief is confession and knowledge, and the second is his doctrine 
(qawluhu) that God has an unknowable Essence (mᶁ'iyya).205  

Later in the century, Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologian >^ᶙ al-Yusr al-?]t`]qᶌ outlined at the end of his 

ÜUДᶙf al-dᶌh five overarching doctrines over which >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ differed from 

common Sunnism; they are:  

(1)   >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm ]claagahn qìnd Q]`]lìss] ]h` G]dgìss] ìh ]mmogìhc Di`Ým ]_nm ]m 
identical with His creations;  

(2)  Td]n g]hÝm mìhm ]h` `ìm^afìab ]la ]_nm `amìla` ^s Di` ]h` qìnd qdì_d Ea ìm 
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 ultimate destiny Ú i.e. man is born 

felicitous (m]ᴳᶌ`) or wretched (shaqy).206  
 

In Classical >mdᴳ]lᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ k]fᶁg tracts, these disputes and related arguments 

and counter-arguments were articulated in the course of a general theological narrative. 

Prior to the early eighth/fourteenth century, the disputes did not constitute a self-contained 

ßndaificì_]f ndagaà il ^a_ome a subject-matter of a specific body of texts in Islamic 

theological literature. Extant historical and bibliographical sources show that the earliest 

pre-Ottoman juxtaposition of >mdᴳ]lᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ disputes were the following: 

                                                           
205 Al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ, UДᶙf, p.312.  
206 >^ᶙ ]f-Yusr, UДᶙf al-dᶌn, pp.252-253. 
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1.3.2.1 Ibn Taymiyya (d. 728/1328) 

Aϖmad b. GAbd al-ϕ]fᶌm Ibn Taymiyya (d. 728/1328)207 was an influential Damascene 

E]h^]fᶌ scholar. Although boasted immense theological interests, Ibn Taymiyya was a 

powerful voice of opposition to the science of k]fᶁg in general, and later philosophical 

>mdᴳ]lìsm in particular. Among the nearly three hundred works to his name is a work 

entitled: Risᶁla fi G aqᶌdat al-Ý>mdᴳ]lìyya wa G]kᶌ`]t al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ wa ghayruhu mina al-ϕanafiyya 

(Epistle on the Doctrine of the >mdᴳ]lᶌs and the Doctrine of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs and other ϕanafis). This 

work (now lost) is mentioned by nqi ib F^h Q]sgìss]Ým mno`ahnm7 F^h AGbd al-Hᶁdᶌ (d. 

744/1343) in his biography of Ibn Taymiyya Ú al-ᴳRkᶙd al-durriyya; 208 and, by Ibn Qayyim al-

Jawziyya (d. 751/1350) in the compilation List of Works209 that are authored by his teacher. 

This work is the earliest to be found (in light of extant historical sources) of the genre of the 

disputes between >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism.210   

1.3.2.2 Najm al-Aᶌh al-Н]l]mᶙmᶌ (d. 758/1357) 

Najm al-Aᶌh F^l]dᶌm b. G>fᶌ al-Н]l]mᶙmᶌ (d. 758/1357)211 was a prolific scholar and 

esteemed judge from Damascus Ú particularly famed for his collection of religious rulings (al-

Fatawa al-Нaramᶙsiyya). Ibn ϕajar (d. 852/1449) in al-Durar al-kᶁmina (collection of biographies 

of scholars from the eighth/fourteenth century) refers to an olíᶙza (didactic poem) with its 

subject-matter described as: bᶌ maGrifan gᶁ bayna al-ÜAshᶁÝìl] q] ]f-ϕ]h]bᶌyya mina al-khilᶁb bᶌ 

ÜoДᶙf al-dᶌh (on learning the differences between >mdᴳ]lᶌs and ϕ]h]bᶌm in theology).212 We 

know Н]l]mᶙmᶌ took a steadfastly anti-Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ line in his Tuϖfat al-Turk (Gift of the Turks) Ú a 

treatise on governance and political administration. In the latter, Н]l]mᶙmᶌ endorses what he 

                                                           
207 Al->ᴳfᶁg) v.1, p.144. 
208 Ibn Abd al-Eᶁ`ᶌ) Muϖammad b. Aϖmad al-ÜRkᶙd al-durriyya min J]hᶁkì^ shaykh al-Islᶁm Ibn Taymiyya (edited 
by Muϖammad H. al-Faqi), Beirut: Dar al-Hìnᶁ^ al-Arabi, p.71. 
209 Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya, Muϖammad b. Abi Bakr Ü>mg]Ý goÝ]ff]b]n Pd]sed ]f-Islam Ibn Taymiyya (edited by Salah 
al-Aᶌh al-Munajjid), Beirut: Dar al-Hìnᶁ^ al-Jadid, 1983, p.23.  
210 Ibn Taymiyya was certainly aware of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ndaifics ]h` qa d]pa nda biffiqìhc arjfì_ìn labalah_a ni >^ᶙ 
ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg as a sect in the following works:  [1] Ibn Taymiyya, Aϖmad b. Abd al-E]fᶌg 
J]ígoÝ ]f-fatawa (edited by Anwar al-?]t ]h` Ü>gìl ]f-Jazzar), al-ManДᶙla: Dar al-Wab]Ý) 0rd ed., 2005,  v.6, p.290; 
v.7, pp.431, 433; v.8, p.438; v.16, p.269. [2] And, in his A]lÝ n]Ýᶁloν al-Ü]kf q] ]f-naql (edited by Muϖammad R. Salim), 
Riyad: Dar al-Konuz al-Adabiyya, 1391/1971, v.1, p.354. Finally, [3] in his Minhᶁj al-Sunna al-Nabawiyya (edited by 
Muϖammad R. Salim), @]ìli7 JoÝ]mm]m]n Nolno^]) Xoh`]na`8 5 pifm+Z) p+/) j+/.1+ 
211 Al->ᴳfᶁg) p+.) j+2.+ >fmi maa7 Qat_]h) ?]eì ßϕanafism and the Turks in al-Q]l]momìÝm Dìbn bil nda Qolem %.02/&à 
in Mamluk Studies Review 15 (2011), pp.67-86. 
212 Al- >Gmk]fᶁhᶌ, Ibn ϕajar Aϖmad b. Ali al-Durar al-eᶁgìh] bì >ᴳsᶁh al-gìÝ] ]f-thamina, Hyderabad: Dar al-J]Ý]lìb 
al-ÝRndgᶁhiyya, 1349/1930 [4 vols], v.1, pp.13-44. 
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believed to be the ϕ]h]bᶌ legal sanctioning for J]gfᶙk rulers to assume Caliphal authority: 

an opinion opposed by Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ who otherwise confined it to those of Qol]mdᶌ descent.213 

1.3.2.3 Qᶁí al-Aᶌh al-Po^eᶌ (d. 771/1370) 

Qᶁí al-Aᶌh AGbd al-Wahhᶁb al-Po^eᶌ (d. 771/1370);214 Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ scholar and jurist born in 

Cairo, then moved to Damascus where he would become chief judge of Syria (qᶁνᶌ quνᶁt al-

Pdᶁg). Al-Po^eᶌ hailed from a scholarly family; his father, Taqᶌ al-Aᶌh AGli al-Po^eᶌ (d. 

756/1355), was a Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ jurist and ϖ]`ᶌnd scholar of great renown. Po^eᶌ was an ardent 

advocate of >mdᴳ]lìmg as the leading school of Sunnism. In his magnum opus Нabaqᶁn al-

Pdᶁbìᴳìyya al-kubra (a compilation of the biographies of leading Pdᶁbìᴳᶌs) he includes a didactic 

poem in which he sought to delineate thirteen disputed doctrines between >mdᴳ]lìmg and 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism Ú seven verbal (lafфᶌ) and six real (g]Ýh]qᶌ) disputes. This poem is known as al-

Kᶙhìss] (i.e. rhyming ends with the Arabic letter-mioh` ßKᶙnà& and would leave an enduring 

legacy on the perception, and development of the critical relation between >mdᴳ]lìmg and 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in following centuries. The Kᶙhìss] will be discussed in various places in the 

course of this study.  

But, some background on the composition of Po^eᶌÝm Kᶙhìss] is worthwhile. Like his 

father Taqᶌ al-Aᶌh, Tᶁj al-Aᶌh al-Po^eᶌ was strongly opposed to E]h^]fᶌ traditionists, in 

particular the students of Ibn Taymiyya (commonly referring to them as Hashawiyya Ú i.e. 

ascribing spatial qualities to God). His father wrote a  treatise entitled al-Sayf al-Д]kᶌl (the 

Sharp Sword) which was a valiant rebuttal of Ibn al-N]ssìgÝs six-thousand-verse didactic 

poem on creed and the anti-H]fᶁg, anti-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ arguments it pursued. Incidentally, Ibn al-

N]ssìgÝm jiag q]m ]fmi ehiqh ]m nda Kᶙhìss] Ú and Taqᶌ al-Po^eᶌÝm jiag g]s qaff d]pa 

been an (albeit significantly shorter) response to it. As for the motivation for composing it: 

we know that a copy of >^ᶙ al-Layth al-SamarqandᶌÝm commentary on >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým al-Fiqh al-

ÜabsaО was in circulation in Damascus at the time, and that Po^eᶌ had composed a further 

commentary on it prior to composing the Kᶙhìss]. However, >^ᶙ al-I]sndÝm pìciliomfs ]hnì-

Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ commentary was erroneously believed to be a work by >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

himself Ú hence Po^eᶌÝm Commentary on it was named: al-Sayf al-g]mddᶙr fi Sharϖ ]Gkᶌ`]t Abᶌ 

                                                           
213 Н]l]mᶙmᶌ qlina ìh nda jlafo`a ni nda ^iie7 Üofnìg]nafs) nda Pofn]h mdiof` hin ]jjiìhn ] Pdᶁbìᴳì ]m cipalhil il 
judge because Ú they suppose Ú the Sultanate is limited to Quraysh and the Turks have no claim for it (al- 
Н]l]mᶙmᶌ) F^l]dᶌg ^+ >fì Tuhfat al-Qole bì g] s]íì^o ]h soÝg]f] bì ]f-mulk (edited by Abd al-Karim al-Hamdawi), 
Damascus: Dar al-Shihab, 2000, p.32. 
214 Al->ᴳfᶁg, v.4, pp.184-185. 
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ManДᶙl (the Brazen Sword in Commenting on the Creed of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl Ú i.e. al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ215). 

Therefore, the fact Qᶁí al-Aᶌh al-Po^eᶌ flourished in Damascus (then, a stronghold of E]h^]fᶌ 

traditionalism particularly following the influence of Ibn Taymiyya) Ú and given his (and his 

b]ndalÝm& ]hnìj]nds ni nda cliqìhc ]hnì-theological sentiment of the time Ú it seems that 

Po^eᶌÝm ah_iohnal qìnd >^ᶙ al-I]sndÝm nla]nìma q]m ìhnaffa_no]ffs _d]ffahcìhc+ >f-Po^eᶌ was 

now confronted with a strongly-worded criticism of >mdᴳ]lìmg but by a pro-k]fᶁg Pohhᶌ 

theologian. Thus, al-Po^eᶌÝm al-Sayf al-mashhᶙr was an attempt to maintain a unified Pohhᶌ 

front against contemporary adversaries of the science of k]fᶁg. 

1.3.2.4 Taqᶌ al-Aᶌh al-Maqlᶌtᶌ (d. 512/.11/) 

Taqᶌ al-Aᶌh Aϖmad b. Ali al-Maqlᶌtᶌ (d. 512/.11/);216 Cairene scholar and foremost 

historian of Egypt during the ninth/fifteenth century. In his comprehensive history of Egypt 

Ú popularly known as al-khiОaО al-Maqlᶌtìyya Ú al-Maqlᶌtᶌ refers to the disputes between 

>mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism (presumably in reference to the Egyptian context). He says:  

Now, there is between the >mdᴳ]lᶌs and the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs Ú followers of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ: 
they are a group of ϕ]h]bᶌ jurists, emulators of the Fgᶁg >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] al-KoÝgᶁn b. Thᶁbit, 
and his two associates >^ᶙ Vᶙmob V]ᴳkᶙb b. F^l]dᶌg al-Haνl]gᶌ and Muϖammad b. al-ϕasan 
al-Pd]s^ᶁhᶌ (may God be pleased with them) Ú controversy over creedal matters (edìfᶁb bᶌ al-
]GkᶁÝì`) which is well-known in relevant contexts (books). If one traces this (controversy), it 
would not be over a dozen (biνG Gashara) problems which caused in the early times rifts and 
ijjimìnìih) ]h` a]_d ib ndag ìhp]fì`]na` nda indalÝm `i_nlìha+ ?on) eventually they resorted 
to turning a blind eye (on the Controversies).217 
 

MaqlᶌtᶌÝm note on the Disputes in the quote above resounds the attitude of al-Po^eᶌ (and 

>mdᴳ]lᶌs in general) whereby they are not seen as deserving of much scholarly attention. This 

rather indifferent attitude to the Disputes Ú as is the case towards mid. ninth/fifteenth 

century Egypt Ú indicates a hegemony of >mdᴳ]lìmg which is to be observed at the same time 

through to the end of the tenth/sixteenth century in classical Ottoman theological literature. 

1.4 Conclusion: An Unequal Rivalry 

This chapter attempted to discuss the key problems and concepts related to the early 

history of >mdᴳ]lᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theological debates. By way of sketching out the background 

which led to the emergence of the school of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ in Samarqand, I gave a panoramic view 

                                                           
215 This work will be discussed in detail in Chapter II.  
216 Al->ᴳfᶁg) v.1, pp.177-178. 
217   Al-J]klᶌtᶌ) Aϖmad b. Ali al-J]q]Ýì`h wa l-ÜFÝnì^ᶁl bì `dìel ]f-khiОaО wa al-Üᶁthar, Beirut: Dar al-Kotob al-ÜFfgìss]) 
1997, v.4, p.193. 
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of the attitude of early ϕ]h]bᶌ masters towards the science of k]fᶁg. This initial survey has 

shown an uneasy relation between practitioners of ϕ]h]bᶌ law and the use of k]fᶁg. Since 

ϕanafism was associated with official G>^^ᶁmì` authorities, and became the chosen legal 

doctrine among a variety of sects Ú such as the Joᴳn]tilah, the MurjìÝ] ]h` nda H]llᶁmiyya Ú 

ϕ]h]bᶌm were (in a general sense) theologically divided. Leading traditionalist (non-Joᴳn]tìfᶌ) 

ϕ]h]bᶌm would not engage in the science of k]fᶁg because it had an overly Joᴳn]tìfᶌ 

(ßhereticalà) association. This division over the religious legality of the science of k]fᶁg 

(which was more severe in central ϕ]h]bᶌ learning centres, especially in Iraq) would 

eventually be bridged in the Transoxanian city of Samarqand whereby an influential ϕ]h]bᶌ 

school stood out by its defense of the traditionalist Pohhᶌ doctrine (as articulated by the 

books attributed to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]) through the medium of the science of k]fᶁg. The triumph of 

(non-Joᴳn]tìfᶌ& traditionalist ϕanafism during the early fourth/tenth century took place at 

the hands of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ Ú who would become the epitome of the theological 

school of Samarqand Ú, and >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ Ú who would instigated a major 

intellectual movement in defense of Pohhᶌ traditionalism; again, with the scrupulous use of 

the science k]fᶁg.  

Survey of key encounters between >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism between fourth/ tenth 

and sixth/ twelfth centuries has shown >mdᴳ]lìmg as having greater presence in early 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ writings, whereas Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ texts and theologians are nearly missing from Classical 

Amdᴳ]lᶌ texts. Points of dispute with >mdᴳ]lᶌ theology were frequently brought up in early 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ writings. In contrast, prominent >mdᴳ]lᶌs of the same period seem little aware of 

the theological school of the ϕ]h]bᶌm of Samarqand, even less so of al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ who 

eventually became its chief exponent. Also, the scant information we have of the early 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ's view of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and Transoxanian ϕanafism makes it difficult to construct a 

coherent picture of it; a picture which may not have been there in the first place. The early 

>mdᴳ]lᶌs, however, held critical convictions concerning the theology of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] Ú a trend 

which begins to change in later centuries. In general, although the relation between 

pioneering >mdᴳ]lᶌs and ϕ]h]bᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs was marked by scholarly rivalry, it was not free 

from instances of mutual tolerance and acceptance.  

What would be called the later k]fᶁg nl]`ìnìih) qdì_d ìgjfìa` ] ßnolhà ìh Pohhᶌ 

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. This shift Ú which would be the common scholarly paradigm in the post-Classical 

period Ú was in fact largely dictated by dominant >mdᴳ]lᶌ theological discourses. The 

dacagihs ib f]nal %ßjdìfimijdì_]fà& >mdᴳ]lìmg on Islamic theological discourses, along with 

nda ßìh`ìbbalah_aà ib ndama qilem niq]l`m `i_nlìh]f ]bbìfì]nìih) qala two detrimental aspects 

that led to the growing attachment to Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theology among later ϕ]h]bᶌ scholars. 

Finally, this chapter documents the earliest prototypes of works with >mdᴳ]lᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

disputations as their primary subject-matter Ú which would become an 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 DISPUTES AS  
PRESENTEDIN CLASSICAL JľQROŨAŨ TEXTS 

 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter is an outline of the chief theological concepts over which the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

and >mdᴳ]lᶌ schools 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`amnìh]nìih ]h` nda >_nm ib J]h8 ]h` Di`Ým >_nìpa >nnlì^onam+ 

As discussed in the foregoing chapter, just as writing on the differences between 

>mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism became a mostly Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ commitment during the Ottoman 

period, early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians were evidently more aware of their >mdᴳ]lᶌ counterparts 

than vice versa. This persistent Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ engagement with >mdᴳ]lᶌ theology is a marked 

feature of early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ndiocdn qdì_d _ihnìhoa` ndliocd nda _ahnolìam ib nda m_diifÝm 

development. On the other hand, early >mdᴳ]lᶌ texts show little knowledge of Fgᶁg Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ, 

his school or ideas. It was only in later >mdᴳ]lìmg (particularly from the eighth/fourteenth 

century) that one finds difference with theology of the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs (and ϕanafis) more 

pronounced. This chapter, then, focusses primarily on authoritative ϕ]h]bᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

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.218  

                                                           
218 The theological texts frequently cited in this chapter are (in chronological order): Al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) >^ᶙ  ManДᶙl 
Muϖammad Hìnᶁ^ al-Tawϖᶌ` (edited by Fathalla Kholeif) Bayreuth: Dar el-Machreq, 1970; al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, >^ᶙ l-
Layth Sharϖ al-Fiqh al-Ü]e^]l (edited by Abdallah al-Ü>hm]lì& Aid]7 >f-mdoÝoh ]f-diniyyah, [undated]; Al-Pᶁfìgᶌ) 
>^ᶙ Pd]eᶙl Q]gdᶌ` ]^ì Pd]eᶙl) Delhi: al-J]n^]Ý ]f-farouqi, 1309 [1891]; al-?]t`]qᶌ) >^ᶙ ]f-Yusr UДᶙf al-Aᶌh 
(edited by Hans Peter Lans), Cairo: al-Maktaba al-Ü>tdᶁlìss] fìf-turath, 2003; Al-K]m]bᶌ, >^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌh Maymoun 
b. Muϖammad, TabДirat al-'Adilla fi 'UДᶙf al-Aᶌh (edited by Husayn Atay), Ankara, Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Diyanet 
Ůƚfalì ?]ƚe]hfÐŝÐ) .6608 >f-Iᶁgìmdᶌ) >^o ]f-Qd]hᶁÝ J]ϖgᶙ` ^ìh W]s` Hìnᶁ^ al-Q]gdᶌ` fì k]qᶁÝì` ]f-tawϖᶌd, edited 
by Abd al-J]íᶌ` Qoleì) ?aìlon7 A]l al-Gharb al-ÜFmf]gì) .6628 ]f-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ) Kᶙl al-Aᶌh al-?ì`ᶁs] bì UДᶙf al-Aᶌh (edited 
by Bakr Topaloglu), Istanbul: al-Maktaba al-Hanifiyyah, 1979; al-Hd]^^ᶁtᶌ) G]fᶁf al-Aᶌh Hìnᶁ^ al-Eᶁ`ᶌ bì UДᶙf al-Aᶌh 
(edited by Adel Beybek), Istanbul, 2006; al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, Shams al-Aᶌh al-ГaϖᶁÝìb ]f-Üìfᶁhiyyah (edited by Aϖmad al-
Pd]lᶌb), Kuwait, 1405 [1985].  
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2.2 Knowledge of God and the Role of Reason 

Moϖammad Zᶁdì` ]f-H]qnd]lᶌ (1879 Ú 1951), one of the last influential advocates of 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism from within Ottoman scholarly circles, summarized the difference between the 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ schools in the following way: that if one were to place the theology of 

>mdᴳ]lìmg halfway between the Joᴳn]tìf]d, who emphasize the use of reason (Ü]kf), and their 

counterparts - the traditionalists -, who primarily rely on revelation (naql), then Jᶁnolᶌ`ism 

is best placed between >mdᴳ]lìmg and the Joᴳn]tìf]d.219 This view echoes a contention, held 

by a majority of scholars of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism, that over every chief difference with >mdᴳ]lìmg, 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism is closer to Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theology. While this is true, it is important to remember 

that al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ, like >mdᴳ]lᶌ, maintains the view that religious knowledge is drawn from 

rational and scriptural sources alike, and attempted to maintain reasonable distance from 

Joᴳn]tìfᶌ teachings.220  

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌÝm ^iie eìnᶁ^ al-tawϖᶌ` is considered one of the earliest works of Pohhᶌ theology 

that begin with a clearly defined theory of knowledge, with reason as one of its 

constituents.221 In it, al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ì`ahnìbìam ndlaa ga]hm Ü^s qdì_d nloa ehiqfa`ca ib ndìhcm 

is attained: sensory perception (Gìsᶁn), testimonies (]ed^ᶁr), and reasoning (naфar&+Ý222 

However, there is a crucial point over which he differed with the majority of traditionalists 

and >mdᴳ]lìnas. In the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ view, knowledge of God by reasoning (naфar) is obligatory on 

every rational person. It is through reason, independent of prophetic revelation, that man 

should contemplate 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 role in Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ epistemology in that, without it, neither the 

senses nor testimonies 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 distinguish a 

false report from a sound tradition.223 Therefore, criticizing the view held by the adversaries, 

                                                           
219 >^ᶙ Zahra, Q]lᶌkh al-g]`dᶁdì^ al-ÜIslᶁmiyya, p.169. 
220 In his Hìnᶁ^ al-tawϖᶌ`, al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ _ihbìlgm nd]n religious knowledge is acquired through two sources, reason 
(Ü]kf) and revelation (m]gÝ). See al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) Hìnᶁ^ al-Tawϖᶌ`, p.4.  
221 Kholeif K. al-Tawϖᶌ`, p.xx; Ceric, MuДОafa Roots of synthetic theology in Islam : a study of the theology of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl 
Al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ %`+ 000,611& Kuala Lumpur: International Institute of Islamic Thought and Civilization, 1995; Yaman, 
Eìegan ßPg]ff ndaificì_]f `ìbbalah_am) jlibioh` jdìfimijdì_]f ìgjfì_]nìihm7 hinam ih miga ib nda _dìab 
`ìbbalah_am ^anqaah nda >mdᴳ]lᶌm ]h` Jᶁnolᶌdᶌmà) ìh Ankara universitesi ilahiyat fakultesi dergisi, 51:1 (2010), p.179. 
222 Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) Hìnᶁ^ al-tawϖᶌ`, p.7.   
223 Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) Hìnᶁ^ al-tawϖᶌ`, p.10. 
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Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ qlìnam7 Ünda `ahìalm ib la]mihìhc d]pa hi jliib bil ndaìl `ahsìhc ar_ajn X^s nda oma 

of] reasoning; this obliges them to confess the necessity of la]mihìhc+Ý224 And since Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

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 his QolÝᶁhic-based justification of reason.  

 2.2.1 Rational Necessity of Knowledge of God 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians then agree with the Joᴳn]tilah that reason, not revelation, 

necessitates knowledge of God (qoíᶙ^ g]ᴳlìb]ti-ff]d Ü]kf]h).225 This idea has its origins in some 

statements attributed to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] qdi ìm lajilna` ni d]pa m]ì`7 Ühi ar_oma ìm ]__ajn]^fa 

from the person who is ignorant of God for [all] the signs of creation that he witnesses in the 

qilf`+Ý226 It meant in the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ (and Joᴳn]tìfᶌ) view that belief in, and praise of, God are 

incumbent upon every rationally sound human even if a divine command is absent. But, 

although they seem similar, Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians point to a subtle distinction from the 

Joᴳn]tilah concerning their doctrine on rational necammìns ib ehiqfa`ca ib Di`+ >^ᶙ ]l Yusr 

al-?]t`]qᶌ (d. 493/1099) clarifies that nothing is made an obligation except by God, and that 

reason is merely a cause (sabab) of this necessity.227 Similarly, >^ᶙ Pd]eᶙl al-Pᶁfìgᶌ (d. after 

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 reason.228   

This central Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ doctrine is also one of the chief theological differences between 

>mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism. Early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ texts commonly debated it but by looking at it 

from different angles. >mdᴳ]lᶌs argued to the contrary of the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs; that no belief is 

obligatory or disbelief is forbidden prior to the descent of divine decree (sharG). To the 

>mdᴳ]lᶌs, making any act incumbent upon God presupposes the existence of a parallel eternal 

power and undermines the omnipotence of God. Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, on the other hand, see 

deactivating the rational faculty of man an act of frivolity %ᴳabath) inappropriate to God who 

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

                                                           
224 Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) Hìnᶁ^ al-tawϖᶌ`,, p.10; >^ᶙ Zahra, p.168. 
225 Early ϕ]h]bᶌ theologians were divided over this matter. >^ᶙ al-Yusr writes that this view was held by the 
Joᴳn]tila, the majority of  the scholars of Samarqand, and some ϕ]h]bᶌm from Iraq. The contrary view, however, 
was held by the majority of Ahl al-Pohh] q]f G]g]Ý] ]h` >mdᴳ]lᶌ %>^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.214).  
226 >^ᶙ ]f-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.214. 
227 Ibid. 
228 >^ᶙ Pd]eᶙl ]f-Pᶁfìgᶌ) jj+.--11. Also see discussion of the disputes in: K]m]bᶌ, Bahr al-H]fᶁg) pp.82-83 and 
P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, al-Sahaif, p.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 >mdᴳ]lᶌs.229 The Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ view is again different from both the Joᴳn]tilah and the 

>mdᴳ]lᶌs. They argued (contrary to the Joᴳn]tìf]d) that the rational person who does not use 

his mental faculties to know God cannot be considered a ßnloaà ^afìapal because as he is in 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 the Amdᴳ]lᶌs) the person who willingly 

disbelieves by denying the existence of God is not pardoned because his state of disbelief is 

pre-_ih`ìnìiha` ih nda hac]nìih ib Di`Ým arìmnah_a+230 

Early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs were bitterly critical of the relation between faith and knowledge in 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ theology. This debate was manifested in different ways, one of them was over the 

possibility of perfect knowledge of God. >mdᴳ]lᶌs did not accept the possibility of the perfect 

knowledge of God because ultimately humans have no role in producing it.231 Hence, early 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians considered the >mdᴳ]lᶌ conception of knowledge a kind intellectual 

paralysis. >^ᶙ al-Layth al-Samarqandᶌ (d. 373/983) wrote in his commentary on al-Fiqh al-

Ü]e^]l7 Ünda >mdᴳ]lᶌs said: 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 (the >mdᴳ]lᶌs) is not 

surjlìmìhc ^a_]oma ndas `io^n ndaìl b]ìnd+Ý232 Nearly a century later, >^ᶙ Pd]eᶙl al-Pᶁfìgᶌ (d. 

after mid of fifth / eleventh century) declares nd]n Ü]__il`ìhc ni >mdᴳ]lᶌ the ultimate meaning 

(ϖaqᶌqa) of knowledge is perplexity (ϖᶌra) and inability (Gajz) in knowing because [in >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

                                                           
229 Al-Pᶁfìgᶌ) Q]gdᶌ`, p.11 ; >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.214; >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh, Bahr al-H]fᶁg, pp.82-83.  
230 Pᶁfìgᶌ) Q]gdᶌ`) p.11; al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, Sahaif, p.463.  
231 This will be discussed in more detail in the section on human acts and predestination. However, this detail 

was an early doctrinal dispute between the ϕ]h]bᶌ theologians of Samarqand and ?oedᶁlᶁ. Early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

theologians (the school of Samarqand) argued that faith is not created (al-Üìg]h cd]sl g]edfiok), whereas the 

?oedᶁl]hs maintained that faith is created. This is described by >^ᶙ al-Yusr al-?]t`]qᶌ ìh nda biffiqìhc qil`m7 

Üjaijfa `ìbbala` ipal b]ìnd8 ìm ìn _la]na` il hin< Qdìm `ìbbalah_a ìm X_ihbìha`Z ^anqaah ahl al-mohh] q]f í]g]Ý] 

albeit agreeing that all acts of humans are creations of God (makhluqa lillah). Prominent scholars (Ü]Ýgg]) of 

?oedᶁlᶁ unanimously said: it is absolutely impermissible to say faith is a creation of God Ú they went to the 

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

ìm hin p]fì`å Qda m_dif]lm of Samarqand unanimously said that faith is created; that it is a creation of God and 

ascribed to ignorance those who ujdaf` nd]n ìn ìm oh_la]na`Ý %>^ᶙ ]f-Voml) j+.25&+ >mdᴳ]lᶌ ìm hin gahnìiha` ìh 

the context of this dispute, and it does not seem to figure in later theological writings on the disagreements 

^anqaah >mdᴳ]lᶌmg ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg. 
232 Al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, Sharϖ al-Fiqh al-akbar, p.47. 
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view] knowledge is neither reached nor realized; [to >mdᴳ]lᶌs,] true and perfect knowledge is 

ìgjimmì^fa+Ý233  

Furthermore, the >mdᴳ]lᶌ concept of faith (the same held by al-Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ and the 

traditionalists) whereby it is not fixed and subject to quantitative increase and decrease (al-

tìsᶁ`] q]f hokmᶁn) was in direct opposition to the understanding held by Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs (and 

ϕ]h]bᶌm in general) to whom faith is unchanging and not subject to increase or decrease. This 

leads to another important doctrinal difference between the two schools, famously known 

]m ßar_ajnìih ìh b]ìndà %al-ÜìmnìndhᶁÝ bì ]f-Üìgᶁh). The >mdᴳ]lᶌs held that one cannot make the 

mn]nagahn ßF ]g ] ^afìapalà qìnd _igjfana _aln]ìhns mìh_a ìn ìm ofnìg]nafs Di` qdo decides 

qdandal iha ìm ] ^afìapal il hin+ Qdalabila) ìn mdiof` ^a biffiqa` ^s ]h arjlammìih fìea ßDi` 

qìffìhcà %inn shᶁÝ] >ff]d), declaring uncertainty concerning the validity of their faith in this 

life and its fruition in the hereafter. Early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, who rebuked this doctrine, negatively 

described >mdᴳ]lìmg ]m ] ßma_n ib `io^nalmà %al-Pd]eeᶁkiyya) for putting doubt at the heart of 

their understanding of faith.234  

The same line of argument continues in later Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theology. We find Akmal al-Aᶌh 

al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ (d. 786/1384), one of the most influential ϕ]h]bᶌ theologians of the 

eighth/fourteenth century, declaring that the similarity between the Joᴳn]tilah and the 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs on 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 the Joᴳn]tìf]d, whereas the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm `analgìha nd]n Üla]mih ìm XgalafsZ ] 

means for acquiring knowledge (Ü]f]noh fìf-g]ᴳlìb]), and the provider of necessity (al-gᶙíìb) is 

God but by the medium of reason (Gaql&+Ý235 (A more detailed analysis of the distinction with 

the Joᴳn]tilah is also made by contemporary ϕ]h]bᶌ scholar Qᶁmìg F^h Nᶙnfᶙbgdᶁ Ú d. 

879/1474). Al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ confirms that the rational necessity of faith is a verified opinion of >^ᶙ 

ϕ]hᶌb] and that his teachers236 were all of this opinion. But interestingly, although he 

typically takes an anti-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ position in his works, al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ tries to minimize the gravity 

of this dispute with them; he says:  

                                                           
233 Al-Pᶁfìgᶌ) al-Q]gdᶌ`) p.98. 
234 P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, Q]gdᶌ`) p.16 and p.22. The ramifications of this doctrine are more closely related to the debate 
over the acts of man and predestination and will be dealt with in more detail in section three of this chapter. 
235 Al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ, Muϖammad b. Muϖammad Sharϖ waДiyyat al-ÜFgᶁg Ü]^ì ϕ]hᶌb] (edited by Muϖammad al-Ü>s`ì ]h` 
ϕamza al-Bakri), Amman: Dar al-Fath, 2009, p.55. 
236 That is: scholars who flourished in the first half of the eighth/fourteenth century. 
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Know that our fellow associates have argued that 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 (rujϖᶁn) 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 the Asdᴳ]lᶌs on this matter.237    
 
The significance of this dispute is highlighted by doctrinaire >mdᴳ]lᶌ Qᶁí al-Aᶌh al-Po^eᶌ 

(d. 771/1369), author of the Kᶙhìss] - one of the earliest works on the disputes between 

>mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs (introduced in Chapter One). In the Kᶙhìss], the rational necessity of 

knowledge of God is considered a real dispute with Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs rather than a verbal one.238 

Interestingly, while al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ does not give the dispute on the rational necessity of 

knowledge of God much theological weight, we find al-Po^eᶌ (whose goal in the Kᶙhìss] was 

to minimize difference) accepting the opposite view and lists the problem among the non-

verbal, real dispute with Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs. 

 /+/+/ S]fì`ìns ib nda Bgof]nilÝm ?afìab 

Qda jdìfimijdì_]f lajal_ommìihm ib nda nqi m_diifÝm `ìpalcahn _ih_ajnìihm ib 

ehiqfa`ca nl]hmjìla` `olìhc nda _iolma ib ndaìl `a^]na ih nda p]fì`ìns ib nda agof]nilÝm 

belief (Üìgᶁh al-muqallid) which became one of the key theological disputes between 

>mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism. But, a more influential source of difference in this dispute related 

to the fact the two schools also held different definitions of faith. Ironically, one would 

expect the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs Ú who (like the Joᴳn]tìf]d) emphasize the use of reason in the 

acquisition of knowledge of God Ú to disapprove of blind faith. Nevertheless, the established 

doctrinal dispute was that the >mdᴳ]lᶌs invalidated belief of the emulator, and the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs 

saw it as valid.  

The Joᴳn]tilah argued that the nature of faith obligatory upon humans is not abstract 

Ú whereby the mere assent to the existence of one unique eternal Creator is sufficient. 

Rather, the substance of valid faith in the Joᴳn]tìfᶌ view should include the detailed rational 

proofs of faith. In other words, faith should be assented to in a substantiated or detailed 

(mufaДДal) sense not unsubstantiated or abstract (bil-jumla).239 Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians in line 

with >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým _ih_ajnìih ib b]ìnd) _ihmì`ala` ]^mnl]_n b]ìnd mobbì_ìahn bil ] jalmih ni ^a 

                                                           
237 Al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ, Sharϖ al-waДiyya, p.59. 
238 Al-Po^eᶌ) Qᶁí al-Aᶌh Abd al-Wahhab Н]^]kᶁn al-Pdᶁbìᴳìss]d ]f-kubra (edited by Mahmoud al-Tanahi and Abd al-
Fattah al-Eìfio&) @]ìli7 A]l Üìds]Ý ]f-kotob al-Ü>l]^ìss]d) Xoh`]na`Z) p+6) j+054+ 
239 >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.154.  
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a believer, which was strongly contested by >mdᴳ]lᶌs. The book of Maqᶁfᶁn by >^ᶙ al-ϕasan 

al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ contains a direct criticism of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým bilgof]nìih ib b]ìnd8 da m]sm7 >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] 

did not make any [practical component] of religion a part of faith; he claims that faith is not 

`ìpìmì^fa) `iam hin ìh_la]ma il `a_la]ma) ]h` jaijfa ]la ako]f ìh ìn+Ý240 Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs saw that the 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ and Joᴳn]tilᶌ prescription of detailed faith upon every individual inevitably amounts 

to ascribing the common laymen to disbelief (n]ebᶌl ]f- aGwᶁm), for only a learned minority can 

effectively fulfill the task of knowing the detailed rational proofs of the articles of faith.241 

Indeed this was a common accusation of >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm `i_nlìha blig a]lfs ϕ]h]bᶌ and non-ϕ]h]bᶌ 

Pohhᶌ theologians.242 Possibly to ward off the association of >mdᴳ]lᶌs with the Joᴳn]tìf]d, >^ᶙ 

al-Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ provides a verified interpretation (taϖkᶌk) of the actual difference between 

>mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs over the prescription of substantiated rational faith. He says in 

TabДirat al-Ü>`ìff]) 

This dispute [with >mdᴳ]lᶌ] concerns the person who had grown up in a distant land (qutr 
mina l-aqtar) or atop a high mountain (mdᶁhiqi jabal) and has not receive the religious call 
and lacked the verified knowledge of the existence of this religion (milla). 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 invited humanity to follow it. [This messenger,] furthermore [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 (>mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs) disputed. As for the people of Islam (ahl dar al-Islam) 
[including] their laymen, scholars, women, mentally mature teenagers (Дì^sᶁnuhum al-
]Gkìfᶙn), urban or country dwellers, villagers, desert or steppe inhabitants; [we confirm] that 
they are all true Muslims who know God and His monotheism and so on. None of them lacks 
a kind of reasoning (νarbu ìmnì`fᶁl), though they may lack the means of expressing it [.] Over 
them there is no dispute between us and al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ, but the dispute is between us and the 
Joᴳn]tìf]d.243 
 

Nonetheless, the crucial consequence of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ and Joᴳn]tìfᶌ rejection of 

ohmo^mn]hnì]na` ^afìab ìm nda j]l]ffaf laía_nìih ib nda agof]nilÝm b]ìnd+ Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs opposed 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ who interestingly sides with the Joᴳn]tilah on this doctrine against the majority of 

Pohhᶌ jurists and traditionalists. 244  >^ᶙ al-Layth wrote in defense of the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ position: 

Üb]ìnd ^s agof]nìih ìm mioh` ndiocd da %nda agof]nil& `iam hin maae nda jliib ib la]mihìhc 

(ìmnì`fᶁl) contrary to the Joᴳtazilah and >mdᴳ]lᶌs [as] they invalidate faith by emulation and 

                                                           
240 >mdᴳ]lᶌ) J]kᶁfᶁn) p.119.  
241 Al-Pᶁfìgᶌ) Q]gdᶌ`) p.100; >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.154;  
242 As gleaned from Nomd]slᶌÝm fannal `ìm_omma` ìh Chapter One. 
243 >^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, p.60-61. Al-Pᶁfìgᶌ %]f-Pᶁfìgᶌ) Q]gdᶌ`, p.9), predating >^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌh,  mentions the same 
allegorical example but only in the Joᴳn]tìfᶌ _ihnarn qìnd hi labalah_a ni >mdᴳ]lᶌm+ >l-Iᶁgìmdᶌ (al-Iᶁgìmdᶌ, 
Q]gdᶌ`) p.143) and al-Kd]^^ᶁtᶌ %]f-Hd]^^ᶁtᶌ) al-Eᶁ`ᶌ) p.280) quote >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌhÝm TabДira, and expresses the 
same view. (Al-Hd]^^ᶁtᶌ `iam hin gahnìih >^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌhÝm h]ga&+  
244 al-Pᶁfìgᶌ) Q]gdᶌ`, p.100; >^ᶙ ]f-Yusr, p.155; al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, al-Sahaif, p.462;  
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_ihbamm nda `i_nlìha ib nda q]sq]l`hamm ib nda lìcdnaiom g]íilìns+Ý245 Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs contented 

that if a person believed in (i tGaqada) and assented to (Дaddaqa) the articles of faith without 

seeking or being able to demonstrate rational evidence for them, he is to be considered a 

believer. Ultimately, in the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ view, in order to reach a particular destination, it does 

not matter whether one follows an instructor or a map on the one hand Ú or navigates the 

correct pathway by his own efforts, on the other Ú because 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 goal Ú i.e. belief in God Ú and must both be described as believers.246 However, 

the soundness of faith in the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ view is only technical in that those whose faith is 

wholly dependent on emulation are sinners for not using reasoning (naфar) to garland their 

faith with certainty. >^ᶙ l-I]snd qlìnam7 Ünda mn]nom ib b]ìnd ^s jliib %ìmnì`fᶁl) is a thousand 

times higher than the status of faith by emulation. The more reasoning and inference used 

by a person, the more enlightened their faith will ^a+Ý247 Some Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians, 

disagreeing still with the common >mdᴳ]lᶌ position, point out that there are two possible 

opinions attributed to Fgᶁg >mdᴳ]lᶌ on this point, one of which (the authentic one according 

to them) agrees with the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ view and validates the faith of the emulator.248 Indeed, 

some influential Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians, like >^ᶙ l-Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ, do not even attribute the 

invalidity of faith by emulation to the >mdᴳ]lᶌs and confine it to the Joᴳn]tìf]d.249  

Therefore, it is not soljlìmìhc nd]n nda `ìbbalah_a ipal nda p]fì`ìns ib nda agof]nilÝm b]ìnd 

is considered merely a verbal difference in al-Po^eᶌÝm Kᶙhìss]. Al-Po^eᶌ, who ultimately 

subscribes to the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ opinion on this dispute, reports of disagreement among the 

>mdᴳ]lᶌs _ih_alhìhc qdandal nda _ihnl]ls pìaq ib nda ìhp]fì`ìns ib nda agof]nilÝm b]ìnd q]m 

falsely attributed to al-Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ. Al-Po^eᶌ maintains that even if in fact there was a difference, 

it would be minimal and insignificant.250 In his other work al-Sayf al-g]mdÝhᶙr, which is a 

super-commentary on >^ᶙ l-I]sndÝm Sharϖ al-fiqh al-Ü]e^]l) he cites al-Eᶁdᶌ by Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

theologian al-Hd]^^ᶁzᶌ (d. 691/1292) to corroborate his claim that it is a verbal difference 

and explains it in the following words:  

>mdᴳ]lᶌ did not intend to say that he who does not know God on the basis of a rational proof 
made up of logical suppositions (gok]``ìgᶁt) and conclusions (h]nᶁÝìí) in line with the 

                                                           
245 >^ᶙ al-Layth, Sharϖ al-Fiqh, p.15. the word Istidlal ìm ndìm _lìnì_]f a`ìnìih ìm qlihcfs qlìnnah ]m ßFmf]gà+  
246 >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.155. 
247 >^ᶙ al-Layth, Sharϖ al-Fiqh, pp.15-16. 
248 >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.155; al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ, ?ì`ᶁs]) p.153; al-Iᶁgìmdᶌ, Q]gdᶌ`, pp.135-136; l-Hd]^^ᶁtᶌ) al-Eᶁ`ᶌ) p.261. 
249 >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh, Bahr al-H]fᶁg) pp.84-85p; TabДira, pp.35-36. 
250 Al-Po^eᶌ) Н]^]kᶁn, v.9, p.385. 
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nalgìhifics ib ndaificì]hm ìm ] `ìm^afìapal+ O]ndal da %Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ) confirmed that [the 
believer] must know them in an abstract, simple sense (bil-jumla), and this is the case in 
every lay person.251 
 

 2.2.3 Rational Recognition of Good and Evil 

The divergence over the role of reason in knowing God between >mdᴳ]lᶌs and 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs led to another dispute which would be thoroughly discussed in later theological 

writings on the doctrinal differences between the two schools. The Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, who (similar 

to the Joᴳn]tìf]d) held that the existence of the rational faculty in humans makes it 

ìh_og^ahn ojih ndag ni ehiq Di` apah ìb ndas `ì` hin ßda]là %samᶁÝ) the religious call, also 

drew closer to the Joᴳn]tilah in approving that by reason alone one is able to recognize good 

and evil in this world. >mdᴳ]lᶌs, on the other hand, did not accept either of the above dictums. 

To them, the revealed law (al-md]lᴳ) exclusively determines the necessity to know God, the 

prescribed religious duties, as well as all indications on the good (ϖusn) and evil (qubϖ) of 

things in this world.   

Like the Mu tGazilah, Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs divided 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 

reason; and the third category refers to the things whose quality of being good or evil is 

ambiguous.252 On the last category both Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs and Joᴳn]tilah agreed that the ultimate 

point of reference to unlocking the ambiguity of good and evil is religious law, not reason. 

But, Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs differed with the Joᴳn]tilah over the entailments of the good and evil 

recognizable by reason. Contrary to the Joᴳn]tilah who argued that rational recognition of 

good and evil alone necessitates action and divine law plays no role in this necessity, the 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs (in line with statements attributed to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]) ruled that although reason is 

able to fathom good and evil, nothing is made an obligation except by God because reason 

cannot be fully independent of revelation. As for the >mdᴳ]lᶌs, they 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.  

                                                           
251 Al-Po^eᶌ) Qᶁí al-Aᶌh ß]f-Sayf al-g]mdÝdol bì Pd]lϖ G ]kᶌ`]n >^ᶌ ManДᶙlà in Yeprem, M. Saim Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌÝhìh >eì`a 
risalesi ve serhi, Istanbul: Marmara Universitesi Ilahiyat Fakultesi, 2000, p.41. 
252 A similar classification of good and evil is found in >^ᶙ ᴳ>fᶌ al-JubbᶁÝᶌ, >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌÝm Joᴳn]tìfᶌ 
teacher (>^ᶙ Zahra, p.170).  
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The book of Q]gdᶌd by >^ᶙ Pd]eᶙl al-Pᶁfìgᶌ (d. around mid. fifth / eleventh c.) 

contains one of the earliest Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ accounts on this debate, but only in the context of the 

opposition between the Joᴳn]tilah and the majority of scholars %ᴳ]gg]n ]f- oGf]g]Ý); the name 

of >mdᴳ]lᶌ is omitted. 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 themselves (ϖasanun bi- aGynih), such 

as the values of faith in God and justice; or evil in themselves (k]^ᶌϖun bi-Ü]ynih), like thievery, 

injustice and disbelief; and finally that there are things which are good (or evil) not in 

themselves, but for other (external) factors (ϖasan li-ghayrih), such as the construction of 

places of worship or the removal of harmful objects from the way of pedestrians. Al-Pᶁfìgᶌ 

then concludes in what seems like a response to both Joᴳn]tilah and >mdᴳ]lᶌs by saying:  

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 reported of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] as 
saying in his book entitled al-ᴳľfìg q]f gon]ᴳallim that injustice is 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 proof (bi-dilᶁlat al-Ü]kf) as much as [we are able] 
to know it by proof of scripture (bi-dilᶁlat al-sharG).253 
 

The question of whether good and evil are known through reason or revelation 

became one of the key theological disputes between >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in later 

theological writings, especially from the eighth/ fourteenth century onwards.254 A highly 

influential Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ argument in opposition to the >mdᴳ]lᶌ doctrine of good and evil was 

made by ?oedᶁl]h scholar Гadr al-Pd]lᶌᴳ] al-Qdᶁhᶌ (d. 747/1346).255 He argued against the 

>mdᴳ]lᶌs that it is rationally impossible not to give reason a role in the recognition of good 

                                                           
253 Al-Pᶁfìgᶌ) Q]gdᶌ`, pp.17Ú18. 
254 The Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ `i_nlìha ib cii` ]h` apìf ]m ]lnì_of]na` ^s Гadr al-Pd]lᶌÝ] in his two books al-Tawνᶌϖ and Q]ᴳ`ᶌf 
al-ᴳRfᶙg  proved influential and was frequently quoted beyond the eighth/ fourteenth century as will be seen in 
the course of this study. However, the doctrine of good and evil is absent from al-Po^eᶌÝm %`+ 44.,.036& >mdᴳ]lᶌ 
poem on differences (known as al-Nᶙniyya). His contemporary, Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ m_dif]l >eg]f ]f-Aᶌh ]f-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ (d. 
786/1384), mentions it in his commentary on the WaДiyya by >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] in the course of discussing the role of 
la]mih ìh >mdᴳ]lᶌ ndailogy, but with no reference to Гadr al-Pd]lᶌÝ] %]f-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ, Sharϖ waДiyyat Abᶌ ϕ]hᶌb], p.53).  
255 Гadr al-Pd]lᶌÝ] ]f-Qdᶁhᶌ delineates three meanings of good and evil. The first refers to whether something is 
described by an attribute of perfection (kamᶁl) or imperfection (naqs), such as knowledge and ignorance. The 
Pa_ih` ìm qdandal migandìhc ìm `iha ]__il`ìhc ni ihaÝm ìhnahnìih il ìh _ihnl]`ì_nìih ni ìn+ Qda ndìl` ga]hìhc 
refers to when something is described as good or evil if it commands praise or reprimand in this world, and 
johìmdgahn il laq]l` ìh nda dala]bnal+ >mdᴳ]lᶌm ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm ]la ìh ]claagahn nd]n cii` ]h` apìf ìh nda bìlmn 
two meanings are known through reason alone. The third meaning, however, is what they differed over. But, 
mìh_a ^ind >mdᴳ]lᶌm ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm ]claa nd]n la]mih _]hhin `analgìha Di`Ým `a_ìmìih ni johìmd il laq]l` 
someone, Гadr al-Pd]lᶌÝ] narrowed down the difference over good and evil in terms of praise (madh) and 
reprimand (dhamm) only (Гadr al-Pd]lᶌÝ] al-Qdᶁhᶌ Q]ᴳ`ᶌf ]f-ᴳRfᶙg ) State Library of Berlin MS Landberg 394, 
fols.120b Ú121a and Гadr al-Pd]lᶌÝ], al-Tawνᶌϖ In al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ) P]Ý` al-Aᶌh Sharϖ al-Q]fqìd Ü]f] ]f-Tawνᶌϖ, Cairo, 
1377 [1957], pp.172 - 175). A similar understanding of good and evil is found in the book of ГaϖᶁÝìb by Shms al-
Aᶌh al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ (d. after 690/1291) (al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, ГaϖᶁÝìb) pp.464 Ú 467) and >^ᶙ al-Barakat al-K]m]bᶌÝm %`+ 
710/1310) manual of the principles of jurisprudence (>^ᶙ ]f-Barakat al-K]m]bᶌ, al-J]hᶁr In J]ígᶙᴳ]n al-Mutᶙn, 
Fazilet: Istanbul, undated, p.4). 
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and evil. If the obligation to believe in the message of the prophet (qoíᶙ^ n]Д̀ ᶌq al-nabᶌ) , as 

well as the fact he does not lie (ϖurmat al-kadhì^ Ü]f]sd) were both exclusively known by 

revelation, it would lead to a circular logical fallacy (dawr) 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 does not 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 infallible (g]ДGᶙm& jlijdan+ Qdalabila) nda ßcii`à %ϖasan) that is believing in 

the message of the inf]ffì^fa jlijdan ]h` nda ßapìfà %k]^ᶌϖ) of lying must both be known 

through rational, not scriptural, proof. In conclusion, Гadr al-Pd]lᶌᴳ] writes in response to 

the >mdᴳ]lᶌm nd]n ìh il`al ni ]piì` ficì_]f ìh_ihmìmnah_ìam Üiha gomn ]`gìn nd]n nda cii` ]h` 

evil in some acts of God are known through reason, for if lying and non-deliverance of 

promises were acceptable in God, [all] religious laws (md]lᶁÝìᴳ) would be rendered meaningless 

]h` Eìm jligìmam qiof` hin ^a nlomnqilnds+Ý256  

2.3 Wisdom and the Acts of God 

Another doctrine over which the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs differed with the >mdᴳ]lᶌs was related to 

the acts of God. The >mdᴳ]lᶌs argued that the acts of God are not explicable in terms of good 

or evil, wisdom or frivolity, and commonly cited the QolÝᶁhic verse which la]`m7 ÜEa _]hhin 

^a koamnìiha` bil Eìm ]_nm) ^on ndas qìff ^a koamnìiha` %bil ndaìlm&Ý ìh mojjiln ib ndaìl pìaq+257 

The Joᴳn]tìf]d, on the other hand, believed that the acts of God are invariably explicable in 

terms of intents and purposes, because an all-wise 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 

(bìᴳf ]f-Ü]Дlaϖ) are necessary upon God. The Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ interpretation of this problem was 

different from both schools. They argued that just as God is described in the QolÝᶁh as all-

wise and all-knowing, then His acts are pre-conditioned upon His eternal wisdom; He both 

intended and aimed at creating 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. 

                                                           
256 Гadr al-Pd]lᶌÝ], Q]ᴳ`ᶌf) fol.121a. Al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ seems to make the three-fold distinction of good and evil a feature 
ib >mdᴳ]lᶌmg7 Ünda >mdᴳ]lᶌm m]ì`7 cii` ]h` apìf ]la ]jjfs ni p]lìiom ndìhcm7 ]nnlì^onam ib jalba_nìih il 
imperfection that invite praise and reproach; what is in line with nature or opposed to it; and what relates to 
nda _ihmakoah_a ib laq]l` il johìmdgahnÝ %]f-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ, Sharϖ al-waДiyya, pp.57Ú58). Nevertheless, dispute on the 
rational recognition of good and evil does not draw strong criticism from al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ partly because he connects 
it with the problem of the rational necessity to know God, which he already trivialized as mentioned earlier. 
257 Surat al->h^ìs]Ý) Salma /0 %Eifs NolÝᶁh, translated by Vᶙmob Ali). 
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Therefore, Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians desisted from accepting the Joᴳn]tìfᶌ creed that it is 

necessary unto God to do the most beneficial for His creatures (qoíᶙ^ bìᴳf al-ÜaДlaϖ). 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 monotheism.258 

The fact >mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs held different definitions of wisdom was central to 

their theological disputes on the acts of God. >mdᴳ]lᶌs argued that an act is described by 

wisdom if it corresponds to the intention of the doer, which meant that an act of God is not 

justifiable in terms of wisdom (ϖikma) or impertinence (safh) because God does whatsoever 

He wishes. The Joᴳn]tìf]d, on the other hand, ruled that an act is described by wisdom if it 

is beneficial for the doer or other than the doer (i.e. choosing the best for 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 Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, however, 

argued that an act is described by wisdom if it ultimately leads to praiseworthy consequences 

(g] f]do Ü]kì^] E]gᶌda). Indeed, wisdom is a crucial notion in Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theology because it 

directly relates to the theological problems of divine justice.259 In >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌÝm 

eìnᶁ^ al-tawϖᶌ`, wisdom (ϖikma) and justice (Gadl) are closely related, if not even identical; he 

m]sm) Üqìm`ig ìm ar]_nìno`a %al-ÜìДᶁba), which is putting everything in its [right] place; and 

nd]n ìm X]fmiZ nda ga]hìhc ib íomnì_a+Ý260 >^ᶙ al-Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ after outlining the above 

defìhìnìihm ib qìm`ig) qlina nd]n Üafo_ì`]nìih ib qdì_d ib ndama `abìhìnìihm ìm p]fì` ]h` qdì_d 

is invalid will be very extensive as it will have numerous divisions and sub-divisions; [all] 

theological discussions over the determination of justice and injustice (al-n]ᴳ`ᶌl wa al-tᶁíqᶌr) 

lapifpa ]lioh` ìn+Ý261 Then, given the significance of the question of wisdom, al-K]m]bᶌ 

apologizes for not probing further into it in this book of his Ú al-TabДira Ú and promises to 

deliver on an entire volume dedicated on the problem of divine wisdom.262  

                                                           
258 >^ᶙ Zahra, pp.170Ú171. Framing this di_nlìh]f `ìbbalah_a ^anqaah >mdᴳ]lᶌm ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm ]m ] `ìmjona ipal 
whether the acts of God are explicable in terms of good and evil (n]Ýfᶌf ]bÝ]f >ff]d) seems to be a product of later 
k]fᶁg. We find reference to it in al-Oᶁtᶌ) MuϖaДДal, p.65; al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, al-ГaϖᶁÝìb) pp.467 Ú 470; Гadr al-Pd]lᶌÝ], 
Q]ᴳ`ᶌf) fols.120aÚ122a; al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ, Sharϖ al-J]kᶁДid, v.4, p.304. 
259 More on the definition of wisdom in Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg see: >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf al-din, p.130; al-K]m]bᶌ, TabДira (edited 
by Muϖammad Isa), v.2, p.922; al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ, al-?ì`ᶁs]) p.62; al-Iᶁgìmdᶌ, al-Q]gdᶌ`) p.111; al-Hd]^^ᶁtᶌ) al-Eᶁ`ᶌ) p.169.  
260 Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) k. al-Tawϖᶌ`, p.97; ϖikma  is defined in k. al-Tawϖᶌ`, j+0-3+ >fmi maa V]g]h) ßPg]ff ndaificì_]f 
`ìbbalah_amåà) j.50+  
261 >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, p.505. 
262 Al-K]m]bᶌ qlina Ü]m bil Xndima qdi maaeZ m]nìmb]_nìih ]h` af]^il]nìih) ndas ]la bioh` ìh ] ^iie ib gìha mifafs 
`a`ì_]na` ih ndìm %nda koamnìih ib qìm`ig& qdì_d F d]pa san ni _igjfanaÝ %ì^ì`&+ >m ib ni`]s) nda ^iie ìm fimn+ 
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 2.3.1 Does God Pardon Disbelief? 

In light of their definition of wisdom, the >mdᴳ]lᶌs argued that certain acts of God like 

forgiveness of disbelief and polytheism (al-ᴳ]bq ᴳan al-kufr wa al-shirk) or committing the 

righteous to eternal punishment in hell-fire and the disbelievers to eternal blessing in 

heaven are rationally possible (íᶁÝìt ᴳaqlan). That is, although evidence contained in religious 

texts ascertain that God would not do such acts Ú i.e. they are legally impermissible (ghayr 

jᶁÝìt md]lᴳan) Ú nonetheless, they are equitable with reason and imply no contradiction 

because God chooses to act in the way He had intended. Hence,  according to the >mdᴳ]lᶌs, 

there is no humanly-determined criterion of wisdom on the basis of which one justifies the 

acts of God. Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians, to the contrary, proposed that the ability to differentiate 

between good and evil, a good-doer and an evil-doer, is an inherent aspect of wisdom. 

Furthermore, they argued that the >mdᴳ]lᶌ approval of the abovementioned acts of God as 

rationally possible clearly deviates from the divine wisdom out of which the world was 

created. Kᶙl ]f-Aᶌh al-Г]^ᶙhᶌ (d. 580/1184) wrote against the >mdᴳ]lᶌs who ruled that it is 

both rationally and legally impossible for God to pardon disbelief because: 

According to our fellow (Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) associates, the difference between disbelief and other 
sins is that disbelief is the ultimate transgression, and one which cannot 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 God be considered an act of wisdom.263  
 

This dispute which also relates to the role of reason in the recognition of good and 

evil is the first among al-Po^eᶌÝm la]f `ìbbalah_am %al-edìfᶁbᶁt al-g]ᴳh]qìyyah) between 

>mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism. He says:  

The first [of them] is that in our doctrine it is permissible for God to punish the righteous 
and reward the transgressors [since] every blessing (hìᴳma) bestowed by Him is a favor (faνl), 
and every indignation (nuqma) is justice. [There are] no restrictions upon Him in His 
dominion and no justifications for His actions. As for them (Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs), the transgressor 
must be punished and the righteous must be rewarded, and the opposite is impossible.264  
 
Similarly, ϕ]h]bᶌ scholar Ibn al-Eogᶁm Ú on whom the influence of >mdᴳ]lᶌ theology 

(especially that of al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ) is clear Ú sides with the >mdᴳ]lᶌs on the problem whether it is 

rationally possible to submit the righteous to eternal punishment in hellfire. He quotes a 

later Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ narn ]m m]sìhc7 Ümo^gìnnìhc nda lìcdnaiom ni eternal punishment in hellfire and 

the transgressors to eternal bliss in heaven is possible according to them (>mdᴳ]lᶌs), yet 

                                                           
263 Al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ, al-?ì`ᶁs]) pp.83Ú84. 
264 Al-Po^eᶌ) Н]^]kᶁn k., v.9, p.386. 
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revealed evidence (al-m]gᴳ) rules out such possibility. As for us (Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs), it is not 

jimmì^fa+Ý265 Commenting on this, Ibn al-Hogᶁm says that he favors the first opinion.266 

 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 which Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

theologians discussed in opposition to the >mdᴳ]lᶌm q]m ih qdandal Di`Ým will (ìlᶁ`]) includes 

pleasure (riνa) and love (maϖabba). >mdᴳ]lᶌs 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 His will. Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm ^afìapa` nd]n Di`Ým qìff ìm maj]l]na 

from His desire and pleasure. They affirmed that everything in the world happens in 

]__il`]h_a qìnd Di`Ým `amìla %mashᶌÝ]), will (irᶁda) and wisdom (ϖikma), notwithstanding 

their being good or evil. However, only the things which are good happen with the pleasure 

and love of God, and Ú although evil is willed by God Ú it is neither desired nor loved by Him. 

According to early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, >mdᴳ]lᶌs side with the Joᴳn]tilah in this doctrine. >^ᶙ al-Yusr 

says:  

>^ᶙ al-ϕasan al->mdᴳ]lᶌ said: all human acts (good, evil and neutral) are by the pleasure, 
love, desire and will of God; furthermore, he does not differentiate between [Divine] Will 
and Desire, and between [Divine] Love and Pleasure. Al-Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ dissented from the doctrine 
of Ü]df  al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ] over this great problem which is among the five doctrinal 
disputes between Ü]df ]f-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ] and the Joᴳn]tilah who [even] called themselves 
the People of Justice (Ü]dfo ]f- aGdl) because of it.267   
 

>^ᶙ al-Yusr then states the view held by the Joᴳn]tilah and the >mdᴳ]lᶌs which is: because 

God would be unjust if He desired evil acts and then punished for them, we must say that God 

neither wills nor desires evil acts. >^ᶙ l-Voml _iggahnm ih ndìm ^s m]sìhc7 Ündas alla` ìh qd]n 

ndas _f]ìga` ^a_]oma ^s hac]nìhc Di`Ým qìff nday attributed inability (Ü]ít& ni Eìg+Ý268  

Fh f]nal ndaificì_]f qlìnìhcm) qa bìh` nda jli^fag ib qdandal Di`Ým qìff ìm ìh`ì_]nìpa ib 

His love and pleasure in al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌÝm commentary on the waДiyya of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] explained in 

the following way:  

                                                           
265 Ibn al-Eogᶁg) al-Jomᶁs]l] In >^ᶙ l-Lutf al-Muq]``]mᶌÝm commentary al-Musamara, p.176. The quoted text is 
al-ÜRg`] by >^ᶙ al-Barakat Abd-Allah b. Aϖmad al-K]m]bᶌ (d. 710/1310). 
266 Ibid. 
267 >^ᶙ ]f-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.53. 
268 Ibid.  Al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ (al-?ì`ᶁs], pp.71Ú73) and al-Iᶁgìmdᶌ (al-Q]gdᶌ`) pp.78Ú79) discuss this problem only in 

relation to the Joᴳn]tìf]d qìndion labalah_a ni >mdᴳ]lᶌm+ >f-Hd]^^ᶁtᶌ) diqapal) `ì` gahnìih ìn8 da m]sm7 Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ 

_f]ìgm nd]n fipa ]h` jfa]mola ]la ìh iha ga]hìhc qìnd Di`Ým qìff) ì+a+ ndas ]la ìh_fomìpa ib apals _la]na` ^aìhc 

íomn fìea Di`Ým qìff+ Qdìm ìm ] ^l]h_d ib nda `ìmjona ipal nda ]_nm ib g]hÝ %]f-Hd]^^ᶁtᶌ) al-Eᶁ`ᶌ) p.176). 
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In general, iol `i_nlìha `analgìham nd]n apals _la]na` ^aìhc q]m ^s Di`Ým qìff hi g]nnal 
what it was. But, righteous submission (ОᶁaG) to God occurs by His wish, will, love, pleasure, 
command, divine decree and predestination. As for transgression (maGДiyya), it occurs 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 deeds Ú not sins.269  
 

?ᶁ^]lnᶌ then states that according to >mdᴳ]lᶌ) Üfipa ]h` pleasure are of the same meaning as 

`ìpìha qìff) ndalabila ndas XgomnZ ^a ìh_fomìpa ib apals _la]na` ^aìhc) íomn fìea Di`Ým qìff+Ý270 

In Po^eᶌÝm Kᶙhìss], this dispute is one of the verbal differences with the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs. Al-Po^eᶌ 

suggests that the contrary opinion to the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm qdì_d m]q Di`Ým qìff ì`ahnì_]f qìnd Eìm 

love is falsely attributed to al->mdᴳ]lᶌ. He further reports of the majority of >mdᴳ]lᶌs, early 

and late, as having the same opinion as >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]. But, although he mentioned it in the 

course of his list of differences, this dispute seems insignificant to al-Po^eᶌ as he himself also 

takes the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ opinion as the correct one on this problem.271  

2.4 Predestination and the Acts of Man 

2.4.1 The theory of Acquisition (kasb) 

The debate over the createdness of human acts (khalq ]bᴳᶁf al-ᴳì^ᶁd) is a central theme 

in Islamic theology. It is also the overall heading under which >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism 

disputed on a number of crucial doctrines.272 The Joᴳn]tìf]d, in consistence with their 

concept of justice, which is one of the five defining principles of Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theology, argued 

that God instills, or creates (yakhluq),  in man the power (qudra) to act, and that the acts 

cahal]na` ndala]bnal ]la cahoìhafs g]hÝm own creation. Therefore, only this way can man be 

held truly responsible for his own acts and be rewarded or punished in concord with divine 

justice. According to >mdᴳ]lìmg) g]eìhc g]hÝm ]_nìihm dìm iqh _la]nìih ]giohnm ni nda 

heretic doctrine of the deniers of predestination (al-Qadariyya), and compromises the 

mipalaìchns ib Di`Ým ighìjinah_a+ Qda >mdᴳ]lᶌs argued that God is the creator of everything 

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 duties (al-n]efᶌf) Ú because how can 

man be rewarded or punished for actions that lay beyond his powers Ú they propose the 

                                                           
269 Al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ, Sharϖ al-waДiyyah, p.86. 
270 Ibid.   
271 Al-Po^eᶌ) Н]^]kᶁn, v.9, pp.384 Ú 385. 
272 See Tìffì]g J+ T]nn ßQda Llìcìh ib nda Fmf]gì_ Ai_nlìha ib >_koìmìnìihà Fh Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, 
vol. 75 (1943), pp 234-247. 
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theory of acquisition (kasb& qdì_d jlijimam nd]n qdìfa g]hÝm ]_nìihm ]la _la]na` ^s God, he 

simultaneously acquires (yaksab) the merits of his acts.  

Nevertheless, Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs Ú like the >mdᴳ]lᶌs Ú emphasized 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 monotheistic basis of Muslim belief. 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 coherent position 

that sustains the createdness of everything by God as well as human free choice, Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs 

say, (also similar to the >mdᴳ]lᶌs), that humans do not create their acts, rather they acquire 

them in a way which invites reward or punishment. However, a fundamental difference 

occurs between the doctrine of kasb in >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism. >mdᴳ]lᶌs argued that both 

g]hÝm ]_nìih) qdì_d ìm _la]na` ^s God, and his free choice occur concurrently and together 

bring about the acquisition. In other words, for acquisition to be created by God, >mdᴳ]lᶌs 

upheld that man has absolutely no power or influence over its occurrence.273 

On this particular detail, the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs departed from the position of the >mdᴳ]lᶌs. 

According to the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ doctrine of kasb, God creates in man a certain power by which he 

is free to choose whether to acquire his acts or not to acquire them. Again, Jᶁnolᶌ`ism seems 

to place itself partway between the Joᴳn]tilah and >mdᴳ]lìmg. While the Joᴳn]tilah affirmed 

the existence of a power by which man creates his own acts, and the >mdᴳ]lᶌs denied the 

arìmnah_a ib nd]n jiqal ]h` g]`a g]hÝm ]_koìmìnìih ib dìm ]_nm i__ol ihfs ìb ìn ìm _iojfa` qìnd 

the act of God, the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs gave man the power to acquire his acts by giving him freedom 

to choose (ìednìsᶁr) between the two opposite effects of the capacity to act (Üìmnìnᶁᴳa).  

Here, it is noteworthy to mention that this power to choose between two effects 

(which constitutes the main element in Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theory of kasb) is none other than the 

human capacity (Üìmnìnᶁᴳ]) with two opposite effects which is an idea that goes back to >^ᶙ 

ϕ]hᶌb] who 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 acts not in 
committing sin, he directed it towards committing sinful acts.274  

                                                           
273 >^ᶙ Zahra, p.171 Ú 172. 
274 Al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, Sharϖ, pp.16-17. Beginning with >^ᶙ J]hДᶙl himself, Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ndaificì]hm ]`ijn >^ᶙ 
ϕ]hᶌb]Ým ì`a] ib Üìmnìnᶁᴳ] as usable in two opposite effects.  
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Justifying this position, >^ᶙ l-Layth wrote,  

>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and his associates took an intermediary position by asserting that creation (al-
khalq), [which] is an act of God, means creating the capacity to act in man. [However,] 
onìfìtìhc ndìm `ìpìhafs _la]na` _]j]_ìns ni ]_n ìm g]hÝm iqh ]_n ìh ] la]f) hin gan]jdilì_]f) 
sense. This way they (the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs) came through unscathed by the doctrines of denying 
predestination (qadar) and compulsionism ( jabr&+Ý275 
 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians strongly criticized the >mdᴳ]lᶌ theory of kasb and viewed it as a kind of 

ß`ìmcoìma` _igjofmìihìmgà %í]^l gok]hh]Ý).276 >^ᶙ al-Layth wrote,  

Ü]hindal `ìbbalah_a ^anqaah om ]h` nda >mdᴳ]lᶌm ìm nd]n ndas m]s7 ßnda _]j]_ìns qdì_d ìm 
om]^fa bil `iìhc ]h apìf ]_n ìm hin om]^fa ìh `iìhc ] cii` ]_nà) ]h` ndìm ìm ]fmi _fima ni 
compulsionism (jabr), if not compulsionism itself, because if the capacity for evil cannot be 
`ìla_na` niq]l`m `iìhc ] cii` ]_n) Xnda jalmihZ ^a_igam _igjaffa` ni `i apìf+Ý277  
 

In a similar vein, >^ᶙ al-Yusr al-?]t`]qᶌ exclaims at the theological disorder in 

>mdᴳ]lᶌÝm _ih_ajnìih ib nda ]_nm ib g]h) m]sìhc7 Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ claims that God ex nihilo initiates 

(mujid) the acts of man, and that He is also their creator. [Despite that, >mdᴳ]lᶌ] still maintains 

that the acts of God are none other than the acts of man; in fact, [to him,] the act of God is 

ì`ahnì_]f qìnd nda ]_n ib g]h+Ý278 >^ᶙ al-Moᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ provides in his TabДira an extensive 

rebuttal of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ formulation that the acts of man are only figurative and not actions 

proper. To him, it is even at odds with the common rules of linguistics, arguing that if >mdᴳ]lᶌs 

are willing to accept the authority of the renowned pioneer of Arabic grammar Sibawayh, 

ndah ÜPì^]q]sd ]bbìlga` nd]n humans have their own acts for he says regarding the 

mn]nagahnm ßW]s` dìn XmigaihaZà il ßW]s` qahn ojà nd]n da `ì` mi ^s dìm iqh ]_n+ Qdah qds 

did your >mdᴳ]lᶌ master claim there are no acts in reality except the acts performed by 

Di`ďÝ279  

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians also expounded an important differentiation between the acts 

of man and the acts of God, indicating that >mdᴳ]lᶌ does not observe in his theory of kasb. Kᶙl 

al-Aᶌh al-Г]^ᶙhᶌ, probably influenced by >^ᶙ al-Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ,280 argued that human actions 

                                                           
275 Al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, Sharϖ, p.19. 
276 Al-Jabriyyah (Compulstionists) refers to the upholders of the doctrine which sees humans compelled to act, 
viewed by mainstream theology as nullifying n]efᶌb because it leaves man with no free choice. It is the exact 
opposite of al-Qadariyya (deniers of predestination).  
277 Al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, Sharϖ, p.19. 
278 Al-?]t`]qᶌ) UДᶙf al-din, p.104.  
279 >^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, p.423.  
280 The influence of >^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ on Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ is evident in nda f]nnalÝm theological works, but it can also 
be gleaned from the Munaф]lᶁn of Fakhr al-Aᶌh al-Oᶁtᶌ in which he reports of al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ ni d]pa Üd]` mno`ìa` nda 
book of TabДirat al-Ü>`ìff] by >^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ and concluded that it is unsurpassable in [providing] verified 
]h` ndiliocd ar]gìh]nìihm Xib ndaificì_]f jli^fagmZÝ %]f-Oᶁtᶌ) Munaф]lᶁn) pp.23-24). Other early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 
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are two types: involuntary (ghayr ìednìsᶁliyya) which God creates in man irrespective of his 

power and choice; and voluntary acts (ìednìsᶁliyya), which God creates in man with his ability 

to choose. In the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ view, 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 the >mdᴳ]lᶌs, acting is another word for 

creating in the real sense (haqiqi) and must be confined to God. This leads >mdᴳ]lᶌs to define  

g]hÝm ]_koìmìnìih ib dìm `aa`m ]m ] bìcol]nìpa %majazi) act, because if it were in a real sense, it 

would lead to man creating his own acts Ú something both >mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs disallowed 

in opposition to the Joᴳn]tìf]d. Al-Г]^ᶙhᶌ provides a response to this by arguing 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 transferred to the figurative in order to convey a shared 

meaning between the two. But, since it is self-apì`ahn nd]n Di`Ým _la]nìpa ]_n ìm qilf`m ]j]ln 

ìh nalgm ib ga]hìhc ]h` abbì_]_s blig g]hÝm ]_koìmìnìpa ]_n) ]f-Г]^ᶙhᶌ determines this this 

sort of proof by figuration for >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm ndails ib kasb is a void argument.281  

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs also repudiate the >mdᴳ]lᶌ view of action whereby it is inconceivable for an 

act (bìᴳl) to have two effects (g]bᴳᶙlayn) or to be predestined (g]k`ᶙr) for two acting agents 

(kᶁdirayn). >^ᶙ l-Yusr al-?]t`]qᶌ says in his refutation that while the above statement holds 

true concerning the acts of man Ú because he cannot make his acts effective in others Ú the 

same does not apply to God. This is because all the acts of God are voluntary as nothing is 

incumbent upon Him. But man has involuntary acts (like the pulsating of his heart) and they 

]la _la]na` ^s Di`+ Qdalabila) Üíomn ]m ìn ìm jimmì^fa bil nda m]ga ìnag ib ehiqfa`ca ni ^a 

known by two people, and the visible object to be seen by two seeing individuals, then why 

_]hhin nda abbì_]_s ib nda ]_n ^a md]la` ^s nqi ]_nìhc ]cahnm il ^a amnìg]na` bil ndag+Ý282 

>^ᶙ al-Yusr further criticizes ìh mnlihcal nalgm nda ßmijdìmnlsà ìh  nda >mdᴳ]lᶌ supposition 

that an act is invariably divine and voluntary by saying:  

Some ignorant >mdᴳ]lᶌs and other sheepish fools argued that no act exists except of the 
voluntary type (ìednìsᶁli); this is an obscene denial [of commonsense] like that of the 

                                                           
accounts on the difference between the acts of man and the acts of God are found in: al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) k. al-Tawϖᶌ`, 
p.228; >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf al-din, p.104; >^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌh, Bahr al-H]fᶁg) pp.147-148. 
281 Al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ, al-?ì`ᶁs]) pp.66 Ú 67.  
282 >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.110. See also al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ, al-?ì`ᶁs]) p.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 another Ú further still, it contradicts the book of God.283  
 

The significance of the debate over the acts of man is evident in later theological 

wri tings. Al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ has no reservations in putting the >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm ìh pìaq ib ndaìl `i_nlìha ib 

kasb in one camp with the doctrine of the heretical sect of al-Jahmiyyah. He says:  

The compulsionists (al-Jabriyya) and their Master al-Jahm b. Г]bqᶁh ]f-Qìlgì`dᶌ, which is 
also the doctrine of >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al->mdᴳ]lᶌ, said 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 movements of a person seized by a fit of 
epilepsy (harakat al-goln]ᴳish& il nda jofm]nìhc paìhm) ]h` `aagìhc ndag g]hÝm iwn acts is 
[merely] figurative.284  
 

Even Ibn al-EogᶁgÝm msgj]nds qìnd >mdᴳ]lᶌs does not transpire in the context of this 

doctrinal dispute, and he criticizes its defenders giving no value to the extensively rational 

justifications put forward by later >mdᴳ]lᶌ theologians.285 To Ibn al-Eogᶁg, the >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

theory of kasb leads to making obsolete all of Di`Ým _igg]h`m ]h` jlidì^ìnìihm ^a_]oma 

g]hÝm ]_nm ]la hin ìh b]_n dìm iqh+ F^h ]f-Eogᶁg ndah m]sm7 Ündalabila) ] clioj ib f]nal 

>mdᴳ]lᶌs have had to confess that the necessary consequence of their theory [of kasb] is the 

acceptance of the doctrine of compulsions (al-jabr) and that man is compelled in the guise of 

a free-_diimal+Ý286 

Al-Po^eᶌ, however, is unyielding in his defense of his >mdᴳ]lᶌ g]mnalÝm `i_nlìha ib kasb. 

Interestingly, it is among the verbal disputes with Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, which seems to contrast with 

the perceived irreconcilability between the two views in the abovementioned Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

refutations. According to al-Po^eᶌ, anyone who seeks to take an intermediary position 

between Joᴳn]tìfism (which sees man as the creator of his acts), and the compulsionists (who 

sanction no active power for man), must presuppose a medium through which the acts of 

g]h g]nalì]fìta+ Qdah da m]sm7 Ündìm ga`ìog ìm `ìbbì_ofn ni arjlamm ]h` ìm fìeaha` ^s m_dif]lm 

ni nda `ìbbalah_a ^anqaah g]hÝm pifuntary and involuntary acts. [Our] scholars have [indeed] 

been inconsistent in their exposition of this medium, yet the ϕ]h]bᶌm [simply] called it free 

choice (ìednìsᶁl&+Ý287  Although, al-Po^eᶌ confesses that >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm kasb is subtle and difficult to 

                                                           
283 >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.115. 
284 Al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ, Sharϖ al-WaДiyya, p.105. Also see discussion on the precedence of the capacity (al-Üìmnìnᶁᴳ]) to the 
act in al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌÝm commentary on the creed of al-Нaϖᶁqᶌ %]f-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ, Sharϖ al-Нaϖᶁqᶌss]d) pp.121 Ú 122). 
285 Ibn al-Eogᶁg) al-Jomᶁs]l]) j+.-3+ ?s ßf]nal ndaificì]hmà da labalm ni nda dìcdfs ìhbfoahnì]f ndaificì_]f qilem 
of the later k]fᶁg nl]`ìnìih) amja_ì]ffs ib P]Ý` al-Aᶌh al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ ]h` ]f-Sayyid al-Pd]lᶌb ]f-Golíᶁhᶌ. They will be 
discussed in the next chapter. 
286 Ibn al-Eogᶁg) al-Jomᶁs]l]) pp.106Ú107. 
287 Al-Po^eᶌ) Н]^]kᶁn k., v.9, p.385. 
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understand, nevertheless it is the theory which best expresses the reality of the acts of man 

in relation to God. Al-Po^eᶌ adds in his al-Sayf al-mashhᶙr that >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým nloa ndaifics ìm 

not in conflict with al->mdᴳ]lᶌ:  

>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]å m]ì` ß_la]nìih ìm nda ]_n ib Di` ]h` ìn ìm _la]nìhc nda _]j]_ìns ni ]_n Xìh g]hZ8 
nda oma ib ndìm _]j]_ìns ìm g]hÝm ]_n jlijalà+ Piga ϕ]h]bᶌm have named it free choice and 
this is the middle way between the Joᴳn]tilah and the Compulsionists according to >^ᶙ 
ϕ]hᶌb]. It is also the opinion of the majority of scholars and our master >mdᴳ]lᶌ called it 
acquisition (kasb).288  
 

In conclusion, al-Po^eᶌ determines that both >mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs are 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 between >mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs over the createdness of the acts 

ib g]h jlipieam ]hindal `ìmjona ehiqh ]m ßjlam_lìjnìih ib nda humanely unbearable 

lafìcìiom `onsà %n]efᶌb ma la yuОᶁq); i.e. does God burden a person with a religious duty the 

fulfilment of which lays beyond his ability? The >mdᴳ]lᶌs answered in the affirmative because 

God does whatsoever He wishes and His acts are not explicable in terms of good and evil. The 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, however, objected to the view that God obliges humans with a compulsory 

religious duty which they cannot 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 in Al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌÝm  Hìnᶁ^ al-Tawϖᶌ`. In it, the 

doctrine which rejects the validity of the prescription of the unbearable is attributed to the 

Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theologian al-H]ᴳbᶌ. Al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ, although ultimately agreeing with it, does not 

accept al-H]Ý^ìÝm jlamojjimìnìih nd]n ìn ìm ehiqh ni la]mih ^s gala intuition (^]`ᶌha); to him, 

this intuitive reasoning only recognizes the apparent reality of the act, but not the fact there 

is a difference between the capacity (qudra) and the sound means (siϖϖat al-Üᶁfᶁt) to actualize 

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 means Ú in 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ logic Ú that Pharaoh was fully capable in terms having a rational faculty to assent 

to faith, but God had chosen to make it impossible.289 Nevertheless, al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ affirms that 

                                                           
288 Al-Po^eᶌ) al-Sayf al-g]mdÝdol) p.31. 
289 Al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) k. al-Tawϖᶌ` [Irshad Hìnᶁ^evi edition], p.352, fn.3. 



81 

 

Ünda boh`]gahn]f jiìhn Xìh ndìm jli^fagZ ìm nd]n jlam_lì^ìhc `onìam ojih ] jalmih qdi f]_em 

the capacity (Оᶁqa) [to do them] is a ratìih]ffs ìhp]fì` jlìh_ìjfa+Ý290  

Although early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologian consistently criticized >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm `i_nlìha ib n]efᶌb 

ma la yuОᶁk, their interpretations of the problem were somewhat diverse. >^ᶙ al-Layth al-

Samarqandᶌ proposed that it is the inherent compulsionism of the >mdᴳ]lᶌs which amounted 

to their acceptance of prescribing the impossible as rationally sound.291 A strong criticism is 

found in >^ᶙ l-Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ, who says:  

>mdᴳ]lᶌ mentioned in his book called al-K]qᶁdir that prescribing the unbearable is 
permissible, and that if God had ordered a person to validate the coincidence of opposites 
(al-í]gÝ ^]sh] ]f-νiddayn) it would neither be impertinent (safh) nor impossible. This is 
consistent with his (>mdᴳ]lᶌÝm& boh`]gahn]f `i_nlìham ]m ìh ine of his principles it is wise 
and within reason for God to submit his creatures to eternal punishment in hellfire though 
they committed no felony, because God acts on his own terms in his dominion.292   
 

However, Abu al-Yusr al-?]t`]qᶌ Ú having stated the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ position - does not rule 

out the possibility of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ ̀ i_nlìha7 Ü]h` ìb nda ]`palm]lìam ]me7 qiof` ìn ^a ìgjimmì^fa 

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 as it is reported in prophetic traditions.293 Kᶙl ]f-Aᶌh al-Г]^ᶙhᶌ in his book al-

?ì`ᶁs] also provides a compromise solution by differentiating between the prescription of 

unbearable religious duties (n]efᶌb mᶁ fᶁ yuОᶁk) and burdening with an unbearable task (taϖgᶌl 

mᶁ lᶁ yuОᶁk). He says:  

According to us (Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs) it is 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 would prescribe the lifting of a mountain or a wall as a 
religious duty in that he would be rewarded if he did, or punished if abstained.294  
 

Interestingly, Shams al-Aᶌh al-Samarqandᶌ nearly a century after al-Г]^ᶙhᶌ even 

doubts that >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ had explicitly stated the >mdᴳ]lᶌ position which allows 

n]efᶌb ma la yuОᶁk. Nevertheless, al-Samarqandᶌ g]ìhn]ìhm nd]n ìn g]s ^a Ü] ficì_]f _ihmakoah_a 

(yalzam) of his doctrine that power is with the act, which necessitates prescribing what is 

^asih` ihaÝm jiqal) ìh ]``ìnìih ni dìm `i_nlìha nd]n nda ]_nm ib g]h i__ol ^s nda jiqal ib 

                                                           
290 Al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) k. al-Tawϖᶌ`, p.266. See also the same argument quoted in >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh al-K]m]bᶌÝm TabДira 
(TabДira, ed. M. Anwar, p.839).  
291 >^ᶙ al-Layth, Shrh al-Fiqh, pp.19Ú20. 
292 >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, p.834.  
293 >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.128. 
294 Al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ, al-?ì`ᶁs], p.69. 
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Di` ]h` nda jiqal ib g]h d]m hi ìhbfoah_a ipal ndag+Ý295 Al-Po^eᶌ, however, considers the 

difference with Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs on prescribing the unbearable a real dispute, nevertheless he 

admits that a number of prominent >mdᴳ]lᶌs were of the opposite opinion.296 In contrast, 

prominent ninth/fifteenth century ϕ]h]bᶌ theologian Ibn al-Eogᶁg speaks of the ϕ]h]bᶌm 

]m ^aìhc ohìna` ih ndìm jli^fag) da m]sm7 ÜF ehiq ib hi ϕ]h]bᶌ scholar who considered 

jimmì^fa nda jlam_lìjnìih ib nda oh^a]l]^fa+Ý297 

 /+1+0 Aiam g]hÝm E]jjìhamm il Tlan_da`hamm _d]hca ^s dìm `aa`m< 

The Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ objection to the perceived non-efficacy of the acts of man as implied in 

>mdᴳ]lᶌÝm ndails ib kasb was articulated in their discussions on the problem of whether it is 

jimmì^fa bil ] g]hÝm qilf`fs mn]na ib d]jjìhamm %m]ᴳᶁda) to change to wretchedness (shaqᶁÝ) 

and vice versa. The >mdᴳ]lᶌm ]lcoa` nd]n g]hÝm ^afìab ]h` bofbìffgahn ib lìcdnaiom `onìam `i 

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 heaven or suffering the punishment 

ib daffbìla+ Fh indal qil`m7 ìh pìaq ib Di`Ým ehiqfa`ca) ] jalmih ìm _ihmì`ala` d]jjs %saG ᶌd) 

at any particular moment because God had predestined him to eternal bliss in heaven Ú 

although he may be a sinner and a disbeliever; and conversely, a person is considered 

wretched (shaqy) because God had predestined him to eternal punishment in hellfire Ú 

nevertheless he exhibits the appearance of a righteous believer. As for our human judgment 

on the happiness and wretchedness of people, >mdᴳ]lᶌs contend 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.  

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs went to the opposite side and completely negated the >mdᴳ]lᶌ position. >^ᶙ l-Layth 

categorically affirms that the wretchedness which God had predestined indeed changes into 

happiness by the good deeds of the righteous; likewise, divinely decreed happiness is turned 

into wretchedness by sin and disbelief.298 Illustrating the extremity of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ view, he 

further adds:  

>mdᴳ]lᶌs claim they (happiness and wretchedness) do not change [and] that is why they 
upheld that >^ᶙ Bakr and GUmar %nda jlijdanÝm _fimast companions) were [true] believers 

                                                           
295 Al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, al-ГaϖᶁÝìb) p.470. 
296 Al-Po^eᶌ) Н]^]kᶁn k., p+6) j+054+ Qda >mdᴳ]lᶌm qdi `ì` hin ]ffiq jlam_lì^ìhc nda oh^a]l]^fa ìh ]f-Po^eᶌÝm qile 
are >^ᶙ Eᶁgì` ]f-ÝFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ) >^ᶙ Eᶁgì` ]f-Dd]tᶁfᶌ and Taqᶌ al-Aᶌh ì^h A]kᶌk ]f-ᴳŨd.  
297 Ibn al-Eogᶁg) al-Jomᶁs]l]) p.156. 
298 >^ᶙ l-Layth, Sharϖ, p.20. 
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at the (per-Fmf]gì_& nìga qdah ndas jlimnl]na` ni ]h ì`if8 ]fmi nd]n Md]lidÝm g]cì_ì]hm qala 
XnloaZ ^afìapalm qdah ndas mqila ^s Md]lidÝm g]íamns ]h` _ihbammad his divinity.299  
 

Therefore, according to >mdᴳ]lᶌs, a person is described as happy or wretched as long 

as there is divinely-revealed evidence that God had declared him as possessing either of the 

states. Furthermore, happiness and wretchedness in the >mdᴳ]lᶌ view are retrospective and 

they hold true in tda jalmih blig nda gigahn ib ] jalmihÝm _ih_ajnìih ìh dìm gindalÝm 

womb. >^ᶙ l-Layth responds to a possible >mdᴳ]lᶌ counter-argument which says that in 

]__ajnìhc nd]n Di`Ým jla`amnìh]nìih ìm gi`ìbìa` ]__il`ìhc ni nda ]_nm ib g]h) Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs imply 

that God modifies His decisions (al-bà ᶁÝ). He replies by stating that the >mdᴳ]lᶌs mistakenly 

saw the decree of divine predestination as an attribute of God Ú which made them protest its 

changeability Ú where in fact  it is an attribute of man. And, since it is possible for humans to 

change from one state to another, it is also possible for their attribute indicating happiness 

or wretchedness to change too.300 This total opposition to the >mdᴳ]lᶌ view is further 

illustrated by al-?]t`]qᶌ qdi m]sm) Üahl al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ] argue that the wretched 

becomes happy and the happy become wretched; they even said that when Iblis (the devil) 

was chief of the angels, he was happy in the true sense. But when he transferred into a wicked 

demon (Üablasa& da ^a_]ga qlan_da`+Ý301  

Despite the apparent severity of this dispute in light of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ texts, >mdᴳ]lᶌ scholar al-

Po^eᶌ makes the difference over the changeability of happiness and wretchedness a verbal 

disputes with no major philosophical ramifications.302 He says:  

The dispute over the problem of happiness and wretchedness is also verbal (lafфᶌ) because 
the happy person according to >^ᶙ al-ϕasan (al-Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ) is he whose 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 faith, yet it would 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 in meaning between all of the above.303  
 

Al-Po^eᶌ tries here to minimize the dispute with Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs by presenting an argument which 

focusses on divine decree and predestination and not on the acts of man. As we saw, early 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians placed greater attention on the acts of man in their deliberations on 

the problem of happiness and wretchedness. To them, al-Po^eᶌ may well have seemed to be 

presenting a forcible conciliation between two opposite views. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy 

                                                           
299 Ibid.  
300 Al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ, Sharϖ, pp.20 Ú 21. 
301 Al-?]t`]qᶌ) UДᶙf al-din, p.177. The same example is mentioned by al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ, al-?ì`ᶁs]) p.91.  
302 Al-Po^eᶌ) Н]^]kᶁn, v.9, pp.383 Ú 384. 
303 Al-Po^eᶌ) al-Sayf al-g]mdÝdol) p.45 Ú 46. 



84 

 

to mention that contemporary ϕ]h]bᶌ theologian al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ steers clear from delving into 

this problem in his two influential commentaries on the WaДiyya of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and the creed 

of al-Нaϖᶁqᶌ. 

 2.4.4 Can faith be Doubted? 

Closely related to the problem of happiness and wretchedness is the debate on 

exception in faith (al-ÜìmnìndhᶁÝ fi al-Üìgᶁh). Since the righteous acts of man provide no 

guarantee of happiness except at the unknown moment of death, the >mdᴳ]lᶌs invalidate the 

_aln]ìh ]h` _ihbì`ahn jlihioh_agahn ib b]ìnd) ]h` ]lcoa` nd]n arjlammìihm fìea ßF ]g ] 

^afìapalà ]la ìh_igjfana qìndion ]``ìhc mn]nagahnm fìea ßìb Di` qìffmà %ìhh mdᶁÝ] >ff]d). 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs affirmed that no doubt is acceptable on the things that have a verifiable existence, 

which includes faith because in the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ view it is a real thing with a recognizable 

minimum definition of assent (taД̀ ᶌk) to the revealed message of the prophet. Therefore, if 

ndìm `abìhìnìih ìm gan) ìn ìm ]m go_d qlihc ni m]s ßF ]g ] ^afìapal) ìb Di` qìffmà ]m ìn ìm ni m]s 

ßF ]g ]fìpaà il ßF ]g mn]h`ìhc) ìb Di` qìffmà+ 304 It is noteworthy to mention that debate on 

the doctrine of exception in faith precedes the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and >mdᴳ]lᶌ schools and goes back to 

a difference between >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], who did not accept it, and Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ who espoused it. >^ᶙ 

Sd]eᶙl al-Pᶁfìgᶌ reports a number of opinions that attempt to find a compromise solution 

bil nda jli^fag8 da m]sm Ümiga d]pa _f]ìga` nd]n ndala ìm hi Xla]fZ `ìm]claagahn ipal ndìm 

problem because al-Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ m]ì` ßF ]g ] ^afìapal) ìb Di` qìffmà ion ib ba]l ib Di`) ]h` >^ᶙ 

ϕ]hᶌb] m]ì` ßF nlofs ^afìapaà ion ib jimìnìpa `io^n ìh Di` %ϖusn al-фan billah&+Ý305 Al-Pᶁfìgᶌ also 

reports of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] ]m m]sìhc ÜFh pìaq ib gsmafb hiq) F ]g ] nloa ^afìapal8 ^on) ìh pìaq if 

God, I am a believer inn shᶁÝ] >ff]d+Ý Ea ]fmi koinam lahiqha` >mdᴳ]lᶌ theologian >^ᶙ al-Qᶁmìg 

al-Nomd]slᶌ as making a similar statement.306 >^ᶙ al-Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ, however, invalidates 

these statements. He argues:  

It is meaningless when someone says: my faith is real without exception, but when 
`am_lì^ìhc nda mn]na ib dìm ^afìab m]sm ßF ]g ] ^afìapal) ìb Di` qìffmà) ^a_]oma ìb dìm b]ìnd q]m 
real, then he would be a believer in the real sense; like sitting if the person is seated. Equally 
there is no meaning in saying: I am a believer in God with no exception, but Ú in view of God 
Ú F ]g ] ^afìapal ìb Di` qìffmď ?a_]oma ìb migaihaÝm b]ìnd q]m palìbì]^fs la]f) nden he would 
be a true believer.307 

                                                           
304 >^ᶙ l-Layth, Sharϖ, p.23; >^ᶙ l-JoÝᶌh, TabДira [Anwar], v.2, p.1092; al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ, al-?ì`ᶁs]) pp.90 Ú 91. 
305 >^ᶙ al-Pd]eᶙl ]f-Pᶁfìgᶌ) al-Q]gdᶌ`) p.113. 
306 Ibid. 
307 >^ᶙ f-JoÝᶌh) TabДira, ed. M. Anwar, v.2, pp.1093Ú1094. 
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The dispute over exception in faith is another verbal difference according to later 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ scholar al-Po^eᶌ.308 Importantly, al-Po^eᶌ does not attribute the opinion which 

invalidates exception in faith to >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ but in his view it is only the 

common position of the ϕanafis.309 Contemporary ϕ]h]bᶌ al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ also considers this 

`ìmjona ni ^a pal^]f+ Ea m]sm7 Ünlond ib nda g]nnal ìm nd]n ndìm `ìmjona ìm iha ib mshn]r %^ìh]Ýì), 

^a_]oma mìh_a ]ff `aa`m ]la j]ln ib ihaÝm b]ìnd ]__il`ìhc ni ]f-Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ, any doubt of the reality 

of deeds entails doubt of the reality of faith. As for >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and his followers, since faith 

is assent (taД̀ ᶌk& X]fihaZ) `io^nìhc ihaÝm `aa`m `iam hin ha_ammìn]na `io^n ib b]ìnd+Ý310Ibn al-

Eogᶁg also minimizes the difference between the two schools over exception in faith and 

m]sm 7Ündala ìm hi Xla]fZ `ìbbalah_a ^anqaah ndag+Ý311 

/+2 Di`Ým >_nìpa >nnlì^onam 

Pohhᶌ theologians in general, including >mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, affirmed the 

existence of seven attributes (Дìbᶁn) Ú extrapolated from religious texts - by which God is 

eternally described; they are: power (qudra), will (ìlᶁ`]&) ehiqfa`ca %ᴳilm), life (ϖ]sᶁt), hearing 

(samG), seeing (baДar) and speech (k]fᶁg). These eternal, uncreated and timeless attributes of 

perfection are unique and not to be likened to the attributes of created beings. The 

Joᴳn]tìf]d, on the other hand, advocated that it is false to think of God as having eternal 

attributes because it implies the multiple existence of etern]f ahnìnìam ]h` oh`algìham Di`Ým 

monotheism.  Furthermore, while God may be described by certain attributes (because they 

are reported in religious traditions), the Joᴳn]tilah 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. >mdᴳ]lᶌ theology, in addition, distinguished between  two types of divine 

attributes: essential attributes (Дìbᶁn al-`dᶁt) and active attributes (Дìbᶁn al- bìᴳl). The first refers 

to the seven attributes mentioned above, which are considered to be eternal (qadᶌma) and 

derive their existence from the existence of the divine essence (kᶁÝìg] ^ì-dhati-llah); and the 

ma_ih` ]la Di`Ým ]_nìpa ]nnlì^onam) qdì_d ]la `abìha` ]m ilìcìh]nìhc ìh nìga %muϖdatha) and 

do not derive their existence from God.  

                                                           
308 Al-Po^eᶌ) Н]^]kᶁn k., v.9, p.383. 
309 Al-Po^eᶌ) al-Sayf al-J]mdÝdol) pp.44Ú45. 
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In summary, >mdᴳ]lᶌs argued that the active attributes of God by which the world and 

its beings are brought into existence Ú such as existentiating (taeqᶌh), initiation (Üᶌjad), 

creation ( n]edfᶌq) and originating in time (iϖ̀ ᶁth) Ú are 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 existentiator (mukawwin) or creator (khᶁliq) Ú  or by any synonymous active attribute Ú 

when He existentiates or creates. Here, another problem arises which draws heavy Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

criticism  alongside the already perceived-as-invalid >mdᴳ]lᶌ twofold division of attributes 

]h` nda _la]na`hamm ib Di`Ým ]_nìpa ]nnlì^onam+ Fb Di` _la]nam nda qilf` ìh nìga qìnd ]h 

attri bute of His which is brought into being at the instance of creation, then >mdᴳ]lᶌs in fact 

postulate that there should be no differentiation between the act of existentiation (taeqᶌh) 

and the existentiated (mukawwan). In the >mdᴳ]lᶌ view, there should be no theological 

controversy in presupposing that taeqᶌh and mukawwan, or the act (bìᴳl) and the acted (g]bᴳᶙl), 

are identical as they are all in the realm of action and do not undermine the eternity of the 

seven essential attributes of God. >mdᴳ]lᶌs provide 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 world (bᶌ ]f-mdᶁhid) 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. The same then should also 

apply to the realm of the unknown (bᶌ al-ghᶁÝì^& qdala^s Di`Ým ]_nìpa ]nnlì^onam ]la ^liocdn 

into existence at the instance of the occurrence of His acts. In addition, >mdᴳ]lᶌs defend the 

position that taeqᶌh is identical with the mukawwan by 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. >mdᴳ]lᶌs therefore admonish making taeqᶌh an eternal 

attribute of God. They suggest that such a view must necessarily imply that existent beings 

other than God (g]qíᶙ`ᶁt) are eternal, something which violates the concept of monotheism 

according to them.  For this reason, >mdᴳ]lᶌs rejected the differentiation between taeqᶌh and 

mukawwan, and espoused that they must be seen as one.  

The grave consequence of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ view nd]n Di`Ým ]_nìpa ]nnlì^onam %Дìbᶁn al-Ü]bᴳᶁf) 

are created in time led to some of the most prominent controversies that ensued between 

>mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism. Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians 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. Early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs argued that the divine attributes are 

neither identical with God, nor other than Him (la huwa wa lᶁ ghayruhu). This seems to 

indicate that they took an intermediary position between the >mdᴳ]lᶌs who assert the 

external existence of divine attributes, and the Joᴳn]tìf]d, who deem divine attributes as 

nothing other than God himself. Yet, since both schools advocate the createdness of active 

attributes, early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs put >mdᴳ]lᶌs and the Joᴳn]tilah in the same adversary camp.312  

>^ᶙ al-Layth writes:  

Separating (al-gocdᶁyara) between Essence and its attributes is the doctrine of the 
Joᴳn]tilah and the >mdᴳ]lᶌs because they deem as created the active attributes of God. This, 
together with separating between Essence and its attributes, is invalid. According to ahl al-
sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ] the attributes of God are neither identical with, nor other than, God; they 
are [all] uncreated, whether they were active or essential.313 
 

>^ᶙ al-Layth also challenged its underlying logical reasoning. He rejects the way in which 

>mdᴳ]lᶌs and the Joᴳn]tilah describe God by active attributes such as creation based only on 

the merits of the act of creating (edᶁfìkun bi khalqihi). >^ᶙ al-Layth continues,  

We (the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs) say [of God] that He is a creator (edᶁfìk) and has always been a creator; a 
sustainer (rᶁtìq& ]h` d]m ]fq]sm ^aah ] momn]ìhalå ìh nda m]ga q]s nd]n qa m]s7 ]ff-knowing 
(Ü]fìg) and has always been all-knowing and all-powerful (kᶁdir) and has always been all-
jiqalbofå Qdah lamjih`ìhc ni nda hihmahma %noll]dᶁt) of the Qadariyya and the >mdᴳ]lᶌs we 
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 God to be [described as] a creator although He did not 
create.314  
 

>^ᶙ al-Layth further adds that the proof of the soundness of the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ argument 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 an all-powerful God 

by the inability to create (al-Ü]ít). Also, asserting that God may be described by a new active 

                                                           
312 It seems that the Joᴳn]tìfᶌ position on the ̀ i_nlìha ib nda maj]l]nìih ^anqaah Di`Ým ammah_a ]h` `ìpìha 
attributes (al-mughᶁyara bayna al-`dᶁn q]f Дìbᶁt) may be interpreted in two ways. As far as the active attributes 
]la _ih_alha`) ^ind >mdᴳ]lᶌm ]h` nda Joᴳn]tìf]d advocate that they are created in time. Therefore, it is valid to 
]mmoga nd]n nda >mdᴳ]lᶌ jimìnìih %qdì_d ]bbìlgm nda arìmnah_a ib ]nnlì^onam ìh the first place) lends to the 
assertion that some divine attributes have an external existence of their own. But, it is more problematic to 
consider the Joᴳn]tìf]d as advocates of the external existence of attributes because they fundamentally deny 
the concept of attributes and deem them synonymous with divine names with no real theological significance. 
Qdalabila) nda moccamnìih nd]n nda >mdᴳ]lᶌm ]h` Joᴳn]tìf]d hold completely opposite views, which is the view 
found in M. >^ᶙ W]dl]Ým dìmnils ib Jomfìg ma_ts (>^ᶙ Zahra, Q]lᶌed, p.173), is sound from the point of view that 
the Joᴳn]tìf]d do not define 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 to define the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ jimìnìih qdì_d m]sm 
that the divine attributes are neither identical nor other than God (la huwa wala ghayruhu) as taking an 
ìhnalga`ì]ls jimìnìih ^anqaah nda >mdᴳ]lᶌm ]h` nda Joᴳn]tilah. 
313 >^ᶙ al-Layth, Sharϖ, p.32.  
314 >^ᶙ al-Layth, Sharϖ, pp.32Ú33. 
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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 degeneration.315 

More problematic, however, is when >mdᴳ]lᶌs side with the opinion of the majority of 

the Joᴳn]tilah and the anthropomorphists Ú with whom they also agree on the createdness 

of active attributes Ú in supposing that the existentiated (mukawwan) is identical with the act 

of existentiation (taeqᶌh).316 Undoubtedly, this differentiation between taeqᶌh and mukawwan 

was par excellence a defining doctrine of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ creed and provoked the most controversial 

dispute between the two schools. Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs generally argued against the >mdᴳ]lᶌ adversaries 

in two directions: first, that this theological blunder of >mdᴳ]lᶌs inclines them to the 

teachings of the anthropomorphist sect known as the Karramiyyah; second, that the 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ doctrine of taeqᶌh in fact originates in the theology of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and is not an 

invention of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ.  

>^ᶙ Pd]eᶙl al-Pᶁfìgᶌ dedicates a sub-section in his Q]gdᶌd to the problem of taeqᶌh. 

He says:  

>^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ and the Karramiyyah argued that existentiation and the 
existentiated are one; ahl al-sunna wal í]gᶁᴳ], however, argued that existentiation is the act 
of the existentiator, and the existentiated is the result of existentiation; [therefore,] 
existentiation ìm migandìhc indal nd]h nda arìmnahnì]na`+Ý317  
 

>^ᶙ Pd]eᶙl then delineates that all aspects of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ pìaq nd]n Di`Ým ]_nìpa ]nnlì^onam 

are created in time (muϖdatha), and that God is no longer described by the attributes of 

creation (n]edfᶌk) and existentiation (taeqᶌh) the moment He ceases to create and existentiate 

because His creative acts are transferred to the temporal creation, invariably lead to 

infidelity (kufr). >^ᶙ Pd]eᶙl justifies his view by stating that an act is either created in time 

(muϖdath) or eternal and uncreated (ghayr muϖdath). He suggests that if >mdᴳ]lᶌs approve that 

Di`Ým ]_nm ]la _la]na`) ndah ndas ]fmi Ü]jjlipa nd]n Di`Ým analh]f ammah_a _ihn]ìhm 

                                                           
315 Ibid. 
316 Joᴳn]tìfᶌ theologians differed among themselves over the sameness between n]eqᶌh and mukawwan. 
Prominent Joᴳn]tìf]d such as >^ᶙ l-Huthail, Ibn al-O]q]h`ì) JoÝ]gg]l ^ìh Ü>gl ]h` ?ìmdl ^ìh ]f-JoÝn]gìl 
argued that they are not identical. Nevertheless, early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ narnm ]m_lì^a nda `i_nlìha nd]n n]eqᶌh and 
mukawwan are identical to the majority of the Joᴳn]tìf]d (Ü]gg]n ]f-Joᴳn]tila&+ Paa7 Kᶙl al-Aᶌh al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ, ?ì`ᶁs]) 
p.36; al-Iᶁgìmdᶌ, Q]gdᶌ`) p.76 and al-Hd]^^ᶁtᶌ) al-Eᶁ`ᶌ) pp.111-113. 
317 >^ᶙ Pd]eᶙl) Q]gdᶌ`) p.59. The copyist of this old print of >^ᶙ Pd]eᶙlÝm Q]gdᶌ` wrote the last word in this 
quote as ß]f-goe]qqìhà) putting the sign ib nda mdiln piqaf ßaà  oh`al nda fannal >l]^ì_ fannal ßмà) qdì_d mdiof` 
^a nl]hmf]na` ]m ßnda arìmnahnì]nilà+ Eiqapal) nda ìhnah`a` qil` ìh nda ilìcìh]f narn ìm gila fìeafs ß]f-
goe]qq]hà %nda arìmnahnì]na`&) qìnd nda mdiln piqaf mìch ß]à ]^ipa nda f]nnal ßмà+ 
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temporalities (maϖal lil ϖ]qᶁdith& ]h` nd]n Ea ìm mom_ajnì^fa ni _d]hca XåZ ]nd transformation 

qdì_d ha_ammìn]nam ìhbì`afìns+Ý318 Likewise, it is no less a declaration of infidelity if the >mdᴳ]lᶌs 

determined that the acts of God are not created in time because in their logic it necessitates 

nd]n Di`Ým ]_nìpa ]nnlì^onam ]la analh]f+ Therefore, as long as >mdᴳ]lᶌs hold existentiation to 

be identical with the existentiated, then their position implies that a timeless eternal 

attribute of God is one and the same with the time-bound temporal creation. According to 

>^ᶙ Pd]eᶙl, making an eternal attribute bounded in time necessitates the heretical doctrine 

of the eternity of time (qidam al-dahr) and hence ascribes >mdᴳ]lᶌs to infidelity (kufr).319   

>^ᶙ al-Yusr al-?]t`]qᶌÝm ÜUДᶙf al-dᶌh contains a more detailed analysis of >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm taeqᶌh, 

but a comprehensive exposition of it goes beyond the scope of this outline. However, it 

contains important indications on the gravity of this dispute between >mdᴳ]lìmg and 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in the Classical period. >^ᶙ al-Yusr, concerning the origins of the differentiation 

between taeqᶌh and mukawwan, wrote:  

This is a disputed problem of great significance about which the >mdᴳ]lᶌs composed 
numerous works. I have seen one of them [even] writing a stacked-up volume in which he 
suggested that a group of traditionalists who flourished in Hdilᶁmᶁh argued that 
existentiation (taeqᶌh) is something other than the existentiated (mukawwan), and creation 
(Üᶌíᶁd) is something other than created existence (g]qíᶙd), and that creation is [an] eternal 
[attribute].320  
 

Then >^ᶙ al-Yusr responds to what seems like an >mdᴳ]lᶌ contention that Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs concept 

of taeqᶌh does not originate in the theology of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]:  

This problem is mentioned by >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ [in the context of his dispute with] 
the Joᴳn]tilah and he corroborated the doctrine of ahl al-sunna wal í]gᶁᴳ] which says: 
existentiation is something other than the existentiated, and existentiation is not temporal 
but created. He (>^ᶙ ManДᶙl) precedes >mdᴳ]lᶌ in time and this doctrine is exactly that of 
>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and his associates.321  
 

As for >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm `i_nlìha ib taeqᶌh, >^ᶙ l-Voml _ihmì`alm ìn nda ßgimn pofc]là %afϖash) doctrine 

in his theology and equates it with the anthropomorphist school of the Karramiyyah.322  

In tune with >^ᶙ al-VomlÝm mahnìgahn) >^ᶙ al-Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ dedicates the longest 

chapter of his magnum opus TabДirat al-Ü>`ìff] to the problem of taeqᶌh and provides one of 

the most detailed and extensive rebuttals of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ position by a Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologian. In 

                                                           
318 Ibid. 
319 Ibid.  
320 >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, p.77. 
321 Ibid. 
322 Ibid. 
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it, >^ᶙ al-Joᴳᶌh delivers a strong critique of >mdᴳ]lᶌs based on their interpretation of the 

qil` ß?aà %ßKunà) which is the word by which God created the world according to revealed 

sources.323 Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs proposed that ß?aà ìm hin mjaa_d jal ma ^on ] mshihsg ib nda `ìpìha ]_n 

of existentiation and creation Ú i.e. something other than the existentiated and created. >^ᶙ 

al-Joᴳᶌh also reports that earlier Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs took a more cautionary approach by saying that 

nda qil` ß?aà ìm ]h arjlammìih oma` ni ìgjfs nda mjaa`s ]h` nin]ffs oh_ihmnl]ìha` _la]nìih 

ib nda qilf` ^s Di` qdala^s Ea m]ì`7 ß?aà) ]h` ìn ^a_]ga+ Ea ndah `afì^al]nam nd]n nda 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ pìaq nd]n nda qil` ß?aà ìm ìh b]_n `ìpìha mjaa_d ]h` nda qilf` ìm _la]na` ^s ìn) ìnheres 

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 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs. In >^ᶙ al-JoᴳᶌhÝm qil`m7  

He who approves the truth of something and then refuses to approve of its name is self-
contradictory. Theologians considered this one of >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm Xg]íilZ _ihnl]`ì_nìihm ]h` ìn ìm 
indeed a most obscene contradiction because he negates taeqᶌh and then affirms it; if this 
is not a contradiction then nothing is a contradiction in this world.324  
 

Moreover, >^ᶙ al-Joᴳᶌh points out that this QolÝᶁhic verse is used in nearly every 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ book to prove the un-_la]na`hamm ]h` analhìns ib Di`Ým mjaa_d ]c]ìhmn nda Joᴳn]tìf]d. 

>mdᴳ]lᶌs have ni ]__ajn nd]n nda arjlammìih ß?aà ìm hin _la]na` ^a_]oma ìb ìn q]m) ìn qiof` 

need to be created by second expression, which in turn would need a third expression and 

so on, leading to infinite regression of causes (tasalsul&+ >h`) ìb nda qil` ß?aà _]hhin be 

]hsndìhc ^on analh]f) Ündah >mdᴳ]lᶌs [in effect] affirm the existence of an eternal attribute by 

which the world is brought into being; and that is exactly existentiation (taeqᶌh), origination 

%Üᶌíᶁd) and creation (khalq) in view of those who adhere to ndìm `i_nlìha+Ý325 >^ᶙ l-Joᴳᶌh adds 

that every doubt raised by the >mdᴳ]lᶌs about the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ doctrine is proven invalid by this 

inherent inconsistency. Evidently, taeqᶌh is the defining doctrine of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in >^ᶙ al-

JoᴳᶌhÝm ^iie. Denying the authenticity of taeqᶌh provokes >^ᶙ al-Joᴳᶌh to probe into the 

`i_nlìhaÝm dìmnils ni jlipa nd]n ìn jla`]nam >mdᴳ]lᶌ and originates in the theology of >^ᶙ 

ϕ]hᶌb], and in turn providing us with a highly valuable account on the early history of the 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ school.326 

                                                           
323 Also discussed in >^ᶙ al-Yusr, UДᶙf, pp.78Ú80. 
324 >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ, TabДira, p.414. 
325 >^ᶙ al-JoÝᶌh, TabДira, pp.414Ú415. 
326 Kᶙl al-Aᶌh al-Гᶁ^ᶙhᶌ (?ì`ᶁs]) pp.35Ú38), al-Iᶁgìmdᶌ (Q]gdᶌ`) pp.76 Ú 78), and al-Hd]^^ᶁtᶌ %al-Eᶁ`ᶌ, pp.111 Ú 
121) present similar rebuttals Ú varying in detail Ú ib >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm _ih_ajn ib n]eqᶌh+ All of them however equate 
nda >mdᴳ]lᶌ pìaq qìnd nda ijìhìihm ib nda g]íilìns ib nda Joᴳn]tìf]d and the Karramiyyah. Al-Hd]^^ᶁtᶌ %`+ 
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Part of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ argument to invalidate the eternity of the attribute of taeqᶌh is 

nd]n Di`Ým ]^ìfìns ni _la]na `iam hin haa` ] maj]l]na ]nnlì^ona) l]ndal ìn ag]h]nam blig jiqal 

(qudra), 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 common Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ view however saw existentiation as an eternal attribute 

additional to the seven eternal attributes of God. Interestingly, the more philosophically-

inclined al-ГaϖᶁÝìb al-ÜFf]dìss]d of Shams al-Aᶌh al-Samarqandᶌ does not delve into the problem 

of taeqᶌh in the same way the majority of past and contemporary Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians did.327 

He attributes the opinion that existentiation is something other than the attribute of power 

ni ß] clioj ib Ql]hmir]hì]h íolìmnmà %k]qg gìh bok]d]Ý g]q]l]Ý ]hh]dl). Of their rationale he 

m]sm7 Üqa ehiq nd]n Di` d]m nda jiqal %qadᶌr) to create manifold suns and planets in the 

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) are maj]l]na+Ý328 Furthermore, in 

what seems like an alternative look at the debate by focusing on the problem of whether the 

attribute of power (qudra) is something other than creation (n]edfᶌk), he says: ÜXbecause] 

creation is pre-conditioned upon power and power is not preconditioned upon creation, 

ndah Xndas gomn ^aZ `ìbbalahn+Ý329 More significant is al-SamarqandᶌÝm _ih_fomìih ìh qdì_d da 

quotes Fakhr al-Aᶌh al-Oᶁtᶌ Úwhom he refers to as the Master (al-Fgᶁg) Ú to conciliate both 

opinions.  He writes:  

The master said: the attribute of power is effective by way of possibility (Ü]f] m]^ìf ]f-jawaz). 
As for the attribute of creation, if it were also effective by way of possibility, then it would 
be identical (Ü]sh) with power. But, if it were effective by way of necessity, it would mean 
God is compelled and does not have free will (mujbaran la mukhtaran).330  

 
In other words, if the >mdᴳ]lᶌs 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 al-Po^eᶌ understandably considers the problem 

ipal nda _la]na`hamm ib Di`Ým ]_nìpa ]nnlì^onam ]h ]_no]f ]h` la]f %g]Ýh]qᶌ) dispute with 

                                                           
691/1291) includes a more detailed analysis clearly influenced by the extensive rebuttal in al-TabДira by >^ᶙ al-
JoÝᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ which he also quotes in his argument.  
327 The Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg of Shams al-Aᶌh al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ is not entirely evident although he defends a number of 
crucial Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ `i_nlìham ìh dìm ^iie+ Qdìm ìm j]lnfs arjf]ìha` ^s dìm jdìfimijdì_]f ìh_fìh]nìihm ]h` ^aìhc ] 
follower of the theological school of Fakhr al-Aᶌh ]f-Oᶁtᶌ. Nevertheless, al-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ is invariably used by 
later Ottoman theologians to defend Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ `i_nlìham ìh ijjimìnìih ni >mdᴳ]lᶌmg+  
328 Shams al-Din, ГaϖᶁÝìb) p.350. 
329 Shams al-Din, ГaϖᶁÝìb) p.351.  
330 Ibid. 



92 

 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs.331 In al-Po^eᶌÝm al-Sayf al-g]mdÝdᶙl, which is a super-commentary on >^ᶙ l-Layth al-

SamarqandᶌÝm gimnfs ]hnì-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ Sharϖ al-fiqh al-Ü]e^]l) we find an attempt to reach a 

common ground between >mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs. It also shows al-Po^eᶌÝm ìgj]mmìih]na koamn 

towards minimizing the differences; he says:  

Know that our difference with the ϕ]h]bᶌm in this problem is easy, even though the two 
camps have extensively over-debated 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]llaf ìh m]sìhc7 ßnda _la]nilà ]h` ßnda momn]ìhalà ]la ]gihc Di`Ým analh]f ]nnlì^onam+ ?on) 
I say: God may be termed a Creator in the true sense of the word, and I disagree with the 
ϕ]h]bᶌm qdi g]ea Di`Ým _la]nìpa ]nnlì^onam analh]fďÝ332  
 

Al-Po^eᶌ, then, reiterates in a forceful conciliatory manner:  

Difference between us and them diminishes very much as we agree that God is eternally a 
creator in the real sense (ϖ]kᶌk]tan), 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 
]bbìlg]nìih il hac]nìih `iam hin oh`algìha Di`Ým ]^mifona jalba_nìih) ndah X]c]ìhZ ndala 
is no great difference concerning it!333  
 

Al-Po^eᶌÝm i^mammìih qìnd ]nnagjnìhc ni nlìpì]fìta il la_ih_ìfa  nda `ìbbalah_am ^anqaah nda 

two schools is clearly evident in these words. But, the dispute over taeqᶌh is proven more 

challenging, and al-Po^eᶌ responds to the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ accusation that in >mdᴳ]lᶌ theology the 

divine act of creation is only figurative because according to them existentiation (taeqᶌh) and 

the existentiated (al-mukawwan) are one.  He says:  

It is not well-established that >^ᶙ al-ϕasan (al-Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ) ever claìga` Di`Ým h]ga ßnda 
_la]nilà ni ^a ] bìcola ib mjaa_d+ Ea g]s hin d]pa ìhnah`a` ni m]s ]hsndìhc ]hindal indal 
nd]h qd]n F d]pa m]ì` dala+ XColndal)Z ìn ìm hin Xhilg]ffsZ nda ndaificì]hmÝ n]me ni mno`s 
expressions and their metaphors, rather they study the truth of things and their reality.334  
 

Al-Po^eᶌ then argues that if >mdᴳ]lᶌs are 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 that this dispute with Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs is to some extent irreconcilable, yet al-Po^eᶌ 

maximizes his efforts to find compromise solutions.  

An important development to the debate in later theological writings is found in the 

book of al-Jomᶁyara by Egyptian ϕ]h]bᶌ scholar H]gᶁf al-Aᶌh Ibn al-Eogᶁg (d. 861/1388) in 

                                                           
331 Al-Po^eᶌ) Н]^]kᶁn k., v.9, p.387. 
332 Al-Po^eᶌ) al-Sayf al-J]mdÝdol) p.24. 
333 Ibid. 
334 Ibid. 
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which he controversially argued that the original theology of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] held taeqᶌh to be 

an eternal attribute inclusive of all other active attributes. He then criticized the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

view which approves the eternity of every active attribute, such as creating (n]edfᶌk), 

sustaining (n]ltᶌq), giving life (ÜìϖsᶁÝ) as contrary to the teachings of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and that it is 

in fact the later invention of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and his followers. He says:  

Later ϕ]h]bᶌm from the time of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ claimed that these [active] 
attributes are eternal and additional to the established [seven] attributes. Nothing in the 
sayings of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and his early associates expressly states that, except for his 
mn]nagahn7 ßDi` q]m ] _la]nil ^abila Ea _la]na`) ]h` ] momn]ìhal ^abila da momn]ìha`à ]h` 
(Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs) innovated their [own] ways of interpreting it.335  
 

He argues that the true understanding of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým `i_nlìha ib taeqᶌh makes him more in 

line with the >mdᴳ]lᶌs rather than Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, and a closer reading of the statements of pre-

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ϕ]h]bᶌm reveals that they do not imply active attributes to be something other than 

nda ]nnlì^ona ib jiqal+ ÜFh b]_n)Ý da mn]nam) Ünda na]_dìhcm ib >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] indicate that they are 

closer to the >mdᴳ]lᶌ oh`almn]h`ìhc ib ndama ]nnlì^onam+Ý336 While this may indicate a turn in 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ thought given the influence of the writings of Ibn al-Eogᶁg on later Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

theology, nonetheless it seems more of an isolated opinion. The influential commentary on 

Ibn al-EogᶁgÝm Jomᶁs]l] composed by contemporary Egyptian ϕ]h]bᶌ Qᶁmìg Ibn Nᶙnfᶙ^cdᶁ 

(d. 879/1474) categorically discredits the above statements as uninformed doubts and 

provides a thorough defense of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism as the true representative of the theology of >^ᶙ 

ϕ]hᶌb].337 

2.6 Conclusion: A Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ Phenomenon  

Three conclusions can be drawn from this chapter. First, on the points that were 

disputed with >mdᴳ]lᶌs, Jᶁnolᶌ`ism seems to draw closer to the Joᴳn]tìf]d. But, Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs 

also maintained reasonable distance from the Joᴳn]tilah which goes on to show that al-

H]qnd]lᶌÝm ijìhìih nd]n Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theology takes a middle way between the Joᴳn]tilah and 

the >mdᴳ]lᶌs is largely correct. Second, it seems that on nearly all of the crucial theological 

disputes, the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs originate their contrary-to-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ positions in the teachings and 

explicit statements of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]. This is certainly true in the disputes on the rational 

                                                           
335 Ibn al-Eogᶁg) al-Jomᶁs]l] In al-Musamara, pp.84Ú85. 
336 Ibn al-Eogᶁg) al-Jomᶁs]l]) p.87. 
337 F^h Nᶙnfᶙ^cdᶁ) ϕᶁmdìs] Ü]f] ]f-Jomᶁs]l] [printed in al-Musamara], pp.84 Ú 88. 
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ha_ammìns ni ehiq Di`) nda abbì_]_s ib g]hÝm jiqal ni ]_n) ]h` nda analhìns ib Di`Ým _la]nìpa 

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 more strongly felt in later >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

writings, as was shown in the arguments put forward in Qᶁí al-Aᶌh al-Po^eᶌÝm Kᶙhìss] 

(whereby nearly half of the disputes are considered merely verbal), and, to a limited extent, 

Ibn al-EogᶁgÝm Jomᶁs]l]. In contrast, we find in Akmal al-Aᶌh al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ and Ibn Nᶙnfᶙ^cdᶁ 

a more doctrinaire Jᶁnolᶌ`ism that generally emphasizes difference, much in line with early 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ thought. The next chapter, however, will look at the origins and sources of Ottoman 

H]fᶁg literature and attempts to measure the extent to which later philosophical theology 

influenced the debates between >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism 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 >PEᴳ>OFPJ 

 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter attempts to approximate an understanding of the presence and 

contextual significance of the disputes between >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in classical 

Ottoman theological literature (from the middle of the ninth/ fifteenth century towards the 

middle of the tenth/ sixteenth century). This chapter is divided into two sections. Section 

One contains discussions on the origins and sources of theological thought in Ottoman 

scholarship by analyzing the role of pioneering scholars, their academic background and 

later influence, as well as surveying the widely-spread theological texts . Section Two deals 

closely with the disputes by providing an overview of key encounters between the two 

schools during the specified period, 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 course of this chapter that works of k]fᶁg composed by 

Ottoman scholars who flourished between mid. ninth/ fifteenth and mid. tenth / sixteenth 

centuries were largely influenced by later >mdᴳ]lᶌ thought. Meanwhile, textual references to 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ narnm ]h` ijìhìihm appear minimal. During this period, Ottoman ϕ]h]bᶌ 

mutakallimᶌh studied exclusively >mdᴳ]lᶌ tracts and espoused fundamental >mdᴳ]lᶌ doctrines. 

Importantly, resurgence of the disputing spirit with >mdᴳ]lìmg among post-Classical 

Ottoman ϕ]h]bᶌs from al-Oᶙg (Anatolia and the Balkans) Ú which begins to take shape in the 

eleventh/ seventeenth century (discussed in Chapter IV) Ú was to an extent provoked by the 

general indifference to critical points of disputes by ϕ]h]bᶌ theologians who belonged to the 

preceding Classical period covered here. In general terms, as far as Classical Ottoman k]fᶁg 

is concerned, Jᶁnolᶌ`ism was not invariably acknowledged as a school of theology head-to-

head with >mdᴳ]lìmg; rather, we see that it is at times ignored and even made subservient to 

>mdᴳ]lìmg in prominent e]fᶁg texts.  

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` qala jli`o_a` `olìhc nda _ahnolìam ib nda agjìlaÝm laìch ipal f]lca j]lnm ib nda Muslim 
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world.338 Lnnig]h m_dif]lmÝ _ihnlì^onìih ni nda Fmf]gì_ m_dif]lfs nl]`ìnìih ìm san ni ^a 

systematically studied and appraised, and ÜFfg ]f-k]fᶁg is one of the sciences that Ottoman 

rulers and scholars alike considered to be of pivotal importance to Islamic 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 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ tradition influenced Ottoman ϕ]h]bᶌ gon]e]ffìgᶌn, and in turn influenced their 

attitude towards the debates between >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism, which a century later start 

to draw special attention in Ottoman theological literature.339 

The foremost source of Ottoman scholarly history during the classical period is al-

ShaqᶁÝìq al-hoᴳgᶁhìss] fi ᴠuf]gᶁÝ ]f-dawla al- oGndgᶁniyya (the Anemone Flowers: on the Scholars 

of the Ottoman Empire); an extensive and highly detailed collection of biographies of 

Ottoman scholars written by Aϖmad b. MuДОafa Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d (d. 968/1516).  

Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d was an outstanding Ottoman scholar; 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 books. Towards the end of his life, he became a teacher at one 

                                                           
338 Eìmnilì]h E]fìf Fh]f_ìe qlina7 Ündala d]m mi b]l ^aah hi malìiom ]nnagjn ni amn]^fìmd nda jimìnìih ib Lnnig]h 
learning within the whole field of Muslim scholarship, and so it is difficult to assess its contribution to the 
Fmf]gì_ m_ìah_amÝ8 maa7 Fh]f_ìe) Halil (2013-11-21). The Ottoman Empire: 1300-1600 (Kindle Locations 3761-3762). 
Orion. Kindle Edition). A similar sentiment is found in History of the Ottoman State and Civilization7 Ümi b]l qa f]_e 
sound and serious studies about the origins and development of traditional Islamic sciences throughout 
Ottoman history, such as n]bmᶌl) Eᶁ`ᶌnd) Fiqh and H]fᶁg Ú about [Ottoman] scholarly activities and contributions 
and biographies of scholars who agalca` ìh nd]n jalìi`Ý %Ůdm]hiŝfo) Begafa``ìh Xa`ìnil ]h` _i-author] History 
of the Ottoman State and Civilization Xnl]hmf]na` ìhni >l]^ì_ ^s P]fìd P]Ý`]qìZ) Fmn]h^of7 FO@F@>) .666) p+/) j+/11&+ 
Some attempts have been made to study Ottoman scholarly life in recent western scholarship, see for example: 
El-Rouayheb, Khaled Islamic Intellectual history in Seventeenth Century: scholarly currents in the Ottoman empire and 
the Maghreb) @]g^lì`ca7 @]g^lì`ca Rhìpalmìns Mlamm) /-.28 ?lo_eg]sl) Mdìfìjj) ßQda M]lnì_of]l Tìff %]f-ìlᶁ`]n 
al-íotÝìss]&7 Br_]p]nìihm Oac]l`ìhc ] I]na_igal ìh H]fᶁg Qalgìhifics ih dog]h >cah_s ]h` ìnm Mimìnìih ìh 
K]kmd]^]h`ì Aìm_iolmaà ìh European Journal of Turkish Studies) Sif .0) /-..8 ]h` O]`nea) ?alh` %/--/& ß?ìlcìqᶌm 
Н]lᶌk] Joϖ]gg]`ìss]+ Bìhìca ?agaleohcah oh` É^alfacohcahà ìh Journal of Turkish Studies 26 (2), pp. 159-174.  
339 The recently published Schmidtke, Sabine (editor) The Oxford Handbook of Islamic Theology, Oxford: Oxford 
Rhìpalmìns Mlamm) /-.3 _ihn]ìhm ]h ahnls ^s J+ P]ìn Ltalp]lfì ahnìnfa` ßQdaifics ìh nda Lnnig]h I]h`mà %jj+235-
586) which attempts to present a panoramic historical overview of theological developments during the 
Lnnig]h agjìlaÝm fìbanìga+ @ih_alhìhc nda _ollahn mn]na ib m_dif]lmdìj ih Lnnig]h ndaifics) Ltalp]lfì qlìnam 
Üarìmnìhc fìnal]nola b]ffm mdiln ib jlipì`ìhc ] _lìnì_]l analysis of Ottoman Islamic theology in its historical 
_ihnarnÝ %j+235&+ Qda mno`s _ihn]ìhm baq labalah_am ni nda ]nnìno`a ib E]h]bì-Jᶁnolᶌ`i Ottoman theologians 
niq]l`m >mdÝ]lìmg ]h` i^malpam Ú in line with the conclusion of this chapter Ú the influence of later 
jdìfimijdì_]f >mdÝ]lìmg ih @f]mmì_]f Lnnig]h ndaificì_]f `ìm_iolmam+ Qdìm i^malp]nìih ^s Ltalp]lfì) qdì_d ìm 
qualified with rather cursory evidence, is further supported by the more detailed arguments below. Also, the 
extensive influence of post-@f]mmì_]f >mdÝ]lìmg Ú particularly in the figuers of Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and Golíᶁhᶌ and 
prosopographical analysis of late ninth-fifteenth/early tenth -sixteenth century pioneers of Ottoman 
theological scholarship Ú as pursued in this chapter, may question the extent to which Ottoman theology was, 
]__il`ìhc ni nda ]ondil) nda Ü_ihnìho]nìih ib ]h arìmnìhc lafìcìiom _ofnola amn]^fìmda` ^s nda >h]nifì]h P]fíᶙkm 
(P]fᶁíìk]-ì Oᶙg& mìh_a nda mìrnd,nqafbnd _ahnolsÝ %ì^ì`&+   
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of the prestigious Sahn-i Saman (Eight Courtyard schools) in Istanbul, in addition to assuming 

the office of judge in the city.340 His celebrated al-ShaqᶁÝìq is arranged according to succeeding 

Оabaqᶁn (generations Ú sin. Оabaqa), 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 two hundred and fifty years; between 699/1299-1300 -  the year in which the founding 

father of the dynasty, ÜRndgᶁh I (d. 726/1324), became a sultan - and terminates a few years 

^abila nda ]ondilÝm `a]nd ìh 635,.23.+ Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d is also author of Jìbnᶁϖ al-Saᴠᶁ`], the 

second primary source on classical Ottoman scholarship.341 This 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 certainly for the remainder of this study, 

nda _]nacils ßLnnig]h m_dif]là `amalpam miga ko]fìbì_]nìih+ Eala) Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm al-

ShaqᶁÝìq comes for the aid. In fact the book was composed with the express purpose of writing 

ih nda m_dif]lm ^afihcìhc ni ßal-Oᶙgà %qdì_d traditionally mostly refers to the geographical 

region of Anatolia) whom historians Ú according to the author Ú have passed over in silence. 

In the preamble to al-ShaqᶁÝìq, Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d writes:  

Historians have recorded the virtues (g]hᶁqib) of religious scholars and notables. [These 
histories] were either asserted by tradition (naql) or confirmed by eyaqìnhamm %ᴳìsᶁn). Yet, 
no one turned to collecting the histories of the scholars of these lands -- that their names 
and descriptions almost disappeared from the speeches of civilized and nomadic people 
alike. And when this situation was observed by some men of virtue and integrity, I was 
beseeched [by them] to collect the virtues of the scholars of al-Oᶙg; and I answered to their 
request.342  
 
In light of al-ShaqᶁÝìq, an Ottoman G ᶁlim may Ú in general terms - refer to a scholar who: 

(i) studied and taught within the bounds of the geographical region of al-Oᶙg (Anatolia and 

the Balkans); (ii) moved to al-Oᶙg from 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 

                                                           
340 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d _ih_fo`am dìm ^iie qìnd ] `an]ìfa` ]oni^ìicl]jdì_]f ]__iohn) maa Qmdeo^lìt]`a) Aϖmad b. 
MuДОafa al-Pd]kᶁÝìk ]f-hoÝg]hìss] bì of]g]Ý ]f-dawla al-Üondg]hìss] [followed by al-Üìk` ]f-manthum fi thikr afadil al-
Oᶙg by al-Aydini, Ali b. Bali] (Edited by Muϖammad Tabatabai), Tehran: Library, museum and documentation 
centre of Islamic Conslutative Assembly (Majlies-e Shura-ye Eslami), 2010, pp. 471Ú476.  
341 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d) Aϖmad b. MuДОafa Jìbnᶁϖ al-m]ᴳᶁ`] q] gìm^]d ]f-lìs]`] bì g]q`oÝ]n ]l-ᴳRfᶙg  (editor unknown), 
Beirut: Dar al-Kotob al-ÜFfgìss]d) .652+  
342 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.3. 
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professor in iha ib nda Pofn]hmÝ ah`iqa` madrasas, or serve in the capacity of a judge or 

gobnᶌ.343  

3.2 Notes on the Origins and Sources of Classical Ottoman H]fᶁg  

Scholarly pioneers of the up-and-coming Ottoman empire were marked for their 

diverse cultural and intellectual backgrounds.344 The new polity attracted men of learning 

from different parts of the Muslim world Ú especially from neighboring Seljuk princedoms, 

and Persia and Hdilᶁmᶁh (al- AGjam).345 Jila ìgjiln]hnfs) nda m_dif]lmÝ nl]ìhìhc ]h` a`o_]nìih 

was wide-ranging; 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, 

Hdilᶁmᶁh and Transoxania.346 As such, there was naturally a high level of scholarly exchange 

^anqaah nda Lnnig]h `igìhìih ]h` indal j]lnm ib nda Jomfìg qilf`+  Lnnig]h lofalmÝ mja_ì]f 

relation with men of religion and learning, in addition to their patronage of scholars, 

                                                           
343 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm _lìnalì] ib qd]n `abìham ]h ßLnnig]h m_dif]là ìh_fof`am m_dif]lm qdi miíiolha` %il dakhala 
Ú lit. entered) in al-Oᶙg for purposes of scholarship. This is implied in his mention of famous Гᶙbᶌ ib Hdilᶁmᶁh 
Zayn al-Aᶌh al-Khafi (Khawᶁbᶌ) Ú died in 834/1435 (al->ᴳfᶁg) v.7, p.46; Kahhala, p+..) /.1&+ Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d m]ì`7 
Üìn `iam hin _]oma om la^oea ni gahnìih miga ib dis (KhᶁbìÝm& hi^fa pìlnoam apah ndiocd da hapal ahnala` nda 
lands of al-Oᶙg, to draw blessings and good-bilnoha ^s dìm gahnìih) ^a_]oma Di`Ým gal_s `am_ah`m ojih nda 
gahnìih ib nda jìiomÝ %al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.65). 
344 Rma ib nda qil` ßagjìlaà ìh nda Lnnig]h _ihnaxt is criticized in Mehmed Maksudoglu Osmanli history (1289-
1922) based on Osmanli sources, Kualalumpur: Research Centre IIUM, 1999, which argues that Ottomans never used 
its derivatives to refer to their polity, and used instead the Arabic word dawlah (see M. Hussain , Amjad A Social 
History of Education in the Muslim World: From the Prophetic Era to Ottoman Times, London: Ta-Ha Publishers, 2013, 
fn.562). 
345 The Arabic word GAjam (lit. non-Arabic) has acquired various meanings in Muslim geographical literature. In 
later Ottoman historical contexts,  GAjam  came to designate more exclusively Safavid Iran(inans). But, it is 
crucial to point out that in general Ottoman contexts, ̂ìfᶁ` al-ᴳ>í]g (lands of the Ajam) referred to a larger 
geographical region which ih_fo`a` Ú ]gihc indal lacìihm Ú Malmì] ]h` Hdilᶁmᶁh %liocdfs gi`alh*̀ ]s Fl]h 
]h` >bcd]hìmn]h&+ Qdìm ìm _aln]ìhfs iha ib nda ga]hìhcm agjfisa` ^s Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d ìh dìm Pd]kᶁÝìk. For 
example, on Jᶙm] Nᶁνᶌt]ᵺ`]d %`ìa` ]bnal 5.2,.1./& Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d m]ì`7 Üda `aj]lna` ni ^ìfᶁ` al-ᴳ>í]g and 
mno`ìa` oh`al _dìab m_dif]lm ib Hdilᶁmᶁh8 ndah) gipa` ni mᶁ warᶁÝ al-nahr %Ql]hmir]hì]&Ý %Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.18). Also, 
regarding a scholar named al-Malᶌϖᶌ ]f-ľs`ᶌhᶌ (lived during the reign of Mehmed FF&) Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d qlina7 
Üda ahnala` ^ìfᶁ` al-ᴳ>í]g, and mawla (common Ottoman synonym of shaykh) Abd al-Raϖgᶁh al-Gᶁgᶌ studied 
nicandal qìnd dìgÝ %Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.197). Jami (d. 898/1492)  was a famous Гᶙbᶌ and mystic who lived and studied in 
nda Hdilᶁmᶁhì]h _ìns ib Eal]n %al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, pp.232-233; al->ᴳfᶁg, v.3, p.296). The lands of al-ᴳ>í]g in Pd]kᶁÝìk even 
included centres of learning in Transoxania. On a teacher at Sahn-i Saman named Pir Muϖammad ]f*C]hᶁlᶌ %`+ 
623,.216&) Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d m]ì`7 Ündah da nl]paffa` ni ^ìfᶁ` al-ᴳ>í]g and studied there under the ulama of 
Samarqand and BukhᶁlᶁÝ %Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.420).  
346 Begafa``ìh Fdm]hicfo koinam ] mno`s ^s J Iaeamìt %J+ E+ Iaeamìt) ßLmg]hfì ìfgì tìdhìsanìh`a `acìmga 
[Tesekkul-gelisme-cozulme XV-USFF+ Votsìff]lZà, Masters Thesis, Hacettepe University, Dept. of History, 
Ankara, 1989, pp.27-28-65) which gives the following statistics on the sources of Ottoman education between 
the eighth/ fourteenth and tenth/ sixteenth centuries: scholars studied in Iran constituted 39.3 percent; Egypt, 
0-+0 jal_ahn8 ]m bil Ql]hmir]hì]) Fl]k) Hdilatg ]h` Calc]h] a]_d d]` 3+-38 bìh]ffs) >h]nifì] ]h` Hdilᶁmᶁh d]` 
0+-0 jal_ahn %Fdm]hicfo) Begafa``ìh ßnda J]`l]m]m ib nda Lnnig]h Bgjìlaà jo^lished by Foundation for 
Science and Technology and Civilisation [UK], no. 4055, April 2004, p.4). These statistics would have to be largely 
modified if  the study by Lekisiz treated GAjam as an absolute synonym for moder-day 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 times.347 For example, the first entry 

in al-ShaqᶁÝìq is a scholar by the name of Sheikh Edebali al-H]l]gᶁhᶌ (d. 726/1325-6) who 

hailed from the powerful beylik (princedom) of Karaman Ú prior to its annexation into 

Ottoman dominion - where he acquired his initial religious learning before taking higher 

studies at the ulama of al-Pdᶁg (Syrian). Al-H]l]gᶁhᶌ then had a close affinity with ÜRndgᶁh 

I (founder of the dynasty) and became his chief advisor on matters of religion and 

governance. The Sultan even married one of al-H]l]gᶁhᶌÝm `]ocdnalm qdi Ú according to 

Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d348 - became mother of Orhan, son of ÜRndgᶁh I and his successor.349 Another 

notable from the time of ÜRndgᶁh FÝm laìch ìm Joedfìm-Baba, a Гᶙbᶌ native of Hdilᶁmᶁh who 

mannfa` ìh Hìlmdadìl ìh H]l]g]h ]h` ndah ^a_]ga j]ln ib nda mofn]hÝm ìhhal _ìl_fa ]h` 

accompanied him on his conquests350; Mukhlis-?]^]Ým mih ]h` cl]h`mih _ihnìhoa` ndaìl 

b]ndalÝm legacy and became prominent Ottoman scholars in their own right.351  

Proficiency in the rational sciences (al- RGfᶙg  al-Ü]kfìss]d or al-g]ᴳkᶙfᶁt) is a recurring 

theme in   al-ShaqᶁÝìq. According to Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d,  al-g]Ýkof]n are made up of the following 

`ìm_ìjfìham %ìh ndìm il`al&7 Ündaifics %k]fᶁg), principles of jurisprudence (ÜoДᶙf al-fiqh), Arabic 

grammar (al-naϖw), morphology (al-taДlᶌf), the science of inflection (al-i rGᶁb), the science of 

meanings (al-g]ᴳᶁnᶌ), the science of clarification (al-^]sᶁn), the science  of dialectics (al-jadal), 

logic (manОiq), philosophy (falsafa) and astronomy (al-d]sÝ]&+Ý352 The sequence in which the 

rational sciences are outlined by Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d echoes a common understanding that Üilm 

al-H]fᶁg is the chief science and the validity of other religious sciences is contingent upon 

it.353 Foremost scholar in the reign of Orhan (lasting from 726/1326 until his death in 

                                                           
347 Cil gila ih ndìm jiìhn) maa nda la_ahnfs jo^fìmda`7 >nÍÐf) >^`olRaϖgᶁh Scholars and Sultans in the Early Modern 
Ottoman Empire, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017.  
348 This assertion has been challenged in recent scholarship. For example see: Leslie P. Peirce The Imperial Harem: 
Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire, Oxford University Press, 1993. pp. 106Ú107. 
349 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, pp.5-6. 
350 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.7.  
351 They are Ashiq-Pasha al-ϕ]h]bᶌ al-Гᶙbᶌ (al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.7) and Alwan @dafa^ᶌ (al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.8.). 
352 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.60. 
353 This trend is found in al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ and is a dominant theme in authoritative canons from the later H]fᶁg 
tradition. Al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ qlina ìh dìm g]ho]f ib Pdᶁbìᴳì íolìmjlo`ah_a) al-MustaДfa7 ÜH]fᶁg is [the science] responsible 
for proving the principles of all of the religious sciences, because they are [merely] particular in respect of [the 
science] of H]fᶁg+ H]fᶁg is the science which reserves the higher status since from its [station] that one descends 
ni ndama j]lnì_of]lìnìam+Ý %]f-Dd]tᶁfᶌ, >^ᶙ Eᶁgì` al-MustaДfa [edited by Muϖammad Abd al-P]fᶁg ]f-Shafi], 
Beirut: Dar al-Kotob al-ÜFfgìss]d) .660) j+3-7). Al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ wrote in his Sharϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì` al-K]m]bᶌyyah7 ÜXH]fᶁg] is 
nda gimn hi^fa ib m_ìah_am ^a_]oma ìn ìm nda ^]mìm ib lafìcìiom lofìhcm ]h` _dìab ib nda lafìcìiom m_ìah_amÝ %]f-
Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ, Sharϖ, p.56). However, al-Dd]tᶁfᶌÝm `ìpìmìih ib m_ìah_am mfìcdnfs `ìbbala` blig nd]n ib Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d8 
al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ divided all sciences into two parts: rational - including medicine, mathematics, geometry etc. - and 
religious - including H]fᶁg) nda jlìh_ìjfam ib íolìmjlo`ah_a) nda m_ìah_a ib nl]`ìnìih) n]bmᶌl) ]h` nda ìhhal m_ìah_a 
- Üìlm al-batin - or science of the heart (al-Dd]tᶁfᶌ, al-MustaДfa, p.6). It would seem that since Üìfg ]f-H]fᶁg was 
^a_igìhc ìh_la]mìhcfs ßl]nìih]fà ìh nda f]nal ndaificì_]f nl]`ìnìih) ]h` ^a_]ga Ú in al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm qil`m Ú 
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43-,.026& ìm A]qᶙd al-QayД]lᶌ (d. 751/1350) who became a prominent  teacher at the 

madrasa in Iznik - the first college to be established under Ottoman auspices. QayД]lᶌ was a 

native of Karaman, studying there first, then moved to Egypt to study n]bmᶌl, ϖ]`ᶌnd and ÜoДᶙf. 

Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d makes special mention of QayД]lᶌÝm ar_ajnìih]f ]^ìfìnìam ìh nda l]nìih]f 

sciences; he wrote that QayД]lᶌ  

Excelled in the rational sciences and acquired the science of Sufism; he composed a 
commentary on [the book] of FuДᶙД by Ibn GArabᶌ, and forwarded it with an introduction in 
which he outlined the principles of the science of Sufism; his aptitude for the rational 
sciences can also be gleaned from his words in that introduction.354  
 

3.2.1 Pioneering Scholars and Popular Texts 

3.2.1.1  Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm Iìmn ib Qdaificì_]f @f]mmì_m 

A noteworthy feature of Ottoman theological scholarship during the Classical period 

is the predominance of >mdᴳ]lᶌ texts. Writing in the year 948/1541-42, Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d 

finishes the relatively elongated entry on the science of k]fᶁg in his encyclopedia of sciences 

with a list of works that may be deemed the classic text-books in the field.355 First among 

them are the tracts of NaДᶌr al-Aᶌh al-Нᶙmᶌ (d. 672/1273) Ú namely, N]qᶁᴳì` ]f-ᴳ>kᶁÝì` and al-

Q]ílᶌ`. Al-Нᶙmᶌ q]m ] biffiqal ib Qqafpal PdìÝìmg ]h` dìm qilem ]la _ihmì`ala` nda jìhh]_fa 

of philosophical k]fᶁg.356 Nevertheless, al-НᶙmᶌÝm qilem Ú in particular al-Q]ílᶌ` - was one of 

the foundational texts of Ottoman scholasticism throughout the Classical period. The second 

treatise in the list is the book of al-Н]qᶁfìᴳ ^s KᶁДir al-Aᶌh al-Bayνᶁqᶌ (d. 685/1286). Al-

Bayνᶁqᶌ was a renowned >mdᴳ]lᶌ m_dif]l blig Pdᶌlᶁz and this work by him has been until 

recent times one of the most widely-studied >mdᴳ]lᶌ canons.  

Importantly, these works were not studied in their abstract form, but were typically 

read through the gaze of commentaries Ú a dominant trend in Islamic religious scholarship 

in those times. Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d lists three commentaries on al-Q]ílᶌ` by an Amdᴳ]lᶌ, a 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and a philosopher; they are: first, the commentary by Shams al-Aᶌh al-IДb]dᶁhᶌ (d. 

744/1349) Ú an influential >mdᴳ]lᶌ commentator who was born in IДb]dᶁh and Ú in 

                                                           
Ü]fgimn ìh`ìmnìhcoìmd]^fa blig jdìfimijdsÝ %]f-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ, Sharϖ, p.55), it was viewed as a rational science by 
Ottoman scholars in this period. See discussion on the later k]fᶁg tradition in Chapter One.  
354 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) j+6+ Kina Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm oma ib ]p]ìf]^fa apì`ah_a ni mo^mn]hnì]te his view of the prevalence 
of rationalism in early Ottoman intellectual history. 
355 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d) Jìbnᶁϖ al-m]ᴳᶁ`]) v.2, pp.159-162. 
356 QᶙmìÝm qilem qala _ihnlipalmì]f apah ]gihc miga jligìhahn >mdᴳ]lᶌm) ]h` nda m]ga la]_nìih ni ìn Ú and to 
the enterprise of philosophical H]fᶁg Ú would be observed in following centuries of Ottoman history. See for 
example Sacaklit]ᵺ`]d in Chapter V.  
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Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm qil`m Ú ßar_affa` ìh nda l]nìih]f m_ìah_amà8 ]f-IДb]dᶁhᶌ  taught in 

Damascus and later in Egypt where he died; second, the commentary by Akmal al-Aᶌh al-

?ᶁ^]lnᶌ (d. 786/1348), an Egyptian ϕanafi-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ scholar already referred to in the 

previous chapter; and, third, the commentary on al-Q]ílᶌ` by Transoxanian philosopher-

mathematician GAli al-Nᶙmdíᶌ (d. 879/1474) who established rapport with Mehmed II and 

became an esteemed member of Ottoman scholarly circles. As for al-BayνᶁqᶌÝm al-Н]qᶁli ,G 

Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d mentions one commentary Ú also by the >mdᴳ]lᶌ Shams al-Aᶌh al-IДb]dᶁhᶌ .  

Next in Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm fìmn ib ndaificì_]f qilem ]la nda biffiqìhc >mdᴳ]lᶌ classics: 

al-MuϖaДДal, al-Ü>l^]ᴳᶌn [fi ÜoДᶙf al-Aᶌh] and Nihayat al-ᴳokᶙl by Fakhr al-Aᶌh al-Oᶁtᶌ (d. 606/1209); 

Io^ᶁb al-Ü>l^]ᴳᶌh by Sirᶁj al-Aᶌh al-ÜRlg]qᶌ (d. 682/1283), which is commentary on OᶁtᶌÝm al-

Ü>l^]ᴳᶌh; >^eᶁl ]f-Ü>beᶁr by Sayf al-Aᶌh al-Üľgì`ᶌ (d. 631/1233); al-Mawᶁqif, Jawᶁhir al-H]fᶁg and 

al- ]GkᶁÝì` al-Ü>νudiyyah ^s ᴳ>νud al-Aᶌh al-ÜŨíᶌ (d. 756/1355); and >^ᶙ Eᶁmid al-Dd]tᶁfᶌÝm %`+ 

505/1111) Q]dᶁbon ]f-C]fᶁsifa.357 Interestingly, in addition to al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌÝm Commentary on al-

Q]ílᶌ`, only two ϕ]h]bᶌ theological tracts are listed by Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d, and both were from 

Transoxania. The first is al-ГaϖᶁÝìb ]f-ÜIlᶁhiyya by Shams al-Aᶌh al-Samarqandᶌ (died around 

690/1291), a ϕ]h]bᶌ scholar from Samarqand who was strongly influenced by later >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

scholars Ú especially al-Oᶁtᶌ; Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d exclaimed that he did not know anything 

about the author besides his name.358 The second is Q]ᴳ`ᶌf ]f- RGfᶙg  by famous ?oedᶁl]n 

scholar Гadr al-Pd]lᶌᴳ] al-Qdᶁhᶌ (d. 747/1346).359  

3.2.1.2  Commentaries and Super-commentaries 

Ottoman theological literature during the Classical period took overwhelmingly the 

form of commentaries (mdolᶙϖ, sin. Sharϖ) and super-commentaries (ϖ]qᶁshᶌ, sin. ϖᶁshiya) on 

earlier k]fᶁg works Ú especially from the later >mdᴳ]lᶌ tradition. 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, however, that this academic practice prevailed in other 

centers of learning in the Muslim world and was in no way a unique feature of Classical 

Ottoman scholarship. In fact, Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d himself mentions an example of a non-

Ottoman intellectual exchange in the discipline of k]fᶁg that took place within the bounds 

                                                           
357 Q]̠ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d) Jìbnᶁϖ al-P]ᴳᶁ`]) p.160-161.  
358 Biography of Shams al-Aᶌìh ]f-P]g]lk]h`ᶌ lag]ìhm gimnfs ohehiqh+  
359 Both works have already been discussed in the last two chapters. 
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ib nda ßj]l]`ìcgà ib mojal-commentaries. Concerning the abovementioned commentary on 

al-Q]ílᶌ` by Nᶙmdíᶌ) da qlina7 Ündala ]la mojal-commentaries on it by G]fᶁf al-Aᶌh al-A]qqᶁhᶌ 

(d. 918/1512), as well as by Гadr al-Aᶌh al-Shirᶁtᶌ (d. 930/1523); the debate between them kept 

going back and forth; accordingly, they composed super-commentaries in phases, well-

ehiqh ^s nda arjalnm+Ý360 Al-A]qqᶁhᶌ and Гadr al-Aᶌh al-Pdᶌlᶁtᶌ were contemporaneous 

philosophers and theologians who lived in the city of Pdᶌlᶁt. Both evenly authored six super-

commentaries on NᶙmdíᶌÝm commentary on al-Q]ílᶌ`, and as a whole constituted a protracted 

and continuous intellectual exchange. The debate even continued posthumously by Гadr al-

AᶌhÝm mih Jìl Ddìsᶁth al-Aᶌh (d. 949/1542) who retorted to the last super-commentary 

written by al-A]qqᶁhᶌ which had been intended to be ] laíiìh`al ]c]ìhmn dìm b]ndalÝm f]mn 

super-commentary on the subject.361  

 3.2.2 Legacy of al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ 

Reading the works of Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d, or Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌÝm (d. 1067/1657)  

bibliographical encyclopedia Kashf al-фohᶙh, in addition to catalogues of extant manuscripts 

in modern-day Turkey, one is struck by the vast number of commentaries and super-

commentaries that were composed during the Classical Ottoman period which covered 

nearly all aspects of Islamic learning. However, specially in the fields of ÜRДᶙf and H]fᶁg, no 

works attracted more commentary, glosses and annotation than the writings of two scholars: 

P]ᴳ` al-Aᶌh al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Sayyid al-Pd]lᶌb al-Golíᶁhᶌ.  

Al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ was a highly prolific scholar blig Kìmᶁ in Hdilᶁmᶁh. Born into a family 

well-versed in the Islamic scholarly tradition (his father was a scholar and judge, and his 

grandfather and great grandfather were both well-regarded ulama). He studied under 

philosopher-logician QuОb al-Aᶌh al-Taϖnᶁhᶌ (d. 766/1365) and prominent >mdᴳ]lᶌ ᴳ>νud al-

Aᶌh al-ÜŨíᶌ. Al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ was a Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ with wide-ranging intellectual interests which were 

mostly in the rational sciences of Islam. According to Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d, Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm mja_ì]fìmn 

fields include: Arabic sciences such as grammar, morphology; the sciences of meanings and 

clarification; in addition to the two fundamental disciplines (al-Ü]Дlayn) - principles of 

jurisprudence and theology.362 Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ lived in Samarqand during the reign of Qᶌgᶙl, and 

the latter reportedly had a high opinion of him. He died in Samarqand in 792/1390 leaving a 

                                                           
360 Jìbnᶁϖ al-m]ᴳᶁ`], p.159. 
361 Details on these super-commentaries is also bioh` ìh Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌÝm Kashf al-фohᶙh (v.1, pp.346-351). 
362 Jìbnᶁϖ al-m]ᴳᶁ`]) p.190-192. 
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long-lasting legacy. In the words of Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d7 Üg]mnals ib nda m_ìah_am ìh nda a]mn 

ended ìh dìg+Ý363  

The other scholar whose works were highly celebrated by the Ottomans is al-Sayyid 

al-Pd]lᶌb al-Golíᶁhᶌ  (d. 816/1413); a contemporary of al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ who also lived in Qᶌgᶙlì` 

Persia and Transoxania, and was born in Istrᶁbᶁd in northern Iran. A follower of the ϕ]h]bᶌ 

school of law with greater inclines to >mdᴳ]lᶌ theology, al-Golíᶁhᶌ studied under QuОb al-Aᶌh 

al-Taϖnᶁhᶌ among others before moving to Egypt to study under prestigious ualma, primarily 

chief of ϕ]h]bᶌm Akmal al-Aᶌh al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ. Al-Golíᶁhᶌ authored fifty books on a wide-range of 

topics; Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d `am_lì^a` dìg ]m Üfa]`ìhc m_dif]l ib nda a]mn ]h` bilagimn 

ìhnaffa_no]f ib dìm ]ca+Ý364  

Majority of Classical Ottoman scholars who wrote on theological matters studied and 

produced commentaries on texts by these two scholars, in particular al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm 

commentary on the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ Creed of Najm al-Aᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ (known as Sharϖ al- ]GkᶁÝì` al-

K]m]bᶌyyah), and al-GolíᶁhᶌÝm all-inclusive Sharϖ al-J]qᶁkìb Ú a commentary  on al-ÜŨíᶌÝm g]ho]f 

of >mdᴳ]lᶌ k]fᶁg. However, al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm ndaificì_]f magnum opus was the book of Sharϖ al-

g]kᶁДid, which parallels in size al-GolíᶁhᶌÝm pifogìhiom Sharϖ al-J]qᶁkìb. %Qda f]mn nqi 

nla]nìmam _igjfana nda ]^ipagahnìiha` Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm fìmn ib k]fᶁg classics. 365)  

The systematic and encyclopedic nature of the scholarly works produced by al-

Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ resulted in their wide-dissemination in parts of the Muslim world, 

especially in the eastern lands of Persia and Hdilᶁmᶁh. An interesting report from al-ShaqᶁÝìq 

quotes Turco-Mongol conqueror Qᶌgᶙl (d. 807/1405) as saying (during Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm fìbanìga&7 

ÜF d]pa hin _ihkoala` ] niqh qdì_d dìm %]f-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm& ^iiem d]pa hin la]_da` ^abila gs 

mqil`+Ý366 This quote gives a strong indication on the far-reaching popularity of al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm 

                                                           
363 Jìbnᶁϖ al-m]ᴳᶁ`]) p.191. 
364 Jìbnᶁϖ al-m]ᴳᶁ`]) p.192-193. 
365 Jìbnᶁϖ al-m]ᴳᶁ`]) p.161; he also lists in the passing Q]d`dᶌ^ ]f-manОiq wal-k]fᶁg by al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and other works 
by al-IДb]dᶁhᶌ  ]h` ]f-ľgì`ᶌ qdì_d da gahnìihm bil ^ì^fìicl]jdì_]f joljimam+ Fhnalamnìhcfs) Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d 
does not cite al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm gimn qì`afs-disseminated work - Sharϖ al-Ü]k]ì` ]f-K]m]bᶌyyah - among his list of  
k]fᶁg classics Ú ] qile qdì_d ardì^ìnm nda cla]namn Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ìhbfoah_a ]gihc Q]bn]tᶁhᶌÝm ^iiem+ 
366 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.82. Egyptian historian Aϖmad b. G>fᶌ al-J]klᶌtᶌ %`+ 512,.11/& Ú who wrote in the first half of the 
ninth/ fifteenth century Ú provides an early insight on the popularity of al-Golíᶁhᶌ among his (presumably 
Persian) countrymen. In his biographical work Durar al-Üokᶙd al-farida, and after acknowledging GolíᶁhᶌÝm 
ar_ajnìih]f alo`ìnìih) da qlina Ü]h` da d]` biffiqalm qdi ar_ammìpafs pahal]nad him and overly praised him 
in keeping with the habit of Persians - al-ᴳ>í]gÝ (Al-J]klᶌtᶌ) Aϖmad b. Ali Durar al-Üoko` ]f-farì ] bᶌ tarajim al-
Ü>ᴳsᶁh ]f-gobᶌda [edited by Maϖgᶙ` ]f-Jalili], Beirut: Dar al-Gharb al-ÜFmf]gì) /--/) p+/) 2/1&+ Qdìm koina indicates 
the early popularity of al-Golíᶁhᶌ, but it also shows a kind of dismissiveness on the part of the Egyptian historian 
regarding the overly celebratory attitude towards these scholars. He also seems to favor al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ over al-
Golíᶁhᶌ (also noted by Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌ qdi _f]ìga` nd]n ßfa]lha` afìnaà b]pila` Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ over al-Golíᶁhᶌ; see 
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scholarship towards the end of the eighth/ fourteenth century. But there is also evidence 

that his works had reached beyond the Qᶌgᶙlì` realm in and around the same period. 

Muϖammad ϕamza al-C]hᶁlᶌ (d. 834/1430) was a highly influential Ottoman scholar who 

flourished during the reign of ?ᶁs]tᶌ` I (lasted from 791/1389 until his death in 804/1402). 

He was the first to acquire the title of Shekhul-ÜFmf]g in the empire and is arguably considered 

the founding father of Ottoman scholasticism.367 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d reports that while al-

C]hᶁlᶌ was a teacher at a school in Anatolia,368 he would give his students an extra day off in 

addition to their normal weekly holiday which was on Tuesday and Fridas8 Ünda la]mih ìm)Ý 

Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d says,  

That during his (al-C]hᶁlᶌÝm& nìgam nda m_dif]lfs qilem ib ]f-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ had reached a high 
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 widely-disseminated (in al-Oᶙg). 
Therefore, they had to reproduce them; and as they struggled to have sufficient time to 
copy them, the mawla (al-C]hᶁlᶌ) added Monday to their [weekly] holiday.369  
 

Indeed, a closer reading of the scholarly career of al-C]hᶁlᶌ Ú and others from this 

period Ú offers hints on the origins of the Ottoman interest in the rational sciences, which 

coupled an unwavering interest in the undoubtedly rationalist character of the writings of 

al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ.370 It is said that when renowned ϕ]h]bᶌ jurist ϕᶁbìф al-Aᶌh al-

Kal`]lᶌ (d. 827/1423) sojourned in al-Oᶙg, he proved to be more knowledgeable than al-

C]hᶁlᶌ in jurisprudential knowledge (al-bolᶙᴳ), although the latter overmastered him in ÜoДᶙf 

                                                           
@dafa^ᶌ, Hᶁnì^ Sullam al-wUДᶙf ila Н]^]kᶁn al-fuhul [edited by Maϖgᶙ` >^` ]f-Qᶁ`ìl ]f->lh]ÝonZ) Fmn]h^of7 Fl_ì_]) 
2010, v.2, p.388); he said in Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm ^ìicl]jds7 Ü] lot of his [works] were critically pursued by al-Pd]lᶌb al-
Golíᶁhᶌ and others, and most of what they criticize in him is not free from wantonness - n]Ý]mmobÝ %p+0) j+14.&+ 
367 Qdìm ]mmalnìih ìm hin arjfì_ìn ìh Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm al-Pd]kᶁÝìk il ìh Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌÝm >l]^ì_ a`ìnìih ib Fezleke, 
although the former refers to the extensive authorities bestowed upon al-C]hᶁlᶌ ^s Jolᶁ` F+ I]nal mno`ìam 
affirm that al-C]hᶁlᶌ q]m ìh`aa` Shekhu-l Islam ib nda Lnnig]h agjìla) maa >s`Ðh) Ů+E+ %/--2&+ Jiff] Fenari. in 
Ůmf]g >hmìefija`ìmì %Sif+ 0-) jj+ /12-/14&+ Qċleìsa Aìs]han S]ebÐ+ 
368 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d `iam hin mja_ìbs nda qdala]^ionm ib nda m_diif ìh koamnìih) ^on ìn q]m gimn fìeafs ] m_diif 
in the princedom of Karaman or in Bursa where he is said to have taught (al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) pp.25-31). 
369 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.30. 
370 Beyond the Classical period, later Ottoman scholars appear to make a fine distinction between philosophical 
e]fᶁg ib f]nal >mdᴳ]lᶌmg Ú which invited a degree of criticism Ú and the writings of al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ ]h` ]f-Golíᶁhᶌ 
in that works of the two contained philosophical content for the purpose of argument and does not necessarily 
mean they intended to propagate them. This assertion is made Ú for example Ú by twelfth/eighteenth century 
Ottoman scholar Sachaklit]ᵺ`]d in his discussion of the history of e]fᶁg in his book Q]lnᶌ^ ]f-ᴳofᶙg. Similar to 
?ìle]qᶌ) ϕ]m]h Hᶁbᶌ ľeϖisârî, and a great many post-Classical Ottoman theologians, Sachalit]ᵺ`]d attempts to 
clear al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm J]kᶁДid and al-GolíᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-J]qᶁkìb  ib nda _d]lca nd]n ndas ]la narnm ib ßjdìfimijdì_]f 
ndaificsà ^s m]sìhc7 Ü]fndiocd ndas koina nda `i_nlìham ib nda jdìfimijdalm) ^on ndas `i hin `ìmcoìma il 
interpolate them [deceptively] into the doctrines of Islam. Rather, they clearly state whence they quote, and 
biffiq oj qìnd _lìnì_]f lamjihmam+Ý %P]_d]efìt]ᵺ`]d, Q]lnᶌ^ ]f-ᴳRfᶙg , p.149; see also pp.146, 210, 214.). 
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and other sciences.371 Al-C]hᶁlᶌ also used his authority to encourage interest in the rational 

sciences in other scholars; he reportedly sent a fellow ᴳᶁlim by the name of Гafar-Shᶁh al-

ϕ]h]bᶌ %`+ 501,.10-& Ümiga jli^fagm blig nda l]nìih]f m_ìah_am %al- RGfᶙg  al-Ü]kfìss]) and 

ordered dìg ni ]hmqal ndag+Ý372  

However, it seems that the earliest surge in Ottoman theological writing Ú which was 

mostly in the form of commentaries and super-commentaries Ú took place during the reign 

of Jolᶁ` II (who ruled from 825/1421 until his death in 855/1451). Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d 

mentions a scholar by the name of Muϖammad ^+ ?]mdᶌr who studied at the school built by 

?ᶁs]tᶌ` I in Bursa before ascending to the rank of tutor, then teacher in it. Ibn ?]mdᶌl, while 

only a tutor, taught the entire Sharϖ al-Mat]fìÝ of al-Golíᶁhᶌ (a super-commentary on a logic 

classic by al-Rlg]qᶌ) thirty -seven times. This meant, in Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm qil`m) Üda n]ocdn 

all days [of the year] except Fridays ]h` nda nqi lafìcìiom difì`]sm+Ý373 This incessant 

scholarly activity is further evidenced in al-ShaqᶁÝìq in the fact that thirteen out of the thirty-

nine scholars chronicled in Jolᶁ` FFÝm Оabaqa (which includes a plethora Pᶙbᶌs and others 

whose expertise were unrelated to rational disciplines) composed super-commentaries on 

the works of al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ Ú a significant proportion of them was indeed in Üìfg 

al-k]fᶁg.374  

0+/+/+. O]nìih]f P_ìah_am ]h` nda ßQqi J]mnalmà oh`al nda Oaìch ib Jadga` FF %nda 

Conqueror) 

Classical Ottoman scholasticism entered a new era under the reign of Mehmed II (the 

Conqueror) Ú who ruled between 855/1451 until his death in 886/1481. 375 His nearly thirty-

year rule inaugurated with the conquest of Constantinople which was a turning-point 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 @ihkoalilÝm Jimkoa) da ^oìfn ]lioh` ìn aìcdn _iffacam nhat would be known 

                                                           
371 Al-Pd]kᶁÝk) j+0.+ Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d provides a short entry on al-H]l`]lᶌ ]fndiocd da q]m blig Hdilatg ]h` 
died in Yemen. The fact he stopped in al-Oᶙm for an unknown duration qualified him to be among the 
biographees of al-Pd]kᶁÝìk. His death is dated in Kaϖϖale (v.3, p.177) as 816/1413. 
372 Al-Pd]kᶁÝk, p.34. 
373 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.75. 
374 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, pp.73-109. The chapter on Ottoman religious thought in History of the Ottoman State and Civilization 
%Ůdm]hiŝfo) p+/) j+/12& _ìnam ] mno`s ib Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm al-Pd]kᶁÝìk ]f-hoÝg]hìss] (Lekesiz, H. ĐLmg]hfÐ Ůfgì 
Zihniyeti Üzerine Bir Tahlil Denemesi[15.-.4+s+sZĐ) Jìffanfal]l]mÐ ?ìfìg Q]lìdì Pagjitsogoh`] Pohof]h Qa^fìŝ 
1991, p.170) which suggests that of all commentaries, super-commentaries, and annotations composed between 
the eighth/ fourteenth and tenth/ sixteenth centuries, 26.3 were in jurisprudence and 25.3 in H]fᶁg+  
375 His reign was interrupted between 845/1444 and 52-/1446 as his son Mehmed II reigned for two years.  
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as Sahn-i saman Ú lit. the eight Courtyard Schools Ú to which he moved lectureship from the 

old schools.376 Mehmed FFÝm laìch qiof` qìnhamm ìgjiln]hn mnajm ìh nda `ìla_nìih ib  

canonizing Ottoman scholarship and his Sahn-i saman would become the pinnacle of Ottoman 

fa]lhìhc ndliocdion nda agjìlaÝm fìbanìga+  

Importantly, Mehmed II took a personal 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 tutors. Al-ShaqᶁÝìq _ihn]ìhm lajilnm nd]n lapa]f nda @ihkoalilÝm  

interest in the rational sciences as epitomized in the works of al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ. 

Mehmed FFÝm ah_iohnal qìnd Khiνr-Beg bin G]fᶁf (d. 860/1455-23& jlipam nd]n nda mofn]hÝm 

involvement in scholarly life predates the conquest of Constantinople. Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d 

reports that around the year 848/1444 and in the presence of the sultan, an assembly of 

scholars was held at Bursa to debate with a an ohh]ga` pìmìnìhc >l]^ m_dif]l Üwho was 

widely-read in the strange sciences (al- RGfᶙg  al-cd]lᶌba).Ý377 The latter supposedly refuted all 

]nnah`ìhc fi_]f m_dif]lm ]h` g]`a nda mofn]h ßarnlagafs ]cìn]na` ]h` cla]nfs ]md]ga`à+ 

Then the sultan is urged to invite Khiνr-Beg (a local judge in his thirties from a humble 

background), who Ú presumably Ú not only couhnala` ]ff ib nda pìmìnìhc m_dif]lÝm ]lcogahnm) 

^on ]fmi labona` dìg ìh ßmìrnaah bolndal m_ìah_amà qdì_d nda >l]^ m_dif]l d]` hin even heard 

of. As  a result, Mehmed II gave Khiνr-Beg two schools in Bursa including Mehmed I madrasa 

whose list of graduates from this date onwards would include some of the biggest names in 

classical Ottoman theological scholarship.378    

Shortly after Mehmed II built the Sahn-i Saman m_diifm) da c]pa iha ib ndag ni Ü>fᶁÝ 

al-Aᶌh AGlᶌ al-Нᶙmᶌ (d. 887/1482); a scholar from al- AGjam who moved to al-Oᶙg and initially 

taught at the school of Mehmed I in Bursa. Before assuming professorship at one of the Sahn-

i Saman, al-Нᶙmᶌ was said to have been at once a master of traditional and rational sciences. 

On a seemingly surprise visit to the latter school, Mehmed II summoned GAlᶌ al-Нᶙmᶌ and asked 

him to conduct a lesson to his students as per normal; content of the lesson was a  theological 

super-commentary by al-Golíᶁhᶌ.379 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d reports that during this lesson al-НᶙmᶌÝm 

                                                           
376 Inalcik, Halil (2013-11-21). The Ottoman Empire: 1300-1600 (Kindle Location 3643). Orion. Kindle Edition. 
377 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.84. 
378 Ibid. 
379 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d mn]nam nd]n ìn ìm ] mojal-commentary ih iha ib nda qilem ^s nda >mdᴳ]lᶌ >`o` al-Aᶌh al-ÜŨíᶌ+ 



108 

 

erudition was so that Mehmed II was moved with ecstasy and granted him ten-thousand 

dirhams, in addition to five-hundred dirhams to each one of his students.380  

Qda mofn]hÝm lifa ìh ah_iol]cìhc fa]lhìhc ib m_dif]mnì_ ndaifics ìm bolndal `afìha]na` 

in his encounter with the celebrated Ottoman scholar Aϖmad b. Musa al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ (died 

around 886/1481). Al-Hd]sᶁlᶌ Ú a graduate of Khiνr-?acÝm m_diif ]n ?olm] Ú was renowned for 

his excellence in the rational sciences and produced a number of ϖ]qᶁmdᶌ on theological 

classics, most influential among them being his ϖᶁmdìs] on al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm commentary on the 

Creed of al-K]m]bᶌ. This ϖᶁmdìs] became one of the most widely-disseminated and studied 

works of its type, inviting over sixteen further commentaries by Ottoman scholars as well as 

scholars from the wider Muslim world.381 Having learned that Hd]sᶁfᶌ was author of the 

famous ϖᶁmdìs], Mehmed II immediately appointed him teacher at the Jolᶁdiyya school in 

Bursa, and then offered him a position at one of the prestigious Sahn-i Saman schools where 

al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ briefly taught until his early death at the age of thirty three.382  

The scholarly culture of the time can be further gleaned from the impressive career 

of MuДОafa b. Vᶙmob Hdií]tᶁ`]d (d. 893/1488) who became teacher and close associate of 

Mehmed II. Hdií]tᶁ`]dÝm mn]nom ìh nda Lnnig]h fa]lhìhc _f]mm la]_da` ja]e fapafm biffiqìhc 

a series of encounters with the Mehmed II in which Hdií]tᶁ`]d proved his worth. Most 

famous of them was when Mehmed II commissioned Hdií]tᶁ`]d and the abovementioned 

>Gfᶌ al-Нᶙmᶌ to write the best new reappraisal of al-Dd]tᶁfᶌÝm la^onn]f ib jdìfimijds %Q]dᶁbon 

al-C]fᶁmìb]) vis-à-vis the counter-arguments of the philosophers. Hdií]tᶁ`]d finished his al-

Q]dᶁbon in four months, and two months later GAli al-Нᶙmᶌ completed his version and called it 

al-Dhukhr. In the end, although Mehmed II gave both scholars the same financial reward of 

ten-thousand dirhams, he clearly favored Hdií]tᶁ`]dÝm al-Q]dᶁbon (which became a popular 

Ottoman classic) over al-НᶙmᶌÝm ^s _igjfagahnìhc nda bilgalÝm laq]l` qìnd ] li^a ib dihil 

(edìfᴳ] h]bᶌsa).383  

Hdií]tᶁ`]d Ú in keeping with the spirit of the time Ú had a special affinity with al-

Golíᶁhᶌ and his Sharϖ al-J]qᶁkìb. Purportedly, while teaching a super-commentary in ÜoДᶙf al-

                                                           
380 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.90. 
381 Al-E]^]mdì) >^` >ffᶁd ^+ Muϖammad G]gìÝ al-Pdolᶙϖ wal-ϖ]qᶁmdᶌ, >^ᶙ Dhabi: al-J]íg]Ý ]f-Thaqafi, 2004, 
pp.1184-1186. 
382 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.130. 
383 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.91.  
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fiqh by al-Golíᶁhᶌ,384 Hdií]tᶁ`]d raised strong objections to some of its arguments. 

Nonetheless, Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm b]ndal Ú who recounts this story as he was one of his students 

Ú quotes Hdií]tᶁ`]d ]m m]sìhc7 Ündama i^ía_nìihm ]la mo_d nd]n ìb nda dihil]^fa ]f-Pd]lᶌb [al-

Golíᶁhᶌ] was alive and I presented them to him, he would have accepted them without 

damìn]nìih+Ý Ea ndah m]ì`) Ü^on `i hin ndìhe blig ndama qil`m ib gìha nd]n F ]g _f]ìgìhc 

privilege over the honorable al-Pd]lᶌb [al-Golíᶁhᶌ] or to be of equal status to him! God forbid, 

God forbid! He is my master in scholarly disciplines; indeed, I have benefited from his 

^iiem+Ý385 Hdií]tᶁ`]d ]fmi oma` ni m]s nd]n Ü^asih` nda qilem ib ]f-Golíᶁhᶌ, he never glanced 

ipal migaiha afmaÝm ^iie qìnd nda joljima ib ]_koìlìhc haq ehiqfa`ca+Ý386 Towards the end 

of his life, Hdií]tᶁ`]d suffered ill-health and was semi-paralyzed; nevertheless, he finally 

consented to composing a super-commentary on al-GolíᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-J]qᶁkìb  (which he had 

memorized verbatim earlier in his life) after being repeatedly pressed to do so by Mehmed 

II. Hdií]tᶁ`]d died before completing the demanded super-commentary, but it is clear that 

Mehmed FF ndiocdn dìm b]pilìna m_dif]lÝm alo`ìnìih gomn ^a otilized (perhaps before the 

m_dif]lÝm ìggìhahn `a]nd& ni jli`o_a ] mojal-commentary on the crucial k]fᶁg classic.387  

The reverence attached to Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ ]h` Golíᶁhᶌ `olìhc Mehmed IIÝm laìch is further  

indicated in the following three encounters from al-Pd]kᶁÝìk:  

(1) The first is when Muϖammad Zeyrek Ú a Гᶙbᶌ and one of the first to teach in 

Istanbul after the conquest Ú reportedly once claimed that he was superior to al-Golíᶁhᶌ in 

the presence of Mehmed II; a statement which the latter found unpalatable. As a result, the 

sultan summoned Hdií]tᶁ`]d to hold a debate with Zeyrek and asked Muϖammad b. 

C]lᶁg]lt (d. 885/1480), popularly known as the Mawla (sheikh) Khosrow, to arbitrate 

between them. Khosrow was a highly-regarded scholar and close associate of the sultan who 

appointed him the first grand judge of Istanbul.388 (Interestingly, Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d reports 

that Khosrow Ú known for his beautiful calligraphy Ú left behind after his death two copies 

of al-JolíᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-J]qᶁkìb which were purchased at auction by a scholar from al-Oᶙg 

                                                           
384 The book is a super-commentary on the commentary by al-ÜŨíᶌ ih lahiqha` >mdᴳ]lᶌ m_dif]l F^h ]f-ϕᶁíì^Ým 
MukhtaДar al-Muntaha Ú or mukhtaДar Ibn al-ϕᶁíì^ in principles of jurisprudence (Kashf al-фohᶙh) v.2, 1853; al-
Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.124). 
385 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.124. 
386 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.124. 
387  Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.128.  
388 The present edited version of Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌÝm Fezleke ìhmalnm nda h]ga ib ßHdìνr-Becà ]^ipa nda h]ga ib 
Mawla Khosrow in the chronological list of Judges of Constantinople. However, he merely mentions the name 
without biograpical information (Fezleke, p.461).  



110 

 

for six-thousand dirhams! 389) In the outset of the debate, Hdií]tᶁ`]d quizzed Zeyrek on the 

l]nìih]f jliib ib Di`Ým gihindaìmg ]h` nda `a^]na f]mna` mapah `]sm ohnìf Hdimliq lofa` 

that Hdií]tᶁ`]d jlap]ìfa` ipal Waslae+ Qi nda f]nnalÝm dogìfì]nìih) da fabn Fmn]h^of ni ?olm] 

and refused to return to the capital until his death.390  

(2) A similar encounter also occurred involving a scholar by the name of AGbd al-Nᶁ`ìl 

al-ϕ]gᶌ`ᶌ; a native of Isparta and student of G>fᶌ al-Нᶙmᶌ who became one of Mehmed FFÝm 

personal teachers. He reportedly claimed superiority over al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ in the 

presence of Mehmed FF ]h` m]ì`7 Üìb ndas d]` ^aah ]fìpa) ndas qiof` d]pa ^aah Xgs malp]hnmZ 

]h` _]lls nda _ipalm ib gs dilmaÝm m]``fa+Ý391 The sultan loathed hearing this form ϕ]gᶌ`ᶌ 

and requested Hdií]tᶁ`]d to refute him, which he did.  

(3) A vizier at the court of Mehmed II named Muϖammad Pasha of Karaman392 

reportedly held an assembly of esteemed scholars who debated with Hdií]tᶁ`]d the 

necessity of logic in theological inquiry; interestingly the debate was provoked by the 

]mmag^fsÝm _ihmahmom nd]n ß]^mifonafs hi i^ía_nìih _]h ^a l]ìma`à ]c]ìhmn nda ijìhìihm ib ]f-

Golíᶁhᶌ.393  

3.2.3 The Established Paradigm 

3.2.3.1 The Official Scholastic Institution 

The developed educational hierarchy in the classical Ottoman period took much of 

its final shape under the reign of Mehmed II. Ottoman schools generally fell into two 

categories: haric (peripheral) and dahil (central); somewhat akin to the conventional 

distinction between undergraduate and postgraduate. Each category was further sub-

divided into three categories according to the level of instruction. The haric madrasas started 

                                                           
389 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.112. 
390 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) jj+..4*..58 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d lajilnm nd]n Mehmed II regretted what he did to Zeyrek and offered 
him official titles which the latter invariably declined to accept.  
391 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.164. A similar story is found in Tarajim al->ᴳsᶁh by al-ϕasan al-?ᶙlᶌhᶌ involving Ibn Kamᶁl Pasha 
]h` Pofasg]h nda J]chìbì_ahn7 Ünlomnqilnds jalmihm d]pa laf]na` nd]n nda f]na dihiol]^fa Pofn]h Pofasg]h 
asked the late mawla Ibn H]gᶁf M]md]7 ßmojjima sio fìpa` ìh nda nìgam ib ]f-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ, what would 
your status be in respect to them? [Ibn H]gᶁfZ ]hmqala`7 ßìb ndas qala ìh gs nìgam ndas qiof` d]pa _]llìa` nda 
Ü_ipalÝà8 the sultan discretely disliked this overblown statement from him and did not respond to him. Later he 
posed the very same question to >^ᶙ ]f-PoÝᶙd Efendi (prominent Shekhul Islam& qdi lajfìa`7 ßF qiof` ^a X^onZ 
]h ]claaìhc mno`ahnàÝ %]f-Burini, al-ϕasan b. Muϖammad Tarajim al->ᴳsᶁh gìh ]^h]Ý ]f-zaman [edited by Salah al-
Aᶌh al-Joh]ííì`Z) A]g]m_om7 J]n^oÝ]n ]f-J]íg]Ý ]f-ÜFfgì ^ì Aìg]mdk) .630) p+.) p.240) 
392 @dafa^ᶌ, Hᶁnì^ Fezleke, pp.398-399. 
393 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) pp.122-125. Hdií]tᶁ`]d did not accept this assertion and argued that al-Golíᶁhᶌ, like all scholars, 
is prone to error.  
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with the ibtida-yi dahil, a school for novices which offered introductory instruction in basic 

Islamic sciences - with 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 schools qala mojjima`fs ]fmi ehiqh ]m ßQ]ílᶌ` madrasasà,  as 

one of the schoifmÝ g]ìh narnm q]m nda ]fla]`s-mentioned GolíᶁhᶌÝm mojal-commentary on al-

NᶙmdíᶌÝm commentary on NaДᶌl al-НᶙmᶌÝm Q]ílᶌ`. Ottoman historian G]hᶁ^ᶌ MuДОafa Efendi (d. 

999/ 1590-91) wrote that syllabus of the peripheral schools was made-up of theology 

(H]fᶁgiyyat), Q]ílᶌ`-based studies (Q]ílᶌ`ìssᶁt), and mathematics (Rìsᶁ`ìssᶁt), and in more 

advanced levels students read al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-g]kᶁДid and al-GolíᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-

J]qᶁkìb.394 First level in the second category (the dahil schools) includes advanced training in 

ϕ]h]bᶌ jurisprudence, in addition to emphasis on ÜoДᶙf and QolÝᶁhic exegesis. Quite 

significantly, curriculum of dahil schools reveal the influence of the rationalist spirit of later 

>mdᴳ]lìmg on classical Ottoman scholarship. In ÜoДᶙf, students studied al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Talwih, a 

commentary on later Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ Гadr al-Pd]lᶌᴳ] al-QdᶁhᶌÝm  Q]hkᶌϖ al-ÝoДᶙf; a manual in 

principles of jurisprudence which contains a host of important theological inquiries and 

anti-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ doctrines. However, studying Гadr al-Pd]lᶌÝ]Ým work through the gaze of al-

Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ, who was an >mdᴳ]lᶌ, meant the students were presented with >mdᴳ]lᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌdᶌ 

points of view on matters of dispute between the two schools.395 Equally interesting was the 

                                                           
394 G]hᶁ^ᶌ, MuДОafa Efendi Cenabi tarihi, manuscript, quoted in @dafa^ᶌ, Hᶁnì^ Catfaeno ]eq]fìÝf-]eds]l bì ÜìfgÝn-tarih 
paÝf-ahbar (edited by Seyyid Mumammad es-Seyyid), Ankara, Turk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 2009, p.236, fn.698. 
395 Гadr al-Pd]lᶌÝ] al-QdᶁhᶌÝm al-Tanqᶌϖ presents another example of ϖᶁmdìs] writing 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 
(muqaddimᶁt) and took a generally anti-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ pìaq ih nda koamnìihm ib l]nìih]fìns) cii` ]h` apìf ]h` dog]h 
free will. It seems that given the theological nature of this chapter, Ottoman scholars excerpted it along with 
al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm commentary and composed further super-commentaries making it look like a separate work. 
Introducing the muqaddimᶁt) Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌ qlina ìh Kashf al-фohᶙh7 Ünda b]giom san p]coa ìhnli`o_nìihm ìh nda 
middle of the book; he adduced them from his own thought to delineate the weakness of al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌÝm `i_trine 
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 his (al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌÝm& apì`ah_a ]h` ar_f]ìga` nd]n ßìnm qa]ehamm 
ìm apì`ahnà8 da ndah m]ì`7 ß]h` know that a great many scholars have taken this proof [of al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌZ ] _aln]ìh8 
as for those who refused to accept his proof as definite, have not raised objections to his Introductions that may 
be deemed something [of value]. Both camps have overlooked nda Xla]fZ jf]_am ib allil Xìh >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm ]lcogahnZ+ 
Vio qìff la]` dala^s miga ndiocdn nd]n d]pa _limma` gs gìh` ]h` ìn ìm `ìpì`a` ìhni biol ìhnli`o_nìihmÝ %Kashf 
al-фohᶙh p+.) 156&+ >__il`ìhc ni Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d nda bìlmn ni qlìna ] mojal-commentary on al-Muqaddimat al-
Ü]l^]Ý] (the four introductions) was G>fᶌ al- >Gl]^ᶌ (d. 901/1495-6); an Arab scholar originally from Aleppo where 
he acquired his initial learning before moving to al-Oᶙm, studying under prominent teacher of Mehmed the 
Conqueror Aϖmad al-Dil]hᶌ at ?ᶁs]tᶌ` I school in Bursa, and eventually took up professorship at one of the 
Sahn-i Saman in Istanbul. His ϖᶁmdìs] possibly pursued controversi]f ]lcogahnm laf]nìhc ni >mdᴳ]lìsm as it 
invited four further super-commentaries during al- >Gl]^ᶌÝm fìfe time (see discussion on it in al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.141 
and Kashf al-фohᶙh) v.1, 498). Importantly, while the above commentaries on al-Jok]``ìgᶁn ]f-Ü]l^]ᴳ] may imply 
@f]mmì_]f Lnnig]h ahc]cagahn qìnd Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ `i_nlìham %qdì_d ndìm _d]jnal ]nnagjnm ni mdiq ]m ìh_igj]l]^fa 
qìnd >mdᴳ]lìmg&) ndama ahc]cagahnm qala `iha ndliocd nda c]ta ib Q]bn]tᶁhᶌÝm _iggahn]ls ih nda ilìcìh]f 
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selection of the QolÝᶁhic exegesis al-H]mdmdᶁf  by renowned Joᴳn]tìfᶌ Maϖgᶙd b. G Umar 

Zamakhsharᶌ (d. 538/1143). Reading these exegeses was almost certainly accompanied with 

commentaries by al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ.396 Before reaching the Sahn-i Saman schools, the 

highest ranking learning institution in the empire, students attended a preparatory school 

known as musile-ye sahn. Finally, at the highest ranking Sahn-i Saman students received 

specialized education on a variety of disciplines including jurisprudence, QolÝᶁhic exegesis, 

theology and Arabic sciences.397 According to the historian G]hᶁ^ᶌ, scholars who spent time 

teaching at Sahn-i Saman qiof` Ü^l]_a ni ^a g]`a ío`cam ìh nda `ìchìbìa` f]h`m ib ]f-

ϕaramayn (Mecca and J]`ᶌh]), Aleppo, Damascus, Egypt or ?]cd`ᶁ`; or in the three cities 

ib ?olm]) B`ìlha ]h` Fmn]h^of+Ý398  

3.2.3.2  Communion between Pioneers of Ottoman Theological Scholarship and  Later  

>mdᴳ]lᶌ Masters 

On the whole, pervasiveness of >mdᴳ]lìmg in Classical Ottoman k]fᶁg is not all 

surprising. Closer prosopographical analysis reveals the sheer communion between 

pioneering Ottoman scholars and prominent later >mdᴳ]lᶌs, especially al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-

Golíᶁhᶌ.  

(1) One of the earliest recorded direct Ottoman encounters with prominent >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

masters was in the figure of Qᶁí al-Aᶌh al-Kurdᶌ (d. 760/1358), who succeeded A]qᶙ` al-

QayД]lᶌ at the influential madrasa of Iznik Ú the first school built by the Ottomans. 

Interestingly, al-Hol`ᶌ qdi ^a_]ga j]ln ib mofn]h Lld]hÝm ìhhal _ìl_fa ]h` ^akoa]nda` 

                                                           
text by Гadr al-Pd]lᶌᴳ]+ >m mo_d) ndas `i hin lajlamahn ] mdìbn ^asih` nda ìhbfoah_a ib f]nal >mdᴳ]lìmg ih @f]mmì_]f 
Ottoman e]fᶁg. 
396 Although Halil Incalik does not specify the presence of the commentaries on al-H]mdmdᶁb as set texts in first 
level of the dahil schools, there is evidence that these commentaries were popular in the earliest period of 
Ottoman scholasticism. Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk records at least three super-commentaries that were composed during the 
laìch ib Jolᶁ` FF %5/2,.1/. - 855/1451); two of them were ϖᶁmdìs]m on al-GolíᶁhᶌÝm commentary on al-H]mdmdᶁb 
by Vᶙmob-Bali al-ľs`ᶌhᶌ (895/1489-90) who was a teacher at a madrasa in Bursa (al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.75), the other by 
>Gfᶌ a-Нᶙmᶌ %`+ 554,.15/& qdi n]ocdn ]n nda Mehmed IÝm school in Bursa and later taught at one of the Sahn-i 
Saman in Istanbul (al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) j+6/). Additionally, Khiνr-Beg Ibn Jalᶁl (d. 860/1456), a highly influential Classical 
Ottoman religious teacher (discussed below) who also taught at Mehmed FÝm m_diif ìh ?olm]  _igjima` ] ϖᶁmdìs] 
on al-Q]bn]tᶁhᶌÝm commentary on  al-H]mdmdᶁb by al-W]g]edmd]lᶌ %al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.86). Indeed, numerous other 
super-commentaries were composed in later centuries. Another reason to believe that study of al-H]mdmdᶁb was 
accompanied by commentaries is the fact that post-Classical scholars in the Ottoman realm, and beyond, took 
a hardline against the Joᴳn]tìf]d and it would be quite inconceivable that Ottoman scholars allowed students 
to read a classic Joᴳn]tìfᶌ n]bmᶌl without reliable and ßsoundà Pohhᶌ _iggahn]ls Ú and al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-
Golíᶁhᶌ perfectly fitted the bill. 
397 This paragraph was based on Inalcik, Halil (2013-11-21). The Ottoman Empire: 1300-1600 (Kindle Location 
3668). Orion. Kindle Edition. 
398 Cdafa^ᶌ, Hᶁnì^ Fezleke, p.236, fn.698. 
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money for the establishment of the first madrasa in Bursa,399 was supposedly a direct student 

of illustrious Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ Pìlᶁí al-Aᶌh al-ÜRlg]qᶌ.400  

(2) Of perhaps more pivotal influence is Muϖammad b. Muϖammad al-ľkДarᶁÝᶌ of 

Tabrᶌz (died around 770/1368), who was also a Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ401 and direct descendant of the 

renowned Fakhr al-Aᶌh al-Oᶁtᶌ.402 ľkД]lᶁÝᶌ was based in the beylik of Karaman and taught at a 

famous school known as al-Musalsala, which was markedly structured in line with ancient 

Greek philosophical schools; students were divided into three groups according to level of 

instruction: the lowest-level was named al-MashshᶁÝᶙn (Peripatetics), followed by al-

Ooq]kìsᶙn (Stoics), then by a third advanced group. ľkД]lᶁÝᶌ claimed wide-reaching fame and 

drew a large student following, most notable among them was Shams al-Aᶌh al-C]hᶁlᶌ, a 

founding father of Ottoman scholasticism.403 Quite significantly, it was through the conduit 

of al-ľkД]lᶁÝᶌ that al-C]hᶁlᶌ became a personal acquaintance of al-Pd]lᶌb al-Golíᶁhᶌ, who 

during his student days had travelled to Karaman to study under al-ÜľkД]lᶁÝᶌ (but, upon al-

GolíᶁhᶌÝm ]llìp]f ni al-Oᶙg ľkД]lᶁÝᶌ d]` ]fla]`s `ìa`&+ Qdah) >km]l]Ýì gan ]f-C]hᶁlᶌ who he 

accompanied on a trip to Egypt to study Ú together with him Ú under prominent ϕ]h]bᶌ 

mutakallim Akmal al-Aᶌh al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ.  

(3) Indeed, it was not only al-C]hᶁlᶌ who had a common scholarly training with al-

Pd]lᶌb al-Golíᶁhᶌ. Maϖgᶙ ̀ ^+ FmlᶁÝᶌl Ibn Qᶁνᶌ Simᶁqh] %`ìa` ]lioh` 5.5,.1.2&404 and 

physician-theologian ϕᶁj-Pasha al-ľs`ᶌhᶌ (died after 784/1382)405 were two well-regarded 

Ottoman scholars who, while in Egypt, studied together with al-Golíᶁhᶌ under al-?ᶁ^]lnᶌ 

among others. Exceptional erudition of the two scholars was highly commended by al-

Golíᶁhᶌ, who in his celebrated ϖᶁmdìs] on the logical tract al-J]n]fìÝ even cites al- ľs`ᶌhᶌ who 

had predated him in composing a super-commentary on the same logic classic.406  

                                                           
399 The statement in al-Pd]k]Ýìk g]s ^a la]` ìh ]hindal q]s7  nd]n nda m_dif]l Üfabn ^adìh` ]h ]giohn ib gihas 
qdì_d q]m oma` ni amn]^fìmd nda m_diif ]n FthìkÝ Ú i.e. he may not have intended it for this purpose.   
400 Although this report is affirmed in al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) it contains some obvious dating inconsistencies. It is possible 
that he studied under a direct descendant of al-Rlg]qᶌ il iha ib dìm jligìhahn mno`ahnm+ 
401 Later histories suspect that he converted to ϕanafism; see for example the biographical work of ϕ]h]bᶌm by 
Indian scholar Muϖammad al-Laknawᶌ who died in 1304/ 1886-7 (Al-I]eh]qᶌ, Muϖammad al-C]qᶁÝì` al-bahiyya 
fi tarajim al-hanafiyya (edited by Aϖmad al-WoÝ^ì&) ?aìlon7 A]l ]f-Ü>lk]g) .665) jj+0.2-316). 
402 Another scholar who traced his lineage to Fakhr al-Aᶌh al-Oᶁtᶌ q]m >f]Ý al-Aᶌh ᴳ>fᶌ al-Shᶁdlᶙ`ᶌ, popularly 
known as Mussannefik (d. 875/1470). Originally from Bistam in Hdilᶁmᶁh) da miíiolha` ]n ]f-Oᶙm around the 
middle of the ninth/ fifteenth century and was a highly-regarded man of learning (al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.149). 
403 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, pp.20-21. 
404 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.48-50. 
405 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.50-51. 
406 Ibid. 
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Prior to the reign of Mehmed II, several active prominent Ottoman theologians were 

direct students of al-Golíᶁhᶌ and al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ. These are the names of the scholars as 

extrapolated from al-ShaqᶁÝìq: 

(1) One of the earliest to study Ú albeit briefly407 Ú under al-Golíᶁhᶌ was philosopher-

mathematician Musa Nᶁνᶌtᶁ`]d (died after 815/1412) who originally came from al-Oᶙg and 

lived during the reign of Jolᶁ` I,  but moved to Transoxania and came in contact with 

Qᶌgᶙlì` ruler Ulug-Beg (d. 853/1449) who put him in charge of the construction of the 

observatory at Samarqand.408  

(2) During the reign of  ?ᶁs]tᶌ` I, we have a scholar by the name of AGlᶁÝ al-Aᶌh al-

Oᶙgᶌ, described by Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d as a man of powerful intelligence who had entered 

Egypt and reportedly refuted its scholars (presumably in rational sciences). He studied under 

both al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ and attended their debates and memorized many of their 

discussions and arguments.409 

(3) Belonging to the reign of Mehmed I (from 810/1413 until his death in 825/1421) 

we have ϕaydar b. Muϖammad al-E]l]qᶌ (died around 830/1426) who was a direct student 

of al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ. While in al-Oᶙg, al-E]l]qᶌ composed a ϖᶁmdìs] on al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm commentary 

on Joᴳn]tìfᶌ exegesis of the QolÝᶁh al-H]mdmdᶁb in which he defended the ideas of his teacher 

against the counter-claims made in al-GolíᶁhᶌÝm ϖᶁmdìs] on the same work.410 

(4) Another student of al-Golíᶁhᶌ from the same period is Fakhr al-Aᶌh al- >Gí]gᶌ, who 

became teacher assistant of Shaykh al-Fmfᶁg al-C]hᶁlᶌ in Bursa, and had prominent students 

most notable of them is Mehmed FFÝm _fima ]mmi_ì]na Hdií]tᶁ`]d.411  

(5) Direct scholarly affiliation with al-Golíᶁhᶌ and al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ continued during the 

reign of Jolᶁ` I, which as mentioned above witnessed an upsurge in k]fᶁg commentaries. 

Sayyidi G>fᶌ al-ᴠAjagᶌ (860/1456) studied under al-Golíᶁhᶌ (presumably in Iran) before moving 

                                                           
407 Nᶁνᶌt]ᵺ`]d considered Golíᶁhᶌ to be an unsuitable match for him given his modest interest in mathematical, 
which was clearly Nᶁνᶌt]ᵺ`]dÝm gimn mja_ì]fìta` `ìm_ìjfìha+ >f-Golíᶁhᶌ in turn affirms this by dismissing 
Nᶁνᶌt]ᵺ`]dÝm jlai__oj]nìih qìnd g]ndag]nì_]f m_ìah_am (al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.19). 
408 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.18. Nᶁνᶌt]ᵺ`]d died before completing the construction of the observatory in Samarqand. The 
observatory was entrusted to G>fᶌ b. Muϖammad al-Nᶙmdíᶌ %546,.141& qdi ipalm]q ìnm _igjfanìih %al->ᴳfᶁg, v.5, 
p.9). The latter moved to Istanbul and became prominent member of Ottoman learning circles during the reign 
of Mehmed II.   
409 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) pp.46-47. 
410 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.55. 
411 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.56. 
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to al-Oᶙg where Jolᶁ` I gave him lectureship of ?ᶁs]tᶌ ̀I madrasa in Bursa. Al-ÜAjmᶌ 

composed a number of ϖ]qᶁmdᶌ on al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ ]h` dìm na]_dalÝm jijof]l qilem) ìh_fo`ìhc 

Sharϖ al-J]qᶁkìb.412  

(6) A prominent student of al-Golíᶁhᶌ, who even lived into the first years of Mehmed 

nda @ihkoalilÝm laìch) ìm Fatϖ Allah al-Pdᶌlqᶁnᶌ (d. 857/1453). Al-Pdᶌlqᶁhᶌ had been in 

Samarqand and studied rational and traditional sciences under al-Golíᶁhᶌ and mathematical 

sciences under Nᶁνᶌtᶁ`]d al-Oᶙgᶌ. After moving to al-Oᶙg, al-Pdᶌlqᶁhᶌ initially resided in 

Kastamunu (then part of the Jandarid Seljuk beylik) where he taught al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Q]fqᶌϖ and 

al-GolíᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-J]qᶁkìb.413  

At least in official learning circles, theological interests among the next generation 

of Ottoman, mostly ϕanafi, scholars continued the intellectual interests of pioneering ulama, 

and certainly remained within the radius of later >mdᴳ]lìmg. Of the earliest twenty teachers 

at Sahn-i Saman outlined in al-ShaqᶁÝìqÝm Mehmed FFÝm Оabaqa, two had been students of Mawla 

Yekan al-ľs`ᶌnᶌ, who was a student of al-C]hᶁlᶌ before becoming his successor as Shaykh al-

Fmfᶁg of the empire.414 Vae]hÝm fìmn ib `ìm_ìjfam ìm fihc) ^on gimn jligìhahn ]gihc ndag ìm nda 

influential teacher at Bursa Khiνr-Beg bin G]fᶁf; five of Khiνr-?acÝm mno`ahnm ^a_]ga na]_dalm 

at one of the Sahn-i Saman schools during the reign of Mehmed II.415 Interestingly, Khiνr-Beg 

was the main master of Hdií]tᶁ`]d) ]h` biol ib nda f]nnalÝm mno`ahnm ]fmi g]`a ìn ni nda 

highest-ranking Sahn-i Saman.416  

                                                           
412 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.93. 
413 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) pp.100-101. A later example of the continued legacy of the two masters is found in Ottoman 
scholar Abd al-WᶁmìÝ ^+ Khiνr of Demotika (Didymoteicho, in modern-day eastern Greece). He initially studied 
under scholars from al-Oᶙg ̂ abila gipìhc ni Eal]n ìh Hdilᶁmᶁh ni mno`s oh`al Aϖmad b. Yaϖya b. Muϖammad 
^+ J]mÝᶙd al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ) ] cla]n cl]h`mih ib P]Ý` ]f-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ (who was chief alem ib Eal]n ]h` ehiqh ]m ßnda 
g]lnslà ]bnal ^aìhc eìffa` ìh dìm diganiqh ^s P]b]pì` ÜFmgᶁᴳᶌl b. ϕaydar in 916/1510; see Hadiyya, v.1, 74 and al-
>ᴳfᶁg) v.1, p.270). Abd al-WᶁmìÝ mno`ìa` oh`al dìg qilem ^s ]f-Golíᶁhᶌ, and after his return to al-Oᶙg) mofn]h 
P]fᶌm I appointed him teacher at one of the Sahn-i Saman. He also taught in Edirne and became judge in Istanbul 
`olìhc nda laìch ib Pof]sgᶁn the Magnificent (al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.342-343). 
414 The teachers are: Muϖammad Baliksiri ϕᶁíᶌ-ϕ]m]htᶁ`]d (d. 911/1505) [Pd]kᶁÝìk) j+.11Z ]h` Eᶁgì` al-Aᶌh ^+ 
Afνal al-Aᶌh al-ϕom]shᶌ (d. 908/1502) [Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.156]. In addition to being teacher of prestigious scholars, 
Mawla Yekan (Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.73-74) played an important role in the formation of Ottoman scholarship. When in 
Egypt, Yekan brought back with him to al-Oᶙg Aϖmad ^+ ÜFmgᶁᴳᶌf ib Dil]h %`+ 563/1487) who would become 
then prince Mehmed FFÝm %nda @ihkoalil& a]lfìamn ]h` gimn ìhbfoahnì]f na]_dalm %al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, pp.78-83). 
415 The teachers are: Muslih al-Aᶌh JoДОafa al-QaДn]ff]hᶌ (d. 901/1495) [Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.131]; Muϖammad Hd]nᶌ^tᶁ`]d 
(d. 901/1495) [Sh]kᶁÝìk) j+.02Z8 V]Ýkᶙb Pasha b. Khiνr-Beg (d. 891/1486) [Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.161]; Aϖmad Pasha b. Khiνr-
Beg (d. 927/1521) [Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.162]; Nᶁmìg Nᶁνᶌt]ᵺ`]d (d. 899/1493-4) [Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.172].  
416 The teachers were: BahᶁÝ al-Aᶌh ]f-AnϤl]qᶌ (d. 895/1489-90) [Pd]kᶁÝìk) j+.44Z8 J]qf] Pìlᶁí al-Aᶌh [Pd]kᶁÝìk, 
p.178]; MuДlih al-Aᶌh al-Yᶁlϖìmᶁlᶌ (d. 911/1505) [Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.186]; Vᶙmob b. ϕusain al-Kirmastᶌ (d. 906/1500) 
[Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.187]. 
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These teachers, and others from schools in the wider empire, helped in establishing 

a paradigm of theological writing marked by the influence of post-@f]mmì_]f >mdᴳ]lìmg ]h` ìnm 

peaking rationalism. This strong influence was the result of various factors, especially the 

interrelatedness between the scholarly careers of al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ and pioneers 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 the great Ú and, in the Ottoman case, seemingly excessive Ú attraction 

to the works of Golíᶁhᶌ and Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ in the wider Muslim east. 

3.3 Jᶁnolᶌ`ism under >mdᴳ]lᶌ Hegemony 

 3.3.1 Status of >mdᴳ]lìmg in Early Ottoman Theology 

Ottoman scholars were predominantly followers of the ϕ]h]bᶌ school of law.417 But, 

unlike classical Transoxanian ϕanafism (discussed in Chapter Two), and later Ottoman 

theology (discussed in the next two chapters) who both espoused Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ k]fᶁg, Classical 

Ottoman theology may not be correctly defined in exclusively Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ terms.  

Evidently, and in light of our discussion so far, a major source of influence on Ottoman 

ϕ]h]bᶌ theology during this period Ú in the context of vindicating the original theology of 

>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] Ú came from the later >mdᴳ]lᶌ tradition. Naturally, canons of later >mdᴳ]lìmg Ú 

which, as discussed above, pervaded Classical Ottoman scholasticism Ú had an impact on the 

theological imagination of scholars who flourished in that time and place, including their 

attitude towards the nature and significance of the doctrinal dispute between >mdᴳ]lìmg and 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism. Indeed, references to the disputes made in leading volumes of k]fᶁg by al-

Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ played a crucial role.  Al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ wrote in his magnum opus Sharϖ 

al-g]kᶁДid:  

The dominant [doctrine] among the people of Sunna in Hdilᶁmᶁh, Iraq, al-Pdᶁg, and most 
other countries is that of the >mdᴳ]lᶌs, followers of >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌå nda bìlmn ni ci 

                                                           
417 References to the ϕanafism ib Lnnig]h m_dif]lm ]^ioh` ìh Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dmÝ al-Pd]kᶁÝìk+ For example, when 
illustrious Гᶙbᶌ JoДОafa b. Aϖmad al-Г]`lᶌ of Konya (d. 896/1490-91), who was a follower of the ϕ]h]bᶌ school of 
f]q) i^malpa` Pdᶁbìᴳì jl]_nì_am ìh nda lìno]f jl]sal %^s pi_]fìtìhc nda basmalah and resting in-between prayer 
segments), he was met with objection by local ϕ]h]bᶌ ulama who disapproved of eclectically mixing between 
schools of law. Nevertheless, he was defended by a fellow ᶁfìg who proclaimed that al-Г]`lᶌ did so out of 
personal Üíìnìdᶁd and his erudition was that of a mujtahid; thereafter, no objection was raised against al-Г]`lᶌ (al-
Pd]kᶁÝìk) jj+/.2*/.3&+ Colndalgila) nda pals nìnfa ib Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm dìmnils ib Lnnig]h ulama is indicative of 
their predominant ϕanafism; the Arabic qil` bil >hagiha bfiqalm ìm ßal-Pd]kᶁÝìk ]f-KoÝg]hìss]à) qdì_d ìm ] 
jf]s ih nda qil` ßal-KoÝgᶁnà - >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým molh]ga+ Qda qil` ßKoÝgᶁnà ]h` ìnm `alìp]nìpam %KoÝgᶁhᶌ and 
KoÝgᶁniyya) are popular synonyms of ϕ]h]bᶌ and ϕanafism. However, despite the received wisdom, the 
scholarship and influence of non-ϕ]h]bᶌ Oᶙgᶌ Ottoman ulama deserves further scrutiny.  
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against [his Joᴳn]tìfᶌ teacher] >^ᶙ Ali al-Go^^]Ýì ]h` lafìhkoìmda` dìm if` ì`a]m ]h` 
Xag^l]_a`Z nda Pohh]) ì+a+ nda q]s ib nda Mlijdanå Fh nda f]h`m ib Ql]hmir]hì]) nda biffiqal 
of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ [dominate], and Jᶁnolᶌ` is a village in Samarqand. But, now 
some differences have emerged between the two sects over a few principles, like the 
question of taeqᶌh, exception in faith, the problem of faith of the emulator and so on. Erudite 
scholars (al-muϖaqqiqᶙn) from both parties do not ascribe each other to innovation or 
waywardness, unlike outmoded fanatics who would perhaps also make difference over 
[minor] matter of jurisprudence (bolᶙᴳ) [an act of] innovation and waywardness.418 
 

Post-Classical >mdᴳ]lᶌ writings, including works by al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and al-Golíᶁhᶌ, 

contain scant references to the controversies between the two schools, and the quote 

above by al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ is among the few explicit references ever made to them. Evidence 

suggests, nevertheless, that a number of prominent early Ottoman scholars were 

generally apathetic towards Jᶁnolᶌ`ismÝm integral objections to key >mdᴳ]lᶌ doctrines.  

MuДliϖ al-Aᶌh MuДОafa al-QasО]ffᶁhᶌ (d. 901/1495-96) was an Ottoman scholar renowned 

for his exceptional mastery of rational sciences (was also a peer of al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ with whom 

he co-shared teacher assistance of influential master Khiνr-Beg at Bursa). Al-QasО]ffᶁhᶌ 

became prominent judge and teacher at Sahn-i Saman in Istanbul.419 On the section 

defining ahl al-Sunna wa al-G]gᶁᴳ] in their two celebrated ϖ]qᶁmdᶌ on Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-

]GkᶁÝì`, both QasО]ffᶁhᶌ and Hd]sᶁfᶌ confine to copying the above statement by al-

Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ, word for word without further annotation.420  

                                                           
418  Al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ) P]Ý` al-Aᶌh Sharϖ al-g]kᶁДid (edited by Abd al-Raϖgᶁh Umayrah), ?aìlon7 Ý>f]g ]f-Kotob, 1998, 
v.5, pp.231-/0/+ ?s Ünow miga `ìbbalah_am d]pa agalca`åÝ da ìm jli^]^fs laballìhc ni dìm _ihnagjil]ls 
Bcsjnì]h >mdᴳ]lᶌ Qᶁí al-Aᶌh al-Po^eᶌ ]h` dìm _ìl_fa+ >f-Po^eᶌ Ú _dìab Pdᶁbìᴳì ib nda nìgam Ú was highly interested 
in the disputes and composed a didactic poem on them, then had a ϕ]h]bᶌ student of his write a commentary 
on it; all of which imply a growing interemn ìh nda `a^]na ^anqaah >mdᴳ]lᶌs and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm ìh ndima nìgam 
(discussed in Chapter One). Similarly, al-Pd]lᶌb al-Golíᶁhᶌ m]ì` nda biffiqìhc _ih_alhìhc nda `ìbbalah_am7 Üthose 
who are Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌm ìh _laa` ]la ϕ]h]bᶌm ìh f]q) qdala]m >mdᴳ]lᶌm ìh _laa` ]la Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ in law, because the two 
masters Ú >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ ]h` >^ᶙ J]hДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ]jja]la` ] fihc nìga ]bnal nda nqi Fgᶁgs, >^ᶙ 
ϕ]hᶌb] ]h` Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ (al-Pd]lᶌb al-Golíᶁhᶌ, Bayan al-firaq al-νᶁlla, Ms. quoted in Bahgivan, Seyit Khams l]mᶁÝìf, pp.67-
68, fn.5. 
419 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d) al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) pp.131-135. 
420 El-QasО]ffᶁhᶌ, MuДОafa Serh-il Akaidi QasО]ffᶁhᶌ, Istanbul: Salah Bilici Hìnᶁ^apì) Xoh`]na`Z) j+.48 Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌ) 
Kashf al-фohᶙh) v.2, 1145 and al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ) Aϖmad ϕᶁmdìs] Ü]f] Pd]lϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì` in al-Hol`ᶌ) C]l]í-Allah Zaki 
(compiler) J]ígᶙᴳ]n al-ϖ]qᶁmdᶌ al-^]dìss] Ü]f] Pd]lϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì` ]f-K]m]bᶌyya, @]ìli7 J]n^]Ý]n Hol`ᶌmn]h ]f-ÜFfgiyya, 
1329/1911, v.1, p.21. An possible example of early Ottoman shaky awareness of Fgᶁg Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ìm bioh` ìh 
another famous ϖᶁmdìs] on Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì` by a tenth/ sixteenth century Ottoman named Ramaνᶁn 
b. Muϖammad %Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌ Ú Kashf al-фuhᶙh) v.2, 1145 Ú does not give more information on him). Bin Ramaνᶁh 
ojih nda gahnìih ib >mdᴳ]lᶌ qlìnam nda biffiqìhc commentary7 Ü X>mdᴳ]lᶌZ also worked (on refuting Joᴳn]tilism) 
and the Shaykh >^ᶙ al-ManДᶙl ]f-J]niilᶌ`ᶌ (sic.) who was a student of >^ᶙ ϕahᶌb]+Ý %Ramaνᶁh Efendi, Ramaνᶁh 
b. Muϖammad Sharϖ al-shaykh Ramaνᶁh b. Muϖammad al-ϕ]h]bᶌ Ü]f] Pd]lϖ al-m]Ý`å) Manuscript Collection at King 
P]Ýo` Rhìpalmìns) /.1,md+ l+ X0566Z) qlìnnah ^s Jᶙm] b. Aϖmad in 1017/1608, fls.17v-18r). Assuming this is a 
reliable copy of the ϖᶁmdìs]) the spelling of the title ÜJᶁnolᶌ`ᶌÝ ìm ìh_ihmìmnahn qìnd nda jla-, and co-existing 
h]ll]nìpam) ]h` Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ìm g]`a a student of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]+ %Qdiocd ohfìeafs) da g]s d]pa ìhnah`a`7 ß]mmi_ì]naà 
ib >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]) hin ßstudentà+& 
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Contrary to traditional Transoxanian ϕanafism and its followers whose categorical 

rejection of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ attitude of subordinating Fgᶁg Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ to al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ (as discussed 

in Chapter Two) is unmissable, pioneers of Ottoman theological scholarship generally 

showed no hesitation in affirming >mdᴳ]lᶌ as the foremost mutakallim of Islam and Ú even Ú of 

superior status to his counterpart, al- Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ. The earliest Ottoman juxtaposition of >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ in a single work which deals with the doctrinal disputes between their two 

theologies is an epistle by prominent Ottoman scholar Aϖmad b. Pof]sgᶁh F^h H]gᶁl Pasha 

(known in later Turkish sources as Hag]fj]ƚ]t÷`a).421 Ibn H]gᶁf Pasha flourished during the 

reign of P]fᶌg I (918/1512 Ú 926/1520) and the first half of the reign of Pof]sgᶁh I, the 

Magnificent (926/1520 Ú 974/1566). He was an influential Ottoman Shaykh al-Fmfᶁg whose 

scholarly output was well-received throughout the wider empire.422 Ibn H]gᶁfÝm nl]_n ìm ] 

short summary of twelve disputed doctrines between >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in witch 

neither school is overtly endorsed. But, at the outset of his epistle F^h H]gᶁf prioritizes 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ:  

Know that Shaykh >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ is the leader (Fgᶁg) of the people of Sunna and 
their foremost master (muqaddamuhum), then [comes] Shaykh >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ. 
Students and followers of al-Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ imitate him in theology (ÜoДᶙf), but follow Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ in 
matters of jurisprudence (bolᶙᴳ). As for followers of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], they imitate >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-
Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ in ÜoДᶙf and >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] in bolᶙᴳ.423  
 

Similar preference of >mdᴳ]lᶌ over Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ found in Ibn H]gᶁf M]md]Ým qile ih 

differences (which surprisingly enjoys nearly no reference in later Ottoman revival of 

                                                           
421 This work has been critically edited by Seyit Bahgivan (Ibn H]gᶁf Pasha Hd]gm l]mᶁÝìf bì ]f-bìl]k q]f g]`dᶁhib 
[edited by Seyit Bahgivan], Cairo: Dar al-P]fᶁg jo^fìmdalm) /--2) jj+32-78) and Edward Badeen (Badeen, Edward 
Sunnitische Theologie in osmanischer Zeit Orient-Institut: Istanbul, 2008, pp.20-23). This work has been generally 
_ihmì`ala` nda a]lfìamn Lnnig]h jìa_a ib fìnal]nola ìh nda cahla ib nda `ìmjonam ^anqaah >mdᴳ]lᶌmg ]h` 
Jᶁnolᶌ`ìmg. However, a similar work has been attributed to Aϖmad b. Jᶙm] al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ %553,.15.& ahnìnfa` al-
ìfenìfᶁf bayna al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ wa al->mdᴳ]lᶌ [the dispute between Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and >mdᴳ]lᶌZ in Antalya Tekeli manuscript 
collection in Turkey (Nu:58,ist.tar:843/1458.v.92b-95a). Nevertheless, attribution  of this work to al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ 
demands further  investigation as: i) it  is not listed among al-Hd]sᶁfᶌÝm bibliography; ii) only one single copy of 
it  exists; and, iii)  it  was written  in Turkish (all surviving writings of al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ were composed in Arabic). Al-
KhasᶁfᶌÝm supposed work on disputes is also mentioned in Sonmez, Kutlu Fgᶁg Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ve Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌfìe, Ankara: 
Otto V]sÐhapì) 2003, p.400; and Ú based on the latter - Seyit ?]dcìp]hÝm introduction to Al-J]mᶁlik fi al-Khifᶁbìsᶁt, 
Beirut: Dar Sader, 2007, pp.21-24. 
422 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, pp.331-333; Hadiyya, v.1, p.76. 
423 Ibn H]gᶁf Pasha in Seyit Bahgivan, Khams l]mᶁÝìf, p.67. The twelfth disputed points in his epistle are: i) 
existentiation (n]eqᶌh); ii) hearing essential eternal divine Speech; iii) divine Wisdom; ìp& ìm Di`Ým Tìff ìh_fomìpa 
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 eternally dwell in 
hell; x) the noun and the nominatum; xi) masculinity is a condition of prophethood; xii) the problem of 
acquisition (kasb). 
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Jᶁnolᶌ`ism) is Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm `an]ìfa` ahnls ih ÜFlm al-H]fᶁg in his encyclopedia of 

sciences (Jìbnᶁϖ al-m]ᴳᶁ`]). Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d had the following to say about Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ: 

Know that chief [masters] of ahl al-sunna wa al-í]gᶁᴳ] in the science of k]fᶁg are two men, 
one ϕanafi, and the other Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ. As for the ϕanafi, he is >^ᶙ ManДᶙl Muϖammad b. 
Maϖgᶙ ̀al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌå ]nnlì^ona` ni dìg X]la nda biffiqìhc ^iiemZ7 nda ^iie ib gihindaìmg) 
the book of Maqᶁfᶁn, the book of interpretations of the QolÝᶁh (Q]Ýqᶌfᶁn al-QolÝᶁh); in addition 
to books in rebuttal of the Joᴳn]tìf]d, the N]lᶁgìОa) ]h` nda O]qᶁbìνåEa `ìa` ìh Samarqand 
in the year 333/944, and learned under >^ᶙ NaДr al-ÜFsᶁνᶌ.424 
 

On >mdᴳ]lᶌ, he wrote:  

As for the Pdᶁbìᴳᶌ other: he is master of the Sunna, chief of the Community, Fgᶁg of all 
theologians, champion of the way of the best of Prophets, defender of religion, striver in 
preserving the creeds of Muslims; >^ᶙ  al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ: a pontiff of a scholar, of 
outclassing righteousness. Purifier of the chests [of the pious] from doubts as a white 
garment is cleansed from filth, climber by the lights of certitude above the predicaments of 
ambiguity, guardian of the revered Law from words of slander, who defended the religion 
of Islam and granted it a most supreme victory.425  
 

Although Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d began by juxtaposing Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ]h` >mdᴳ]lᶌ as grand masters of 

theology, he was clearly far more impressed by the latter. He spends the rest of this chapter 

in Jìbnᶁϖ al-m]ᴳᶁ`] in defense of >mdᴳ]lᶌ against his adversaries, and on the vindication of the 

practice of  k]fᶁg ìh lafìcìiom ]lcogahnm ]bnal ]ffo`ìhc ni ijjimìnìih ni ìn ^s ßg]hs m_dif]lmà 

in his time.426 Indeed, Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]dÝm history of k]fᶁg is mostly related in view of >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

texts and authors. 

Giving >mdᴳ]lᶌ the status of foremost pioneer of Pohhᶌ theology, whereas Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ is 

merely a secondary complement to him, is a common >mdᴳ]lᶌ persuasion which was strongly 

resisted by early Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, especially >^ᶙ l-Joᴳᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ. This unequal 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 status of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ as the prime source of 

ϕ]h]bᶌ theology. A historically-significant example of this in the context of Ottoman 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ narnm is given by a tenth/ sixteenth century scholar from Hdilᶁmᶁh named GIДᶁg al-

Aᶌh F^l]dᶌg b. Muϖammad of ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌh (d. 945/1538) who, although belonged to the period 

in question, was not an Ottoman scholar. Nevertheless, being a highly-acclaimed author and 

commentator, in addition to belonging to an illustrious line of renowned scholars in his 

native Hdilᶁmᶁh where he worked, GIДᶁm al-AᶌhÝm qilem qala certainly in circulation in the 

                                                           
424 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d) Jìbnᶁϖ al-P]ᴳᶁ`]) v.2, pp.133-134. 
425 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d) Jìbnᶁϖ al-P]ᴳᶁ`]) v.2, p.134. 
426 This discussion takes up nearly twenty-five pages of the present critically edited version (Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d) 
Jìbnᶁϖ al-P]ᴳᶁ`]) v.2, pp.133-158). 
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Ottoman dominion.427 In his ϖᶁmdìs] on Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al- ]GkᶁÝì` (described by Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌ 

]m ß]ff-ah_igj]mmìhc ]h` jla_ìmaà& ]h` ih nda m]ga jf]_a qdala QasО]ffᶁhᶌ and Hd]sᶁfᶌ 

inserted a quote from Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ by way of explanation, GIДᶁg al-Aᶌh Ú after a lengthy tribute 

to >mdᴳ]lᶌ Ú objected to (presumably Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm& g]eìhc ib ßJᶁnolᶌ`ismà ] nìnfa ib ] m_diif 

of theology on a par with >mdᴳ]lìmg. He had the following to say regarding Fgᶁg Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ:  

Qda `amìch]nìih ib ßJᶁnolᶌ`ismà %al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌyya) is invalid because [the Commentator] has 
already identified [>mdᴳ]lᶌs as ahl al-Sunna wa al-jamᶁÝ]Zå Vio _]h _ihmì`al Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs among 
his (>mdᴳ]lᶌÝm& biffiqalm ^a_]oma da q]m nda bìlmn qdi miocdn ni ìhp]fì`]na nda `i_nlìham ib 
the Joᴳn]tilah and revive the authentic proofs of the Sunna; although they (Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs) 
differ from him (>mdᴳ]lᶌ) over some problems, nevertheless that does not make them part 
away from imitating him Ú in the same way >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm mno`ahn >^ᶙ ÜFmϖᶁk of Fmb]lᶁÝᶌh was 
nothing but an imitator of him.428 
 

IGДᶁm al-AᶌhÝm strongly-worded diminishing of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism to the rank of a sub-set of 

>mdᴳ]lìmg makes him individually named in later Ottoman Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ literature as will be 

discussed in the next chapter.429 Nevertheless, reminiscences of his opinion resonated in 

classical Ottoman k]fᶁg. This 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 

of taϖkᶌk, or deep deliberation of intellectual problems that presided in later k]fᶁg, and which 

meant in practical terms suspension of doctrinal affiliation in favor of the best-verified 

argument on a given dispute. At least at face-value, the presence of this culture of taϖkᶌk in 

early Ottoman scholarship appears to be a by-product of the influence of later philosophical 

>mdÝ]lìmg+  

A glaring example of taϖkᶌk as a factor undermining the status of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ doctrines 

is found in Ottoman Гᶙbᶌ and theologian Muϖammad ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]dÝm %`+ 62/,.221& al-

Qawl al-faДl, (lit. the Last Word; a commentary on >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým al-Fiqh al-ÜAkbar). ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-

tᶁ`]d studied under the abovementioned QasО]ffᶁhᶌ (among others) and his commentary 

was praised by Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d ]m mo__ammboffs Üagjfisìhc ]h ]`gìrnola ib nda gandi`m ib 

Sufism and theology in which [theological] problems were investigated with utmost 

jalba_nìih+Ý430 In this commentary, ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d defends his subscribing to the >mdᴳ]lᶌ 

                                                           
427 Al->ᴳfᶁg, v.1, 66 and, Kaϖϖale, v.6, 181. 
428 Al-ÝFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ) IGДᶁg ]f-Aᶌh ϕᶁmdìs]n ]f-muhaqqiq mawlana IGДᶁg al-`ìhå in al-Hol`ᶌ) J]ígᶙᴳ]n al-ϖ]qᶁmdᶌ, v.4, p.31. 
429 ?]sᶁνᶌtᶁ`]d makes a special reference to it in the preamble to his seminal anti->mdÝ]lì nla]nìma Isharat al-
maram. 
430 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.376; his biography is in pp.375-377 of the same book; also see ?]dᶁÝ al-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d, Muϖammad 
al-Qawl al-faДl: Sharϖ al-Fiqh al->e^]l fìfÝFgᶁg Abi ϕ]hᶌb] (edited by Rafiq al-Ajam), Beirut: Darl al-Muntakhab al-
Arabi, 1998, pp.7-6+ Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌ ìm jlamog]^fs laballìhc ni nda m]ga commentary on al-Fiqh al-Akbar but he 
gives a different death-date for the author; he said in Jìtᶁh ]f-ϕaqq7 ÜPdased Muϖammad ibn BahᶁÝ al-Aᶌn, who 
died in 956/1549, proposed, after thirty years of retirement and worship, to write a commentary on the Fiqh 
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doctrine of kasb ̂ s m]sìhc7 Üìn ìm hin iol joljima Xìh nda jlamahn pifogaZ ni ^a jlaío`ìced 

towards a particular sect (firqa) Ú to propagate their doctrines by giving lukewarm and 

imposed justifications; rather, our purpose is verification (taϖkᶌk&+Ý431 On the other hand, in 

arguing against the common >mdᴳ]lᶌ opinion on the Divine attribute of Speech, he said: 

Ü_aln]ìhfs Xgs ijìhìihZ _ihnl]paham nda jlìh_ìjfam ib >mdᴳ]lìmg, but our purpose [here] is 

taϖkᶌk) hin nda ìgìn]nìih ib ]hsiha+Ý432 

Doctrinal controversy between >mdᴳ]lìmg and ϕ]h]bᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theology appears  to 

be a minor concern in among leading scholars of Classical Ottoman e]fᶁg. In fact, the focal-

point of discussion in the leading works consulted for this study, was the opposition between 

>mdᴳ]lìmg vis-à-vis the Joᴳn]tìf]d, Determinists, the philosophers among others. A 

commentary on >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým al-Fiqh al-Üakbar belonging to the second half of the 

ninth/ fifteenth century by teacher at the Sultaniyya school in Bursa named Ffsᶁm b. F^l]dᶌg 

of Sinop, or Sinap (d. 891/1486), affords a good example.433 In this commentary Ú highly 

praised by Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d who personally studied it434 Ú al-Pᶌhijᶌ commences with a stern 

vindication of the authenticity of the present book by >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] against Joᴳn]tìfᶌ 

adversaries (who although generally followers of ϕanafism conventionally deny the 

attribution of al-Fiqh al-ÜAkbar to >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]), he says:  

As for the reported opinion of some contemptible Joᴳn]tìf]då nd]n >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] never 
authored a book on theology (g]ᴳlìb]tu al-Bari, lit. knowledge of the Creator), and that this 
book was written by Muϖammad b. Vᶙmob who was known as >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] of ?oedᶁlᶁ, is 
ionlìcdn b]fmadii` XåZ qdì_d ndas b]^lì_]na` mìh_a ndìm ^iie _ihn]ìhm ìhp]lidation of their 
principles and creeds, and since they allege that >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] was in fact one of them.435  

                                                           
akbar in order to revive interest in Muslim dogmatics (Hᶁnì^ Chelebi, The balance of Truth [translated by G. L. 
Lewis], London: Geogre Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1957, p.68). 
431 ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d, al-Qawl al-faДl, p.280. 
432 ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d, al-Qawl al-faДl, p.213. 
433 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.95-96; Hadiyya, v.1, p.225. 
434 Al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.96. 
435 Al-Pᶌhijᶌ) Ffsᶁm ^+ F^l]dᶌg Sharϖ al-Fiqh al-Ü>e^]l) J]hom_lìjn @iffa_nìih ]n Hìhc P]Ýo` Rhìpalmìns) /.1,md+md+ 
(1438), written by Aϖmad al-Aìfhí]qᶌ in 1100/1688, fols.1v-2r. The cataloguer wrote the surname wrongly as al-
Pd]s^ᶁhᶌ. The authenticity of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým al-Fiqh al-Akbar ìm `ìm_omma` ^s Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌ ìh dìm Jìtᶁh ]f-ϕ]kk bᶌ 
Üìednìsᶁl ]f-Ahaq+ Ea m]ì` nda biffiqìhc7 ÜFn ìm ]claa` ni ^a mi ìh nda lajilnm ib ndima qdi m]n ]n nda baat of the 
Fgᶁg. The Н]^]kᶁn Hanafiyya expressly states that >^ᶙ MutᶌÝ ib ?]fed) qdi `ìa` ìh .66,5.1-5, transmitted the 
text of the Fiqh akbar which he had heard from his master, the Greatest Fgᶁg. In my own Q]kqᶌg ]f-n]qᶁlᶌkh, I 
at first erroneously wrote that >^ᶙ Jonᶌᴳ of Balkh was the author of the Fiqh akbar. Subsequently I corrected 
ß]ondilà ni ßnl]hmgìnnalà+ Js ilìcìh]f _ijs d]` c]ìha` qì`a _ìl_of]nìih) ]h` iha ib nda jla]_dalm ib iol _ìns 
pointed out that it was a powerful weapon in the hands of those bigots who wished to discredit the Fiqh akbar 
because of its stand on this question, and he begged me to correct it. So I wrote in the original copy that >^ᶙ 
JonìÝ q]m nda nl]hmgìnnal) ]h` c]pa ìn ni nd]n jla]_dalÝ (Hᶁnì^ Chelebi, The balance of Truth) j+35&+ Hᶁnì^ @dafa^ᶌ 
ndah _ih_of`am7 Ünda ]ffac]nìih nd]n nda Fiqh akbar is not the work of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] is false, a product of fanaticism, 
a simple denial with no foundation. They offer certain vague and fantastic notions in support of it, but these 
]la ìh`o^ìn]^fs ni ^a laía_na`) ]m namnìgihs _ihbfì_nìhc qìnd nda qil`m ib ]h ohìgja]_d]^fa qìnhammÝ %Balance 
of Truth, p.69). 
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But, how did ϕ]h]bᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ doctrines fit in with the established >mdᴳ]lᶌ paradigm 

and to what extent did Ottoman ϕ]h]bᶌ k]fᶁg draw on Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ arguments as opposed to the 

original theology of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]? And to what extent were Ottoman ϕ]h]bᶌm followers of 

>mdᴳ]lìmg? Below is an intertextual analysis of selected prominent Ottoman commentaries 

and super-commentaries spanning the period from late ninth/ fifteenth to mid. 

tenth/ sixteenth century.  

3.3.2 Intertextual Analysis of Selected Early Ottoman Theological Tracts 

3.3.2.1 Existentiation (taeqᶌh) 

So far we have argued that the problem of taeqᶌh (which originates in some form in 

the theology of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]) was to a certain extent Jᶁnolᶌ`ismÝm raison d'être. >mdᴳ]lᶌs 

_iggihfs `ìm]jjlipa` ib nda analhìns ib Di`Ým ]_nìpa ]nnlì^ona ib taeqᶌh, and espoused 

(contrary to Jᶁnolᶌ`ism) that the act of existentiation (taeqᶌh) Ú i.e. bringing beings into 

existence Ú is identical with the existentiated (mukawwan), as explained in Section 2.5 in the 

previous chapter. Nevertheless, early Ottoman ϕ]h]bᶌ theologians were still influenced by 

the >mdᴳ]lᶌ doctrine as articulated in post-Classical texts. The position of master Ottoman 

commentator al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ on this problem is not entirely clear. In his famous ϖᶁmdìs] on 

Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al- ]GkᶁÝì` (known for its abstract and succinct prose436) both sides of the 

dispute are given their due.437 Commenting on an argument for the validity of taeqᶌh outlined 

in the primary text by al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ which says that if the attribute of taeqᶌh was created in 

time (ϖᶁdith) Ú as argued by >mdᴳ]lᶌs Ú it would necessitate a circular logical fallacy (yalzam 

al-tasalsul) because it renders impossible the creation of the otherwise sensible and visible 

qilf`) da m]sm7 Ündìm ìm _ihnl]`ì_na` ^s ] b]giom _iohnal-argument in that it is possible for 

the creation of the created to be the essence of creation (taeqᶌh al-taeqᶌh aGyn al-taeqᶌh&+Ý438 

Kapalndafamm) da _ihbìham ni ]bbìlgìhc nd]n ndìm ]lcogahn d]m _aln]ìh ßmnlahcndm ]h` 

                                                           
436 Q̠]ᵺmdeo^lìᵺ˒t]ᵺ`]d qlina nda biffiqìhc ih Hd]sᶁfᶌÝm ϖᶁmdìs]7 Üda agjfisa` ] gandi` ib mo__ìh_nhamm %Üìí]z) that 
tests the intelligence of clever students; it is sanctioned by scholars and laymen and its wide repute needs not 
gs jl]ìma ib ìnÝ %al-Pd]kᶁÝìk) p.131). 
437 This is certainly in line with al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ who says in his Sharϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì` regarding the critical dispute over 
n]eqᶌh7 Üìn ìm hapalndafamm ìh_og^ahn ojih nda l]nìih]f m_dif]l ni Xohd]mnìfsZ ga`ìn]na ojih ndama `ìm_ommìihm 
and should not read into the arguments of pioneering scholars who are deep-seated in the disciplines of UДᶙf 
what clearly defies the intuition of those with the least amount of sense in them. Rather, [scholars] should seek 
a balanced and fair interpretation of their arguments. Those arguing that n]eqᶌh is the essence of the mukawwan 
meant that upon the occurrence of an act, both the acting agent (fᶁÝìf) and the acted-upon (g]bÝᶙl) share one 
existence. As for [the other argument] concerning the meaning of n]eqᶌh XåZ ìn ìm galafs ] gahn]f _]nacils 
concerning the relation between the acting agent and the acted-upon Ú it does not have [verifiable] external 
arìmnah_aÝ %]f-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ in J]ígᶙᴳ]n al-ϖ]qᶁmdᶌ, v.1, p.134). 
438 Al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ ìh ]l-Hol`ᶌ) J]ígᶙᴳ]n al-ϖ]qᶁmdᶌ, v.1, p.129. 
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qa]ehammamà+ Fhnalamnìhcfs da ]fmi _ìnam ]h ohilndi`ir ìhnaljlan]nìih ib nda mn]nagahn7 

ßXtaeqᶌh] is other than the mukawwan according to our do_nlìhaà blig nda jlìg]ls Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

text of al-K]m]bᶌ ^s moccamnìhc nd]n nda qil` ßotherà mdiof` hin ^a la]` ]m ] namnìgihs ib 

^afìab8 l]ndal ìn ìm galafs nalgìhificì_]f ]h` ga]hm7 ßìn ìm jimmì^fa bil taeqᶌh to be other than 

the mukawwanà) qdì_d mojjilnm nda >mdᴳ]lᶌ position.439 

Hd]sᶁfᶌ, however, is more conclusive in his Ú lesser-known Ú commentary on his 

na]_dalÝm Khiνr-?acÝm al-Kᶙhìss]; a didactic poem on creed and perhaps the foremost 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ text from the Classical Ottoman period.440 The commentary contains a rare 

reference by Hd]sᶁfᶌ to Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism; he says:  

Shaykh >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and his followers held the opinion that taeqᶌh is an eternal 
attribute in a real sense [and] additional to the famous seven [eternal attributes of God]; as 
for >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm `i_nlìha %madhhab) they are suppositions (idafat) with no external (non-
mental) existence. It seems that the author has opted for the former opinion.441  
 

Hd]sᶁfᶌ Ú ]q]la nd]n dìm na]_dalÝm Kᶙhìss] is highlighting opposition to >mdᴳ]lᶌ Ú reluctantly 

jlijimam ] _igjligìma mifonìih7 Ümiga d]pa ]lcoa` nd]n qd]n ìm ìh b]_n ga]hn ^s taeqᶌh 

there (in the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ view) is [nothing other than] the mukawwan (the existentiated), in the 

m]ga q]s ß_la]nìihà ìm oma` ni ìgjfs ß_la]na` ^aìhcmà+ ?]ma` ih ndìm) nda `ajona ìm XihfsZ 

verbal+Ý442 Remarkably, al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ in fact goes beyond >mdᴳ]lᶌ discourse of conciliation 

between the two schools as found for example in al-Po^eᶌ who although attempts to 

minimize difference over the problem of taeqᶌh, did not consider it to be verbal (lafdhi), but 

a real (g]Ýh]qᶌ) dispute with unavoidable philosophical implications. At the end of his 

discussion, Hd]sᶁfᶌ Ú following Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ Ú dismisses the claim of Classical Jᶁnolᶌ`ism which 

rules that every particular active attribute, in addition to taeqᶌh, is an eternal attribute in its 

iqh lìcdn7 Ühin apals X]_nìpa ]nnlì^onamZ ìm analh]f ìh ] real sense as alleged by a group of 

Transoxanian scholars, but they all go back to it (taeqᶌh& ]h` ]la clioja` oh`al ìn+Ý443 

                                                           
439 Al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ ìh J]ígᶙᴳat al-ϖ]qᶁmdᶌ, v.1, p.133. Nevertheless, al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ f]nal `ìmjafm ndìm ìnterpretation. Also 
see the commentary ih Hd]sᶁfᶌÝm ϖᶁmdìs] by Ottoman scholar Pdoíᶁᴳ ]f-Aᶌh Ffsᶁm al-Oᶙgᶌ %taught at the school 
ehiqh ]m nda ÜFmϖᶁkìss]d bil birty years and died in 929/1522; al-Pd]kᶁÝìk, p.102), in which he repudiates al-
Hd]sᶁfᶌ bil citing this unorthodox interpretation (al-Oᶙgᶌ) Pdoíᶁᴳ al-Aᶌh ^+ Ffsᶁm) ϕᶁmdìs]n ]f-fadil al-muhaqqiq 
mawlana Pdoíᶁᴳ ]f-Aᶌh al-Oᶙgᶌ ala al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ ]f] ]f-Ü>k]ì` ]f-K]m]bᶌyya in al-Hol`ᶌ) v.4, p.286). 
440 Al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ) Aϖmad ϖᶁmdìs]n Pd]gm ]f-Din... in Khalᶌl Efendi-tᶁ`]d, Muϖammad Talib b. Husayn Sharϖ al-Ü]ff]g] 
A]qᶙ` ^+ Muϖammad al-Qarsi al-ϕ]h]bᶌ lil qasida al-nuniyya al-Tawϖᶌ`ᶌyya) Fmn]h^of7 J]n^]Ý]n Pd]lìe]n P]d]bìss]) 
1318/1900. 
441 Al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ ìh Sharϖ al-Ü]ff]g] A]qᶙ`) pp.38-39. 
442 Al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ ìh Sharϖ al-Ü]ff]g] A]qᶙ`) p.39. 
443 Al-Hd]sᶁfᶌ ìh Sharϖ al-Ü]ff]g] A]qᶙ`) p.39. Al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ said in his commentary on the creed of K]m]bᶌ7 ÜX]m bilZ 
the particular acts of giving (n]ltᶌk), forming (taДqᶌl), giving life (iϖsᶁÝ), giving death (ìgᶁn]) and as many as 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 the >mdᴳ]lìmg of Hd]sᶁfᶌ is that of his peer al-QasО]ffᶁhᶌ, who in 

his own ϖᶁmdìs] on Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Sh. al-Ü>k]ì` routinely refers to >mdᴳ]lᶌ as ßthe Masterà (shaykh) 

and to Fakhr al-Aᶌh al-Oᶁtᶌ ]m ßnda Ieaderà (Fgᶁg). QasО]ffᶁhᶌ acknowledges that >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm 

doctrine of taeqᶌh is at odds with the opinion of the majority (qawl al-jumhᶙr), but he attempts 

to justify it. He proposes a distinction between the all-embracing 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 existentiation (taeqᶌh) whereby the effect 

(Üathar) is the same as the effectuated (al-g]bᴳᶙl). QasО]ffᶁhᶌ qlina7 Ü]h` mìh_a nda arìmnah_a ib 

something is [also] its essence according to the shaykh (>mdᴳ]lᶌ), and as he wanted [the 

reader] to be mindful of this subtle point (̀]kᶌqa), he asserted taeqᶌh to be the essence of 

mukawwan.Ý444 He then Ú to justify nda >mdᴳ]lᶌ ijìhìih Ú suggests an ontological reframing of 

the dispute:  

Since existence of beings is additional to essence Ú according to scholars other than >mdᴳ]lᶌ 
Ú they did not make the effect of existentiation the essence of the existentiated, but only 
nd]n ìn ßarìmnmà XåZ Qdalabila) ofnìg]nafs ndìm `ìmjona ciam ^]_e ni arìmnah_a7 ìm ìn nda ammah_a 
ib ^aìhcm il XmigandìhcZ ]``ìnìih]f ni ndag<Ý445  
 

In ?]dᶁÝ al-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]dÝm arnah`a` commentary on al-Fiqh al-akbar, the only time the 

name of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ appears in it is in the context of taeqᶌh; da qlina7 Üìn ìm ]piqa` ^s >^ᶙ 

ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and his followers and reported its attribution to early masters who lived 

before >mdᴳ]lᶌ+Ý446 But, ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d (contrary to Jᶁnolᶌ`ism) does not accept taeqᶌh as 

an eternal attribute of God, preferring instead the >mdᴳ]lᶌ view that Ú in virtue of available 

                                                           
peculiar [opinion] some scholars from Transoxania, and [,at odds with monotheism,] necessitates excessive 
multiplicity of eternal ehnìnìam XåZ Qda _fimamn Xni nlondZ ìm nda pìaq daf` ^s ndaìl palìbsìhc m_dif]lm %al-
muϖaqqiqun) that they all go back to the attribute of n]eqᶌhÝ %>f-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ, Sharϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì`) p.124). Interestingly 
this anti-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ]lcogahn %_aln]ìhfs jijof]lìta` ^s T]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ) seems to be a later Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ `apafijgahn 
which even caused a split among ϕ]h]bᶌ theologians (its full extent calls for a seperate investigation) whereby 
scholars such as Egyptian ϕ]h]bᶌ F^h Nᶙnfᶙ^cdᶁ i^ía_na` ni dìm na]_dal F^h ]f-EogᶁgÝm jlij]c]tion of this idea 
%maa @d]jnal Qqi& ^s m]sìhc7 Ü]h` ]m bil dìm mn]nagahn7 ßnda m]sìhcm ib >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and the early masters bear 
hi apì`ah_a bil ìn)à F m]s7 ìn ìm ìh`aa` ìh nda Fiqh al-Akbar as narrated from >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]. Its meaning is also 
[implied] in [the creed of] al-Нaϖᶁqᶌ ]m h]ll]na` blig >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] and [his students] >^ᶙ Vᶙmob and Muϖammad 
[b. al-ϕasanZ+Ý Ea ndah _ìnam qilem ^a]lìhc nda m]ga ijìhìih ^s jal-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ Ql]hmir]hì]h ϕ]h]bᶌm (Ibn 
Nᶙnfᶙ^cdᶁ) Sharϖ al-Jomᶁs]l]) p.86). This argument is also found in ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]dÝm Sharϖ al-Fiqh al-akbar, 
but he attempts to rationalize the statements of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] qdì_d ]n b]_a-value support the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ pìaq ^s 
m]sìhc7 ÜFgᶁg >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] may well have affirmed these [multiple eternal] attributes out of his strict following 
ib fìnal]f ga]hìhcm ib lafìcìiom narnmÝ (p.192). 
444 QasО]ffᶁhᶌ, ϕᶁmdìs] ]f] Pd]lϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì`) pp.101-102. 
445 QasО]ffᶁhᶌ, ϕᶁmdìs] ]f] ]f-ᴳ]kᶁÝì`) pp.102. 
446 ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d, Sharϖ al-Fiqh, p.191. 
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religious evidence Ú ihfs Di`Ým analh]f ]nnlì^ona ib jiqal %qudra) is the valid principle of 

creation ex nihilo.447  

3.3.2.2 Hearing and Seeing God 

Perhaps the most widely-debated Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ doctrine in later >mdᴳ]lìmg concerns the 

dispute over the divine attribute of Speech (k]fᶁg). In opposition to E]h^]fᶌ literalists, 

>mdᴳ]lᶌ and Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologians were in broad agreement that the present Ú read and heard 

Ú word of God as preserved in the QolÝᶁh is not His eternal divine Speech in the real sense, 

but it offers symbolic indications to it (̀ ìf]f] ᴳalayhi). In theological discussion, >mdᴳ]lìmg and 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism postulated the concept of al-k]fᶁg al-h]bmᶌ qdì_d ndas `abìha` ]m ß]h ammahnì]f 

analh]f ]nnlì^onaà ihnificì_]ffs jla_a`ahn ni ìnm bilg]nìih ìhni _igjioh` mioh`m ]h` qil`m+ 

However, the concept of k]fᶁg h]bmᶌ runs into theoretical strife in view of revealed QolÝᶁhic 

evidence Ú in particular the numerous references to the story of Prophet Moses at Sinai 

whereby God speaks directly to him. At face-value, the story presents the theologian with a 

contradiction: for how can divine Speech (defined as eternal and formless) be physically 

heard in time and space. On this detail, Classical >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism differed over the 

possibility of hearing eternal Speech, which was affirmed by the >mdᴳ]lᶌs and ruled as 

impossible by Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs. More remarkable, however, is the influence of later >mdᴳ]lìmg on 

Ottoman theological writing as borne out by tracing the intertextual itinerary of this 

particular debate.  

Later popularization of this dispute originates in Fakhr al-Aᶌh al-Oᶁtᶌ. It appears to be 

the only dispute where the name of Fgᶁg Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ is invoked by Oᶁtᶌ in the context of its 

opposition to a common >mdᴳ]lᶌ opinion. In OᶁtᶌÝm cl]h` n]bmᶌl, the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ argument 

(extrapolated ̂ s Oᶁtᶌ from Fgᶁg Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌÝm exegesis of the QolÝᶁh, al-Q]Ýqᶌfᶁn), is repeated 

in a number of places, corresponding to the occurrence of the story of Moses in the Book.448 

The following is one detailed example:  

Those asserting the eternity of the attribute of Speech said: we have [on this matter] two 
[different] opinions (madhhabᶁn): first is the doctrine of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and the 
Fgᶁgs of Transoxania which rules that eternal-essential divine Speech is not heard, rather 

                                                           
447 ?]dᶁÝ al-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d, Sharϖ al-Fiqh) j+.6/+ Ffsᶁm ]f-Pᶌhijᶌ) ih nda indal d]h`) ìm ohsìaf`ìhc niq]l`m >mdᴳ]lìsm 
in his Sharϖ al-Fiqh al-Akbar+ Ea _lìnì_ìtam nda  _ih_ajn ib nda _la]na`hamm ib Di`Ým ]_nìpa ]nnlì^onam ]h` ]nnlì^onam 
ìn ni nda >mdᴳ]lᶌm ]h` Joᴳn]tila, and defends the common position of the majority and his ϕ]h]bᶌ associates 
%Pᶌhijᶌ) Sharϖ al-Fiqh, fols.8r-8v); it is also the first dispute in Ibn H]gᶁf PashaÝm epistle on Differences (Bahgivan, 
Khams l]mᶁÝìf, pp.69-70). 
448 Al-Oᶁtᶌ) Fakhr al-Aᶌh J]bᶁnᶌϖ al-ghayb, ?aìlon7 A]l ÜFds]Ý ]f-Turath al-Ü>l]^ì) X0l` a`ìnìih8 0/ pifm+Z .666) p+3) 
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 (Дawt) and letter (ϖarf) which were [concurrently divinely] 
created and [heard] through [the medium] of the tree; in virtue of this [argument] no 
objection can be raised. The second, is the doctrine of >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ which argues 
that the sort of Speech bereft of sound and letter formations may be heard in the same way 
an essence (ddᶁt) possessing neither substance (jism& hil ]__ì`ahn %ᴳaraν) may be 
[physically] seen.449 
 
Oᶁtᶌ speculates in his n]bmᶌl that this opinion of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ draws near to the 

Joᴳn]tìf]d.450 However, at least in his early writings, Oᶁtᶌ clearly defended the >mdᴳ]lᶌ view. 

This is found in the second crucial Oᶁtìan reference to Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ from his Controversies with 

the scholars of Transoxania  (the book of Munaф]lᶁn). It is the subject of the (shortest) fourteenth 

controversy in which he defends the >mdᴳ]lᶌ position by pointing to an inherent 

_ihnl]`ì_nìih ìh Ql]hmir]hì]h m_dif]lmÝ _iohnal-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ argument. He said at the outset of 

the Controversy:  

The doctrine of the people of Transoxania is that God Almighty speaks and His Speech is 
essentially eternal (qᶁνᶌm kᶁÝìg ^ìÝddᶁtih) above [the formations] of sound and letter as is 
the >mdᴳ]lᶌ doctrine. But, the difference is that >mdᴳ]lᶌ says: such Speech may be heard. As 
for >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and his Transoxanian associates, they said: it is impossible for 
mo_d Pjaa_d ni ^a da]l`+Ý 451 
 

Oᶁtᶌ does not present in detail the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ counter-Joᴳn]tìfᶌ argument Ú but suggests: since 

Transoxanian scholars object to the Joᴳn]tìfᶌ rejection of the possibility to see God (based on 

nda pìaq nd]n Di` ìm hin ] mo^mn]hnì]na` ahnìns qìnd mj]nì]f ]nnlì^onam&)  ]h` m]s7 ßsio provide 

no Xmioh`Z jliibà) ndas gomn ]fmi ]__ajn nda >mdᴳ]lᶌ position in permitting the possibility to 

hear eternal Speech of God. OᶁtᶌÝm l]nìih]fa bil ndìm _ih_fomìih ìm7 íomn ]m ìn is impossible to 

hear essential-eternal Speech, then it must also be impossible for non-spatially existent 

beings to be seen. And, since Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs would not accept the latter, then both statements 

must equally be held as true. 

Fh`aa`) nda jli^fag ib nda jimmì^ìfìns ib da]lìhc Di`Ým analh]f Pjaa_d %m]gᶁᴳ H]fᶁg 

Allah) is philosophically entwined with the problem of possibility to visually see God (loÝs]n 

Allah); and the latter is also interestingly debated in the context of the same QolÝᶁhic story 

of Moses who asks God to reveal Himself to him. Remarkably, al-Oᶁtᶌ ultimately adopts the 

position of Fgᶁg Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ on the problem of seeing. In his al-Ü>l^]ᴳᶌh fi ÜoДᶙf al-Aᶌh, Oᶁtᶌ says: 

Üiol `i_nlìha ih ndìm jli^fag ìm nda b]pila` ijìhìih ib md]sed >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ of 

                                                           
449 Al-Oᶁtᶌ) J]bᶁnᶌϖ al-ghayb, v.24, p.593. 
450 Al-Oᶁtᶌ) J]bᶁnᶌϖ al-ghayb, v.27, p.612. 
451 Al-Oᶁtᶌ) Fakhr al-Aᶌh Munaф]lᶁn b]edl al-Aᶌh al-Oᶁtᶌ fi ̂ ìfᶁ` g]q]l]Ý]hh]dl (edited by Fathullah Kholeif), Beirut: 
Dar al-Mashreq, 1984, p.53. 
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Samarqand, 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 the QolÝᶁh and the narrated traditions of the 

Mlijdan+Ý452 More importantly, it seems that OᶁtᶌÝm iqh ìhnalamn ìh Fgᶁg Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌÝm solution 

to the problems of seeing and hearing God (which made him explicitly refer to Jᶁnolᶌ`ism) 

was adopted and pursued by prominent later >mdᴳ]lᶌs Ú including Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and Golíᶁhᶌ Ú and 

in turn left its mark on the works of Classical Ottoman theologians. In Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-

]GkᶁÝì`, one of the two instances Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ is directly referred to is in the context of this debate; 

ha m]ì`7 Ü]m bil Di`Ým ammahnì]f-eternal attribute of Speech, >mdᴳ]lᶌ argued that it can be heard. 

But it was rejected by [>mdᴳ]lᶌ master] >^ᶙ ÜFmϖᶁk of ÜFmb]lᶁÝᶌh; it is also the favored opinion 

of shaykh >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ+Ý453 A similarly-worded statement is also found in 

Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm g]chog ijom Sharϖ al-g]kᶁДid.454 Al-Golíᶁhᶌ, exclaiming at the feebleness of 

rational arguments in support of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ position on the problem of seeing God, says in 

Sharϖ al-J]qᶁkìb:  

Such 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 shaykh >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-
Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ and uphold to the literal meanings of [scriptural] traditions.455  
 
E]pìhc ionfìha` nda ìhnalamn ìh Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌÝm n]ea ih da]lìhc ]h` seeing God, Classical 

Ottoman theologians attached relative importance to the problem.456 Quite likely, therefore, 

that the appearance of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in the context of the problem of hearing and seeing God 

in early Ottoman theological tracts was a by-product of the references already made to 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌÝm ijìhìih ìh nda e]fᶁg works of past >mdᴳ]lᶌ masters (particularly the 

]^ipagahnìiha` ^s Oᶁtᶌ ]h` Golíᶁhᶌ).  

                                                           
452 Al-Oᶁtᶌ) Fakhr al-Aᶌh al-Ü>l^]ᴳᶌh bì UДᶙf al-din, Cairo: Maktabat al-Kuliyyat al-Ü>tdᶁlìss]) .653 X/ pifm+Z) p+.) 
p.277. Also see detailed argument in the same book (al-Ü>l^]ᴳᶌh) v.1, pp.277-283);  Oᶁtᶌ argues that he does not 
accept rational proof for the validity of seeing God (al-Oᶁtᶌ) Fakhr al-Aᶌh MuϖaДДal afkar al-gon]k]``ìgᶌh q]f 
gon]Ý]edìlᶌh gìh] ]f-Üof]g] q]f ϖukamᶁÝ q]f gon]e]ffìgᶌn, Cairo: al-J]n^]Ý] ]f-Husayniyya, 1323/1905, pp.136-
139).  
453 Al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ, Sharϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì`, p.116. 
454 Al-Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ, Sharϖ al-g]kᶁДid, v.4, p.157. 
455 Al-Golíᶁhᶌ, Ali b. Muϖammad Sharϖ al-J]qᶁkìb) Beirut: Dar al-Kotob al-ÜFfgìss]) .665) p+5) jj+.11-145. 
Bpì`ahnfs) nda jli^fag ib da]lìhc Di`Ým Pjaa_d q]m ] qì`afs-spread opinion of Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ ]gihc >mdᴳ]lᶌm `olìhc 
the eighth/ fourteenth and ninth/ fifteenth centuries. It is also mentioned by foremost Egyptian ϖᶁ`ᶌnd expert 
Ibn ϕajar al-Ü>mk]fᶁhᶌ (d. 852/1449; al->ᴳfᶁg) v.1, p.178) in his canonical _iggahn]ls ih ?oedᶁlᶌÝm ^iie ib mioh` 
traditions. Ibn ϕajal %qdi q]m ] biffiqal ib >mdᴳ]lìmg& m]ì`7 Üìn ìm h]ll]na` nd]n >^ᶙ J]hДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ qdi ìm 
a ϕ]h]bᶌ íolìmn m]ì` XåZ7 Di` Xmìgofn]haiomfsZ _la]ted a [humanly-heard] sound when he called upon [Prophet 
Moses] and some have attributed this opinion to the pious forefathers who refused to accept the createdness 
of the NolÝᶁh (al-Ü>mk]fᶁhᶌ, Aϖmad b. G>fᶌ Ibn ϕajar Fatϖ al-^ᶁlᶌ bᶌ Sharϖ Дaϖᶌϖ al-?oedᶁlᶌ, Beirut: Dar al-J]Ýlìb]) 
1379/1959 [13 vols.], v.13, p.455). 
456 It is the second dispute in Ibn H]gᶁf M]md]Ým ajìmnfa ih `ìbbalah_am %?]dcìp]h) Khams l]mᶁÝìf, pp.70-71).  



128 

 

  Hd]sᶁfᶌ in his commentary on the Kᶙhìss] said the following on the problem of seeing: 

Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌ and his followers have adopted unsatisfactory arguments, thus shaykh >^ᶙ ManДᶙl 

al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ m]ì` ßqa `i hin jlipa nda p]fì`ìns ib maaìhc Di` ^s nl]`ìnìih]f jliibm) ^on qa 

uphold to the literal meaning of the QolÝᶁhà+Ý457 Also in the context of seeing God, his peer 

QasО]ffᶁhᶌ wrote in his commentary on Sharϖ al- ]GkᶁÝì`7 Üpalìbsìhc m_dif]lm %al-muϖ]kkìkᶙn) 

unanimously establish that proving seeing (loÝs]) by traditional proofs is not free from faults, 

and the trusted doctrine on this problem is the favored opinion of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ+Ý458 

In the same ϖᶁmdìs], QasО]ffᶁhᶌ cites the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ view that what prophet Moses heard was a 

j]l]ffaf mioh` ihfs ìh`ì_]nìpa ib analh]f `ìpìha Pjaa_d) ]h` m]ì`7 Üda %Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ) stated: this 

was the doctrine of shaykh >^ᶙ ManДᶙl and master %Üomnᶁ`h) >^ᶙ ÜFmϖᶁk [al-ÝFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ] and 

claimed that the sound was da]l` blig ]ff mj]nì]f `ìgahmìihm+Ý459  

Concerning the disputed problem on eternal Speech, Ffsᶁm al-Pᶌhijᶌ delivers a valiant 

critique of Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in his Sharϖ al-fiqh al-Üakbar. Commenting on >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým mn]nagahn7 

ß]h` Jimam da]l` nda Pjaa_d ib Di`à) da m]sm7  

Know that it agrees with the principle of >^ᶙ al-ϕasan al-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ, and we can deduce from 
it the invalidity of the doctrine of >^ᶙ ManДᶙl al-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ, for he (Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ) argued that 
Di`Ým Pjaa_d ìm hin da]l` ^a_]oma qd]n ìm not realized into letter and sound cannot be 
discerned by the sense of hearing; hearing is  concomitant with the existence of sound.460  
 

Also, contrary to the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ contention that what in fact was heard by Moses is a 

sound with physical properties created through the medium of a tree at Sinai, Pᶌhijᶌ asserts 

that it is unbecoming of an all-Wise God to speak without making Himself instantly heard.461 

?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]dÝm commentary on the same text of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] makes no mention of 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ism and focusses instead on the vindication of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ concept of H]fᶁg h]bmᶌ 

against Joᴳn]tìfᶌ invalidations. Furthermore, according to him, it is the same concept held 

by >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]+ Qdah) da j]sm ndìm nlì^ona7 Ü>mdᴳ]lᶌs by upholding this doctrine have taken the 

best intermediary position, and placated otherwise admonished opinions, and stayed on the 

                                                           
457 Hd]sᶁfᶌ) Sharϖ al-Nuniyya, p.44. 
458 QasО]ffᶁhᶌ, ϖᶁmdìs] ]f] Pd]lϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì`) p.106. 
459 QasО]ffᶁhᶌ _ihnìhoam ^s _ìnìhc nda ijìhìih ib ]f-Dd]tᶁfᶌ7 Ü]m bil ]f-Dd]tᶁfᶌ, he favored the opinion that [Moses] 
heard eternal Speech without the forms of letter and sound, just as divine Essence is seen in the hereafter free 
of qualitative (kayfiyya) and quantative (kammiyya& ]nnlì^onìihmÝ %QasО]ffᶁhᶌ, ϖᶁmdìs] ]f] Pd]lϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì`) p.94).  
460 Al-Pᶌhijᶌ) Sharϖ al-Fiqh al-Ü]e^]l) Ms., fols.15v-16r.  
461 Al-Pᶌhijᶌ) Sharϖ al-Fiqh al-Ü]e^]l) Ms., fol.16r. 
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even way. [In their doctrine,] they have appeased all of reason, tradition, commonsense and 

language.462  

3.3.2.3 Belief 

Among the disputed points between >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism in the context of faith 

(ìgᶁh) is whether it is susceptible to increase or decrease (contra Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs, >mdᴳ]lᶌs 

espoused the affirmative position). QasО]ffᶁhᶌ went along with the conciliatory >mdᴳ]lᶌ view 

of al-Oᶁtᶌ which saw this discussion as centering on a verbal difference (edìfᶁb lafфᶌ). QasО]ffᶁhᶌ 

also argues against Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ, and reproves his understanding of the problem (as stated in 

Sharϖ al- ]GkᶁÝì`& ìh qdì_d da g]`a b]ìndÝm ìh_la]ma ]h` `a_la]ma ib laf]nìih ni ìnm ko]fìn]nìpa 

attributes; he said:  

The [real] dispute is over the qualitative disparity (tafawut al-kamiyya), i.e. increase and 
`a_la]ma) ^a_]oma nda arjlammìihm ßìh_la]ma ]h` `a_la]maà ]la gimnfs oma` ìh hog^alm (i.e. 
quantative terms). As for (Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm& ko]fìn]nìpa `ìmj]lìns %tafawut al-kayfiyya), i.e. that it 
is [more/ less] powerful or weak, it falls out of the present discussion. For this reason Oᶁtᶌ 
and many theologians have argued that this dispute is verbal, springing from [different] 
interpretation[s] of ìgᶁh.463   
 
Ffsᶁs Pᶌhijᶌ Ú who already admonished Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ over the problem of hearing eternal 

Speech Ú weighs a similar critique against the ϕ]h]bᶌ position on belief. In his commentary 

on al-Fiqh al-akbar, he acknowledges that the concerned book contains anti-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ allusions. 

He then strongly rebukes an anti-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ argument from the book of WaДiyya by >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb], 

and says:  

He (>^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]& l]nìih]fìta` dìm jimìnìih XåZ ]h` m]ì`7 ßX^afìabÝmZ `a_la]ma ìm hin _ih_aìp]^fa 
without [comparable] increase of disbelief, and its increase is not conceivable without 
[comparable] decrease of disbelief; how can a person be at once in a state of belief and 
`ìm^afìab<à464  
 

PᶌhijᶌÝm la^onn]f q]m7  

Increase of one of two co-existing opposites does not necessitate decrease of the other; 
cannot you see that if the whiteness of a dress increased beyond its present condition Ú that 
is, its quality [of whiteness] intensified Ú it does not entail the existence of decreased 
^f]_ehamm+Ý465  
 

                                                           
462 ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d, Sharϖ al-Fiqh, p.179-180. 
463 QasО]ffᶁhᶌ, ϕᶁmdìs] ]f] Pd]lϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì`) p.158. 
464 Al-Pᶌhijᶌ) Sharϖ al-Fiqh, Ms., fol.40v. 
465 Ibid.  
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Pᶌhijᶌ admits that the above statement may be valid if it was made in the figurative sense, 

but in that case Pᶌhijᶌ believes it would be unfit for intelligent conversation. He also deems 

]hs ]nnagjn ni _iga ^]_e ih ndìm jli^fag Üni ^a Xnda lamofn ibZ ]llic]h_a ]h` ]^mnìhah_a+Ý466 

Nevertheless, Pᶌhijᶌ later presents a justification for the wording of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým jimìnìih ih 

increase and decrease of faith by suggesting that in view of the ϕ]h]bᶌ definition of belief as 

ß]mmahn ]h` _ihbammìihà) ìn ìm _ih_aìp]^fa bil nda ^afìab ib ] jalmih ni ìh_la]ma ìb da `ìm_alhm 

that some of his presently-held concepts are of disbelief; when he abandons them, he moves 

from affiliation with disbelief to belief.467  

Like Pᶌhijᶌ, ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d also favors the >mdᴳ]lᶌ position on this problem 

(which he also attributes to the Joᴳn]tìf]d), and rules that it as better-supported by the 

literal meanings of revealed sources. Among his proofs of the validity of >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm `i_nlìha ib 

^afìabÝm ìh_la]ma ]h` `a_la]ma ìm nd]n ìb iha `iam hin jalgìn mo_d ko]fìn]nìpa `ìmj]lìns) nda 

faith of the most dignified of Prophets would in theory be equal to the faith of the most lowly 

believer.468 However, he also attempts to reach a middle ground with the other (ϕ]h]bᶌ) 

position and cites this quote by Oᶁtᶌ7 Ünda l]nìih]fa bil nda d]lgihs ìm nd]n Xmn]nagahnmZ 

disproving disparity relate to the fundamental principle (Ü]Дl) of belief, as for the [statements] 

affirming disparity they relate to the perfect actualization (k]gᶁf& ib ^afìab+Ý469 

Lh nda b]giom `ìmjona _ih_alhìhc nda p]fì`ìns ib nda agof]nilÝm ^afìab %]__epted by 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs and contested by >mdᴳ]lᶌs), Jᶁnolᶌ`ism is entirely absent from our selected 

Ottoman texts. (Interestingly, when Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ outlines in Sharϖ al-g]kᶁДid the arguments 

against the common >mdᴳ]lᶌ position, he is openly referring to Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs as upholders of the 

opposite opinion.470) Hd]sᶁfᶌ in the commentary on the Kᶙhìss] attributes the anti-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ 

pìaq ni Üp]lìiom m_dif]lm ]h` íolìmnm+Ý471 ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d shows no compromise on the 

ϕ]h]bᶌ jimìnìih lac]l`ìhc ^afìabÝm ìh_la]ma ]h` `a_la]ma+ Kihandafamm) ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d 

]nnagjnm ni ]jificìta bil >mdÝ]lᶌ7 da quotes prominent early >mdᴳ]lᶌ pioneer GAbd al-Qᶁdìl 

al-?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌ who had reported that Fgᶁg >mdᴳ]lᶌ did not ascribe 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 wishes.472 Ultimately, in 
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?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]dÝm pìaq) nda AshG]lᶌ denial of validity is only in terms of perfection of faith, 

]h` ndalabila Ündala ìm no real dispute ipal ndìm jli^fag+Ý473  

Hd]sᶁfᶌ also highlights ?]cd`ᶁ`ᶌÝm mibnaha` palmìih ib >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm `i_nlìha ih 

agof]nilÝm b]ìnd) qdì_d ìm ]fmi nda _dimah ijìhìih ìh dìm na]_dalÝm Khiνr-?acÝm Kᶙhìss].474 Ffsᶁm 

al-PᶌhijᶌÝm Sharϖ al-fiqh al-akbar even deliberates that ϕ]h]bᶌm and >mdᴳ]lᶌs are upholders of 

the same doctrine on this problem. On the following statement from the primary text by >^ᶙ 

ϕ]hᶌb]7 ßnda ^afìapalm ]la ako]f ìh ndaìl deep-ma]na` ehiqfa`ca ]h` _aln]ìhnsà) Pᶌhijᶌ 

_iggahnm7 Ündìm mn]nagahn dìhnm nd]n ^afìab ib nda agof]nil ìm ìhp]fì` ìhmib]l ]m nda agof]nil 

d]m hi _aln]ìhns+Ý475 Finally, no controversy relating to belief is addressed in Ibn H]gᶁf 

M]md]Ým nqafpa `ìmjona` jiìhnm ^anqaah Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs and >mdᴳ]lᶌs.  

3.3.2.4 Prescribing the Unbearable 

The fifth disputed point in Ibn H]gᶁf M]md]Ým ajìmnfa ih nda Differences briefly 

delineates the classical >mdᴳ]lᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ _ihnlipalms _ih_alhìhc ndìm jli^fag7 Üjlam_lì^ìhc 

the unbearable (n]efᶌb ma la yuОᶁk) is not permissible according to Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ, but burdening 

[someone] with an unbearable task (taϖgᶌf ma la yuОᶁk) is permissible by him. They are both 

permissible according to >mdᴳ]lᶌ+Ý476  

Hd]sᶁfᶌ ignores the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ take on this debate in his ϖᶁmdìs] on Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-

]GkᶁÝì` and focusses on justifying the >mdᴳ]lᶌ position. He outlines three possible meanings of 

n]efᶌb ma la yuОᶁk: i) that it is impossible in itself; ii) that it is impossible in itself, but impossible 

due to natural human limitation  (Üᶁda); iii) that it is humanly possible, but had been decreed 

ìgjimmì^fa ìh Di`Ým Hhiqfa`ca ]h` ^s Eìm Tìff+ Hd]sᶁfᶌ adduces that all schools are 

unanimous in ruling out the first contingency. As for the second meaning, he argues that it 

is possible for God to prescribe the humanly unbearable contrary to the Joᴳn]tìf]d. In terms 

of the third category, Hd]sᶁfᶌ also implies scholarly consensus that it is possible for God to 

decree as impossible what is otherwise humanly doable. Then, Hd]sᶁfᶌ _iggahnm7 Ündìm ìm nda 

rationale for the supposed >mdᴳ]lᶌ ]ffiq]h_a ib jlam_lì^ìhc nda oh^a]l]^fa+Ý477 Ultimately in 
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Hd]sᶁfᶌÝm ijìhìih) the contra->mdᴳ]lᶌ view may only be rationally sound to those who do not 

take into account the abovementioned three-fold distinction.  

QasО]ffᶁhᶌ in his own ϖᶁmdìs] on Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al- ]GkᶁÝì` points to a lack of 

consensus among >mdᴳ]lᶌs regarding the permissibility of n]efᶌb mᶁ lᶁ yuОᶁk. However, he 

endorses the >mdᴳ]lᶌ position in permitting the prescription of belief upon the person who 

God had decreed to be a disbeliever. QasО]ffᶁhᶌ considers the dispute to be one of linguistic 

expression (nizᶁᴳ lafфᶌ),478 and again going beyond the classic conciliatory approach as founded 

in al-Po^eᶌ who deemed the dispute to be real (g]Ýh]qᶌ) as it draws on key differences 

between >mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism over the role of reason.  

?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d is less conclusive in his commentary on al-Fiqh al-akbar, although 

da `iam hin ah`ilma nda Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ pìaq+ Fhmna]`) da proposes a compromise solution on 

prescribing the unbearable; he says: ÜTruth of the matter in my view: it is possible in virtue 

ib Di`Ým ]^mifona mobbì_ìah_s) jalba_n jiqal ]h` ]ff-encompassing Will; but, in virtue of His 

[supremely evident] divine Wisdom and mercy for his creatures, then the most sound 

[opinion] is its impossibility.Ý479 

3.3.2.5 Rational Recognition of Good and Evil 

In Ibn H]gᶁf M]md]Ým ajìmnfa ih Aifferences, the fifth disputed point between 

>mdᴳ]lìmg and Jᶁnolᶌ`ism is the following:  

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ said: some divinely-prescribed 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, the ultimate 
source of this obligation is God, though through 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. Thus, ìn ìm m]ì`7 ßhi ar_oma ìm ]__ajn]^fa blig ] _la]na` ^aìhc bil 
ignorance of the Creator for [the divine sings] he witnesses in the creation of the heavens 
]h` a]lndà8 ]fmi ßd]` Di` hin mahn ] Jammahcal) _la]na` ^aìhcm qiof` mnìff ^a i^fìca` ni 
know God by reasoningà. As for >mdᴳ]lᶌ, he said: nothing is made obligatory or forbidden 
except on the authority of revealed law, not by reason Ú although [we admit] that reason 
may recognize good and evil in some things. According to >mdᴳ]lᶌ, all rulings relating to 
divine command succumb to tradition (samG).480 
 

Ibn H]gᶁf interestingly tries to bridge the gap between the two schools by claiming 

that >mdᴳ]lᶌs agree with Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs in allowing some room for reason in the recognition of 
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good and evil. Certainly, this is unlike Hd]sᶁfᶌÝm nla]ngahn ib nda jli^fag ìh dìm commentary 

on Khiνr-?acÝm Kᶙhìss] where Jᶁnolᶌ`ism is not brought into the discussion. Instead Hd]sᶁfᶌ 

quotes Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ and says:  

It is stated in Sharϖ al-g]kᶁДid that some people of Ahlu al-Suuna Ú by which we mean ϕ]h]bᶌm 
Ú argued that recognizing the good and evil in some things is attainable by reason, as is the 
opinion of the Joᴳn]tilah XåZ >m bil >mdᴳ]lᶌs, they argued that they (good and evil) are 
proven by revealed law in an absolute sense.481  
 

On the related problem of forgiveness of disbelief (which the >mdᴳ]lᶌs allowed and 

Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs disallowed on the basis of their doctrine of the rational recognition of good and 

evil), Hd]sᶁfᶌ attributes the non-Ý>mdᴳ]lᶌ position to the Joᴳn]tìf]d7 Ümiga Jomfìgm d]pa 

]lcoa` nd]n bilcìpahamm ìm l]nìih]ffs ìgjalgìmmì^faå]h` ndas ]la nda Joᴳn]tìf]d+Ý482 

Interestingly, an early Ottoman scholar by the name of Shujᶁᴳ al-Aᶌh Ffsᶁm al-Oᶙgᶌ (d. 

929/1522), who produced a super-commentary on Hd]sᶁfᶌÝm ϖᶁmdìs] on Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-

]GkᶁÝì`, furnishes Hd]sᶁfᶌÝm mn]nagahn qìnd nda biffiqìhc ]hhin]nìih7 Ü]fmi nda Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌs Ú 

among the people of Ahl al-Sunna Ú are like the Joᴳn]tìf]d483 and uphold the doctrine of the 

l]nìih]f la_ichìnìih ib cii` ]h` apìf+Ý484  

QasО]ffᶁhᶌ declares outright his >mdᴳ]lìmg in his own ϖᶁmdìs] on Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ. According 

to him, >mdᴳ]lìmg sees acts 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 

Joᴳn]tìfᶌ na]_dìhcm qdì_d _igg]h` mah`ìhc nda lapa]fa` gamm]ca ]m ìh_og^ahn ojih Di`Ým 

Wisdom. He also points to its opposition to the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ pìaq7 Ühil ìm Xmah`ìhc gammahcalmZ 

íomnìbì]^fa ìh nalgm ib XDi`ÝmZ ^ahabì_ah_a ]h` cahalimìns ]m ìm nda ijìhìih ib nda m_dif]lm ib 

Ql]hmir]hì]+Ý485 Significantly, QasО]ffᶁhᶌ even warns fellow ulama against Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm ^iie 

Sharϖ al-]k]Ýì` for its incline to the doctrine of Transoxanian ϕ]h]bᶌm in some of its 

discussions:  

[Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ] alludes that reason may attain knowledge of good and evil in some act, 
following the opinion of the scholars of Transoxania (Gof]g] J]q]l]Ý]hh]dl) and not the 
doctrine of >mdᴳ]lᶌ which categorically dissociate reason from it. Indeed, the 
Commentator (Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ) had composed this book on the basis of their doctrine 
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(madhhab) in many places [in it] out of his imitation of  the author (Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ theologian 
Najm al-Aᶌh al-K]m]bᶌ); so let it be noted.486  
 
?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d deliberates in his Sharϖ al-fiqh al-akbar that ϕ]h]bᶌ theologians are 

truly divided over this problem, and ascribes the Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ pìaq ni Ünda ϕ]h]bᶌm who accept 

the Joᴳn]tìfᶌ `i_nlìha ih l]nìih]f la_ichìnìih ib cii` ]h` apìf+Ý487 Eventually, he 

acknowledges that the ϕ]h]bᶌ doctrine subtly differs from the Joᴳn]tilah and he subscribes 

ni ìn Ümi ]m hin ni `ìm]^fa nda `ìpìha ]nnlì^ona ib Tìm`ig+Ý488 

3.3.2.6 Acquisition (kasb) 

Next to taeqᶌh, the debate over the createdness of human acts Ú which centered on 

>mdᴳ]lᶌÝm _ihnlipalmì]f _ih_ajn ib kasb Ú was a characteristic feature of the >mdᴳ]lᶌ-Jᶁnolᶌ`ᶌ 

debate from the early years. To shed some light on the nature of the debate in Ottoman 

literature, it is useful to backtrack to Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ, who in Sharϖ al-g]kᶁДid cites OᶁtᶌÝm 

exclamation on the age-old difficulty of this problem. He then determines that invariably 

opinions on this matter are confined between the Jabriyya who Ú ìh ]mmalnìhc Di`Ým _la]nìih 

of everything Ú _ihmì`al g]hÝm ]_nìihm ahnìlafs Di`Ým _la]nìih) ]h` nda N]`]lìss] qdi Ú in 

il`al ni p]fì`]na g]hÝm a]lhìhc ib laq]l` ]h` johìmdgahn Ú make man the sole creator of 

him ]_nm+ Ea _ihnìhoam7 Ündala ìm hi h]nìih qdì_d `iam hin d]pa ndama nqi ma_nm) ]h` mi nda 

statements and anecdotes jostle between the two; it is even related that: [roll of] the dice 

reminisces jabr (determinism) and [playing] chess alludes to qadar (fee wìff&+Ý489 Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌ 

decidedly takes the >mdᴳ]lᶌ opinion which he describes as follows:  

We %>mdÝ]lᶌm& say: nlond ib nda g]nnal ìm åhaìndal `analgìhìmg hil blaa qìff) ^on migandìhc 
^anqaah nda nqi) ^a_]oma nda ijìhìihm fa]hìhc ni g]hÝm _la]nìih ib dìm ]_nm agjd]mìta dìm 
power and choice; and the opinions farther apart [from qadarZ agjd]mìta Xg]hÝmZ ìh_]j]_ìns 
and neediness. Man is compelled in the guise of a free chooser, like the pen in the hand of 
a writer.490  
 

In this spirit of later >mdᴳ]lìmg, QasО]ffᶁhᶌ distinguished between two types of 

determinists. He wrote in his ϖᶁmdìs] on Q]bnᶁtᶁhᶌÝm Sharϖ al-ᴳ]kᶁÝì`:  

Determinists are two sects: absolute determinists (jabriyya khᶁlisa) who affirm neither 
effective nor acquisitive power in man, but put him in the category of inanimate beings Ú 
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such as the Jahmiyya; and non-absolute determinists (í]^lìss] cd]sl edᶁlisa) who affirm that 
man has ineffective yet acquisitive power Ú like the >mdᴳ]lᶌs, K]ííᶁlìss]d and μirᶁriyya.491  
 

QasО]ffᶁhᶌ also acknowledges the labyrinthine nature of this debate and even sees it as a 

possible annulment of the entire enterprise of Üìfg ]f-k]fᶁg; he also quotes al-OᶁtᶌÝm 

exclamation at the apparent weakness of >mdᴳ]lᶌÝm ndails ib kasb. But, importantly, while 

QasО]ffᶁhᶌÝm `ìm_ommìih ìhpifpam nda ijìhìihm ib nda >mdᴳ]lᶌ masters al-?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ, al-ÝFmb]lᶁÝᶌhᶌ, 

al-Goq]shᶌ, and al-Oᶁtᶌ, there is no mention of arguments from Jᶁnolᶌ`ism or ϕanafism. 

Furthermore, concerning two relevant characteristic doctrines of >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb] (that power is 

effective in two directions and that power is with the act), QasО]ffᶁhᶌ shows uncertainty  over 

whether they are in fact >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým own opinions.492 Ffsᶁm al-Pᶌhijᶌ, on the other hand, does 

not yield into >mdᴳ]lìmg or Joᴳn]tìfism on this dispute, and favors instead a third unaffiliated 

opinion:  

True acquisition is what has been argued by the verifying scholars of ahl al-Sunna wal-í]gᶁᴳ] 
nd]n nda abba_nìpa _]oma ib g]hÝm ]_nm ìm nda _ig^ìh]nìih ib Di`Ým _la]nìih ]h` g]hÝm blaa 
choice; neither only the first (divine createdness of acts) so it becomes compulsionsm as 
claimed by >mdᴳ]lᶌ, nor only the second (human createdness of acts) so it becomes complete 
free will as claimed by the Joᴳn]tìf]d.493  
 

Strict endorsement of >mdᴳ]lìmg on this problem is found in ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]dÝm 

commentary on >^ᶙ ϕ]hᶌb]Ým Fiqh al-Üakbar. He outlines six possible doctrinal divisions: i) 

pure compusionists; ii) intermediary compulsionists; iii) the Joᴳn]tìf]d; iv) the view of >^ᶙ 

ÜFmϖᶁk of Fmb]lᶁÝᶌh; v) the view of al-?ᶁkìffᶁhᶌ; and, finally, vi) the view of Goq]shᶌ and the 

philosophers. ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]d extensively 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 ?]dᶁÝ ]f-Aᶌh-tᶁ`]dÝm protracted analysis in 

qdì_d da `a_f]lam nd]n nda liin ib ]ff _ihbomìih ih nda jli^fag ib nda _la]na`hamm ib g]hÝm 

acts (khalq ]bᴳᶁf al- ìG^ᶁ`) is the reluctance to accept the >mdᴳ]lᶌ pìaq8 da m]sm7 Üilìcìh ib mafb-

praise and deviance over these matters is nothing but refusal to accede to the meaning of 

jola _igjofmìihìmg)Ý494 which is the title he gives to the >mdᴳ]lᶌ notion of kasb.   
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