Yoo el lfead, 7@ 02 50D espe I ueR

¥F B E B ;N T T

m
]
2

PURIEOE BES W TN A P E D N

I N EARTL Y I S L A M

with speciel reference fto the

MITETAZILA and AL-ASHEAPRT.

Eﬂlr -




i

AET [ THE OPPOSING TRENDS IN ISTANM.
51 The Qur2En.
2 The Mraditions:
e The Contrast between Cur®sn snd Tredition.
IIT. 7THE BEGINNINGS OF THE DOCGTRINE OF CADAR.
Ta The KnewErij:
B Meimlin end Shuteib.
b. Thne Development of Khegriji Thougnt.
Cle Otiner Sects of the KnhnewSrij.
als Dates.
25 Gheil&n snd the Marji?a.

-3
s
td
=
=

0P CONTENTS.

IHTRODUCTION.

g Alm end Secope.

2. The Sources:
a. Tie Books of Sects.
Bl Sources for sl-Ashn®srT,
<l Sources for the Henefiys.

G i Modern Woxrks.

e The Qadsriye.
The uge of the neme "Qsderiya",
D The evidence of the esrlier writers.
s Mg tbed sl-duheni.
Notes: A. AM.-Hesen sl-Begri.

5 @Gedar aend Ithbst.
C. The Sekkzkiye, etc.

page

el
o

64
66



iV

o~ (&¥] 0 =

5]

Teble of gontents (

oo

THE MUCTAZITA.

C.

Their Historicel Position.

The Retionelism of the Muttezile.

Abu ?1l-Hudheil =nd his immedieste pupile.

Bishr b, #l-lu‘temir.
The leter school of Beghdsd:
Jeffer b. Herb.
Al-IskafT.
L1-Ke*bT.
The later school of Begre:
¢ AbbEQ.
Al =dJdubb&E? T,

The snuccession to sl-JdubbZ?i.

Notes: A £1-fi*]l gl-mubFgher.

550

o

B Atomistic tendencises.

THE UPHOLDEES OF THE DIVINE QADAE.

General Considerstions,

AbT Henife &nd Fich Akber I.

The Jenmiye a&nd the doctrine of Jebr:
deberiye end Fujbirs.
The Jehmiye
Pirgr £nd the Al £1-Itnbdt:
PDirer.
Al-Hejjer.
Burghtth.
The identity of the Ahl el-IthbEL.

Batimete of the Ahl 21 -Ithbst.

100

A (V2
AN da

103

= FERS
{90 ()
S

(s
O
(03]

108
112

118
1281
129
127
129



Teble of Coantents (3).

Yiseonta
£3)3h Hish®&m b. sl-lsksm. pege
6. The WegTyet AbI Henife
i Khusheish.
S Al -Knerrgz.
o Concluding Femerik,
Note 2. kuhemmed b, Herb el-SeirdfT.
VI. AL—-ASH®ART AND HIS CRITICS.
1% The Conversion of gl-Ashtsri.
2. The Omnipotence of God in el-Ash®sri’s Thought.
O The Achievement of sl-psh®srI.
4, The Criticism of el-Ash®eri by the Hansfiye:
a2, Al-TehBwi. .
b. Bigh Akber II.
(o The Sherh el-Fiqh al-Akbar.
Notes: Al The Interpretetion of Ib&nes,v.66.
B. The Text of IbZns,p.76.
VIII CONCLUDIRG SURVEY
POOTHOTES ¢ Chapter I (green paper) pege
& TiEs
i R
A Iv
i v
i VI
i VII
SYNOPSIS.

SIBLIOGEAPHY.

f —x
Ol W
o ™

s
3

{ N S
n

—

(98]

]_.\.
ox
_Q

7
175
176
1895
18%

188



T
INTRODUCTTION.

1. Aim end Scope.

The #im of this study is to describe the course of thought
during the first three centuries or so of Islem nupon the
cuestions of Predestinetion snd Free Will, and to try to make
clear the greet underlying principles &nd influences in men's
neerts end minds, &nd the menner in wnich these ere derived
from the originel intense reeligzstion of God.

In order to echieve this gim it is necessary to rid our-
selves ss fexr =s mey be of the preconceptions end pre judices of
Western thought of the 18thflend 20th centuries. There sre
certein similerities, for instance, beitween the views of the
Mittezile end our so-celled "libersl" thinkers, but to identify
the two end cell the Mu®tszila the "libersl theologiens of
Islem", ss Horten did,d is definitely mislesding.

The very title of this study, though the most sstisfactory
to convey to &n Bnglish resder the scope of the discussions, is
elso to some extent mislesding. Tne conception of Free Will,
in the strict sense, does not occur at £ll in dmslim thought,
but is repleced by the slightly different conceptiong of man's
power to ect and to determine the course of events. The con-
ception of Predestinetion does occur, but not so often ass might
bs supposed; the Muslim is much more interested in whet God is
doing in the present then in what He did in the pest. The
debate ebout Predestinetion snd Free Will thus becomes & discuss-

ion of the respective shere of God =nd men in determining the
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course of events in the present. It will be seen in due
course thet this is rlso fer removed from the modern discussion
of PPree Will &nd scientific Determinism.

Lvove ell, then, & fresh =snd open mind is recuisite in ap-
proaching this subject. Since complete imperiislity is imposs-
ible, the best I cen do is to meke explicit the position I myself
hold. In my opinion, then, this guestion of Free Will and
Predestination or of the reletionsnip of humen end Divine power
is one where there ere two opposing yet complementery trutas,
wnich et the present stege of men's intellectusl development
cannot be wholly reconciled with one enother, but wnich must
nevertheless be held together. As g2 stenderd Aanglicsen
tneologisn writes:

"Serioture holds before ns two grest counter-truths -
first, God's sbsolute sovereignty (ep.Tom.9,80fF,), and

secondly, man's responsibility. Ouy intellects cennot
recoicile them. S0 fer ee we cen reconcile them st 211 it
is by right sction =snd vigorous morel Life."&

Verious syntheses heve been sttempted, but they heave elweys been
only pertiel, and have not oroved steble, Islem - ox perheps
one snould rether sey, the Eest - hes tended to overemphesize
Divine sovereignty, wiherees in the West too mmch influence hes
been ettributed to men's will, especielly in recent times.
Both heve strayed from the true psth, thongh in different direct-
ions. The West hes probebly something to leern of thet sspect
of the truth which hss been so cleerly spnrehended in the Hest.
The precise scope of this study is limited in verionus weys,
For the most pert it is restricted to those theologisns who come

within the purview of the neresiogrephers, that is, those who
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flourisned between the years 80 =nd 330 A.H. or so; but I heve
€180 included views expliecitly sttributed to & perticuler men or
sect belonging to theat period, where such meteriel wes eveilsable.

Whet I heve not ettempted is to discuss Qur’sn end Tred-
itions for their own seke. There is much of interest end
velue in this field, but an adeouste discussion wounld recuire
volumes egnd would probably contribute but little to the present
subject. It wonld not grestly effect my ergument if it were
proved thet the Qur’Zn becomes more deterministic in its later
pesseges. And even if, from the meteriel of biogrepniecal
notices &nd the isnad's of Trsditions, we could meke clear the
exact "tendency" oi esch treditionist of the second end third
centuries and could isolete the verious streins within orthodoxy ,
we snould probebly =dd little to our knowledge on this cuestion
of predestinstion snd free will, In chepter II, taerefore,
I heve briefly considered the GurFn es e whole end the Trad-
itions es & whole, and have nsed them meinly es evidence for the
existence of two greet opposing trends within Islemn.

Likewise I heve not ettempted to ferret out the externsl
"sovrces" of doctrines propounded by luslim theologiens.
There certeinly were externsl influences &t work, but they were
never the sole caunge. Rether they were the stimulus to which
Islem responded; &nd whet metters most is not the charecter of
the stimulus but the cuslity of the response. The centre of
interest in the present study is whet is specificslly Isléamic.
The cuest is, through snd behind #11 the bewildering veriety of
the phenomenes, for thet elusive reslity wnich mey be celled the

essence of Islem.
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2 The Sources.

£) The Books of Sects.

These constitute the primery sonurces for the mein body of
this study, chepters IIT, IV 2nd V. While they closely Te-
semble’ one enother in the genersl picture they give of eerly
suslim theology, they ere of varying merits in perticuler
cuestions.

Tndoubtedly el-sshberi’s MeocPlft el -IelEmiyIn, es it is the

fullest, is elso the most trustworthy of them. 'lere are
indeed many geps in nis sccount, whieh mey et times be positively
mislesding.® On the whole, however, so fer es he himself is
concerned, he seems to heve recorded the views e describes with
complete objectivity; but #llowence hss elweys to be mede for his
repetition of whatever bles there wes in his sources, such &s

Abu ?1l-Hudheil’s cericeture of the enthropomorphic views of
HishEm b. EI—HPkam.ﬁ I have throughout mede the leqFlst the
neslis of my work, end brought in the others only es supplements.
(This is perheps the rlece to stete thet I heve neglected the
distinction in the [=cZlFt between "So-snd=so" #ad "the egsocictes
of So-end-so (sgh®b)", since al-tgh*erT himself souetimes' refers

& view both to & men £nd to nis followers.f)

i

Al~-Shehrestfni’s Kitfb al-Wilel we-?1-Nihel is good in meny

weys., His logicel mind helped him to understend the inner
connections end structure of the systems nhe described, £nd he
encbles us to piece together the scettered deteils of el-Ashferi.
In tre cese of the smeller sects, however, he is %00 enxious to
clessify them end essign them to one side or other of the line

in respect of the cuestions thet interested him; cp. his scconnt
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of the Shutsibiyes

"The Shutaibiye ere the Lollowers of Sauteib b, muhsmmed,
who with Meimfin belonged to the compeny of the ©AjBride, but
dissocieted hiwself from aim when he procleimed tihe doctrine
of Cadar. Shutzib ssserted thet God is the creetor of the
ccts of men #nd men the 'scouirer' (muktesib) of them in re-
spect of power and will. Men ie responsible for the good
end bed in them, &nd is rewerded end punished esccordingly.
There is notling in existence except by the volition of God.
He held the heresy of the Khewfri] sbout the imemete &nd the
threet, and the heresy of the ®Aj&ride soout the Jjudgement
of children, the judgement of those who "stay et home", and
gssocieting end dissociesting."

There is little in this thet conld not heve been deduced from
the story of Shu®sib znd lieimPn in the H;n?l?t, but the fact

thet the srgument turned on the use of in ghe’s Y1184 is oumitted|;

end instesd we heve some of the stock phresses oi later disputes;

muktesib, for instance, refers to & conception wihich, 25 will be

2]

seen in cnapter V, did not meke sn eppeercnce till ebout
hundred yeesrs sfter Shuteib,

Al-Beghd®dli’s Al-Ferg bein ol-Firso is similey in meny weys

to the Milel, but the svthor hed not the seme philosophicel in-

gignt s sl-Shehresténi, end wes less objective. Nevertheless
Un Bme

importent detsils are often to be fnundnor both of these.

The ennotated trsnsletion of the second helf by Dr.A.S.Helkin,

under the title of Moslem Schismg gnd Seets, Pexrt II, is e

scholarly piece of work end hes meny velusble references.

The more recently publiched TenbIh of el-MalstI contezins
mich of & book on seets by AbU *Asim Khusheish b. Asrem.
This is of great importence in thet it is hzlf 2 century to e
century earlier then the uWegflSt =nd conteins meny details not

in eny other printed source: The descriptive pert is actual-

1y cuite short, ss most of the work consists of refutations, on
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Henbell principles, of the views described., The Tenbih

dlso conteins some descriptions of sects from another source
which gre likewise of value, since they seem to reflect e
non-Vm*tezill tredition.

The book commonly known s the Nunye, which is rezlly the
chepter sbout the inttezile from & longer wovk entitled KitEb

cl-lunys we-2l-£fmcl by Ibn el-iurted? (4.840,1437), published

by Sir Thomes /rnold under the title of Al-Nuctezileh, is

veluable so fgr es it goes. It hes precticelly nothing about
theologicel and philosophical doctrines, but is full of bio-
grephnicel end chironologicel metter, some oi which is not found
elsewtiere. This meinly concerns chepter IV, of course.

The ¥it&b el-Intigfr of el-ihaiy®&t is not & heresiogrephy,

but is itself part of the controversies described in the books
of sects, being & reply to essertions of Ibn el-Fewendl, e
renegade from the u‘tezile. It is thus & uvnicue source of
inTormetion sbont certein sspects of the theological srguments
of the third century. Dr.llyberg's introduction #nd notes
(in Arxebiec) ere slso usefwl,

Some other books of this type occesionally referred to

will be found in tne Bibliogrsphy.

b) Sources for sl-Ash®erI.

The msin sources for sl-pesnteri’s views sbout predestin-

etion ere the creeds in the MeoflEt end the Ib?ns,g and the

vody of the latter work, whose full title is Al-Ib&ne ‘en TgUL

£1-DiyEne. The creeds ere very similer to one snother;

they ere described es the beliefs of the "Ahl al-HedIth we-?1-
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Sunna" end the "Ahl el-Heocqg we=?1-Sunns" respectively, but ss

€eri’s nsme Tor the perty to which he

!
(€2}
=

this is presumsbly &l
nimsely belonged, there is no reeson for doubting thet the views
in them ere his own. (They ere not necessarily the whole of
nis own beliefs, however, for there is nothing ebout the &attrib-
ntes of God, for exesmple.) The Ibfne is & work wiose im-
portence cen herdly be reted too nighly, and waich will rise in
our estimstion &g our epprecistion oi el-Ashsri’s position
deepens. More will be seid gbout it in chepter VI. The
trensletion by Dr Walter C. Klein is very helpful, but there ere
certein slight feults, 25 is pointed ont in the review by

fxof. W. Thomson in Mhe ﬂbslem_World,i znd reference to the

text is nsuelly elso necessery.

The portion of el-feh®erie Kit2b el-Lume€ trensleted by

J. Uell B decls with soume of the topics with which this study
is concerned; but tuere seein to be no essentisl differences
from the IbEne, =nd, &8 tne text is et present ineccessible, I
heve: made little mee: of:dtx

21-Baghd®dl nes only the slightest reférences to the views
of sl-Asn®erI &s distinet from those of the orthodoxy of his
own dey. Al-ShehrestBnl nss & section sbout the Ashsriye,
which distinguishes between the views of the mester snd those
of his followers, &£nd sppears to be sound; but in respect of
opredestinetion it tells ue precticelly nothing sbout 2l-Ash®eri’s

own Views.
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c) Sources for the Henefiys.

For some resson wiich remesins obscure to us - it mey have
hed sowmething to do with geogrephicel distribution or with the
rivelry of the followers of 21-ShZfi‘i - the followers of AbT
Henifs ere almost completely boycotted by the books on sects,
and therefore we have to turn to other sources. Fortunately
severel eerly Hanafl documents have been preserved snd zre now

easily eccessible. Three importent creeds heve been trenslated

end commented upon by Wensinck in The luslim Creed, and I have

1little to add to what he hes said except to dreaw sttention to the
point that these ere distinctively Hansefi productions, representing
the views not of gll orthodoxy, but only of & section.

(1) The first of these, Fioh Akbsr I, is found, esmong other

laces, in the Sherh al-Figh egl-ikber escribed to sl-lEturidl
P ’

(discussed below). Wensinck has ergued convincingly thet this
creed, "though not composed by AbT Henifs, is proved to be derived
from genuine utterences of the msster, with the possible exception
of article 7."= The creed es & whole hes & Murji'i colouring
which fits in well with the reports in various relisble sources
that Abd Henife belonged to the more moderate groups of the
Murjide. Wensinck's doubts about the importence of the Ghesséni-
y& in connection with the importence of the article about Moses
end $osee Jesusk sre less cogent when it is reslized that Ghassgn
wes & pupil of Abu ﬁanifa,ﬂ'of whose views the mester mey heve
disapproved. Article 7, too, states @ belief charscteristic

of the Agh&b el-Re’y, who sre usuelly closely essociated with

AbT HenIfs. Thus Figh Akber I csh safely be regarded &s &an

gccurate account of certsin of the mein beliefs of AbW Henifa
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end some of his immediste followers, end might be deted sbout 150.

(2) The WesIyet AbI HenIfa= wss printed et Hydersbad in

1321 A.H. slong with & commentery by Mulle Husein b. Iskendar

al-Henafi, in the sazme volume a2s the Sherh al-Fich gl-Akber =nd

sl-Ash®ari's IbZns. It is 2 peculierity of the Hensfiye thet
they seek enonymity by escribing meny of their works to Abu Henife
himself - to the perplexity of modern scholars. The Wagiye

is clearly not the work of the masster; sccording to Wensinck it
nseems to have originsted in & period between AbT ianife &nd

Ahmed b. Henbal, snd probably belongs to the letter part of theat

period" - that is, to ebout 200 A,H.%

(The relationship of
the esuthor or suthors to verious .sects is discussed below in
ch.V sect.6.)

(3) The Fich Akber II is printed in the same volume as the

sbove with & commentary by Abu ?'1l-lMuntahs. Wensinck's con-
clusions gbout dete and suthorship are not 2ltogether satisfectory,
since he has not sllowed for the opposition within orthodoxy be-
tween sl-Ash®sri and the school of AbU Hanife. Thus , while

he remerks thet "it would sppear thst we do not possess sufficient
dete to escribe it to himself (sc. to al-Ash€erI),"= the truth

is thet we hsve cuite sufficient dete for seying definitely that
it is not sl-Ash®ari’s. The sscription to AbU Henifa is

itself e presumption in fevour of connecting it with the school
which professed to follow him; =nd en examination of the erticles
in detail snows that they differ in several salient points from
those of al-Ashteri end his followers. The actuel contents,

rtowever, ere best discussed in connection with two other
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documents closely related to it.
The first of these is the creed of el-Teh&wi, printed at

Haleb in 1344 under the title of BeyZn 2l-Sunne we->1-Jzms ‘s,

end trensleted into both CGermen end English.ig It claims to

be the creed of tne Ahl sl-Sunne we-?l-Jemg®s sccording to the
position of AbW Henifa, AbU Yusuf snd bihemmsd b. al-Hssan el-
SheibsnI. @ As 2l-Tahzwi (sccording to the biogrephicel note
eppended to the Beydn) wes born in 230 end died in 321, the creed
is probably to be dated somewhet before 300. (On the title-
pege he is celled Ahmed b. Je®fer, but from the note and other
sources it egppeers that he wes Ahmed b. luhemmad b. Selems AbU

Jatfar)

The other is the Sharh sl-Fich sl-Akber. In the Hydersbad

print of 1321 it is escribed to 21-MEturidi, but & menuscript of
it in Ceiro hes Abu 'l-TLeith el-SemeroffendI ss the suthor.=
Wensinck rejects the zuthorship of sl-MEturidi, but admits thet
it is the product of his school. 2 This conclusion seems to
be justified, though one of the grounds he gives, the fact that
el -MEturidi is mentioned by neme in the work, is not completely
decisive, since suthors of this period sometimes referred to
themselves by neme in their own works .= Nor is it sbsolutely
necessery thet the "doctors of Semsrgend" on p.28 should be "the
spirituel progeny of al-MNeturidIl." But the references to the
kshteriye es a party, end the fect that the doctrines ascribed
to them, while lergely those of the sl-Ash®ari we know otherwise,
are slightly developed beyond them, argue for a dete ebout a

generction sfter al-Ash®eri'’s desth. On the other hsnd, I em
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inclined to think thet this book cennot be much leter than that;
it uses early nzmes of sects, like ¢Adliya, Mujbira snd Shekkzkiya,
which leter died out; and it seems to regerd the Ashferiye es @
sect quite distinct from the orthodox Anl &l-Sunne we-'l-Jams‘e.
it Is impossible to form eany definite conclusion without consider-
ing the readings of the verious menuscripts, which ere not st
present sccessible, but I rether expect thet it will be found
that the author is 2 pupil of 21-MB8turidlI of the first or second
generation. For convenience I heve referred to him in ch.VI,
section 4 es "2l-ME2turidi" (in inverted commes).

These three lensfI documents, the creed of 21-Tehewi, the

Fign Akber II, end the Sherh el-Fich el-Akbar, sgree in various

distinctive points, of which the chief are the rejection of
extreme predestinstion or Jebr, snd the sssertion that the

"active attributes" of God sre eternsl (sifit fi*liye). Al-

Tehewi is presumebly the earliest, since he uses no technical

terms in meking the letter point, but simply ssys God was creator

before He created, and so forth;= on the question of man's utter-

ence or writing of the Qur'sn, he is even more conservetive
a4-
=

then the Wsglyse.

There sre seversl slight differences between the Fich Akbsr TIT

end the Sherh sl-Fich sl-Akber which rather indicete that they

come from different groups within the Henafiys. Thus the
creed says thet prophets are preserved from both light and greave
sins, but mey commit errors, while the commentary sllows that
prophets may commit slight sins, but adds that "some of our

essociates" hdd that they may not commit slight sins but may
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commit errors, end uses the word for "errors" used by the creed,
zills 2 Their views on whether men's utterance of the Qur’&n

is created sre different, but both are opposed to the views of

the creed in the lisceslat =2nd of the Ash®asriye.”= The presumption

is thet the Figh Akbay II hes some connection with the group

referred to as "some ofp our sssociates", end thet it is the
earlier of the two.
- Most of the statements mede in modern works =bout the views

of el-lEturidl are derived from Al-Rewdet sl-BshIys by Abu *Udhba,

written in 1125,1%13 and printed in Hyderabed & year sfter the

- It is o discussion of the dif-

volume conteining the IbZna.
ferences between the Ashteriye end the MEturidiys, but it is by
no meens coniined to the views of the mssters. Severel of
their followers during the next few centuries ere mentioned end
cuoted; meny of the views of the MEturidiys, however, sre simply
given the customery escription to AbTU Hanifa. The Weturidiya
sre explicitly referred to in cuestion 7 of Pert I (sbout kesb)
end cuestion & of Pert II (on whether God is known by revelation
or by reasson); el-MEturidl himself is mentioned, rether incident-
elly, in the latter section, snd more fully in the following two
cuestions, on the sctive sttributes and on whether whet is heard
is the uncreated word of God.

AbT *Udhbe is guite & competent end intelligent scholar,
elbeit too enxious to minimize the differences between the schools.
fet he is to some extent sware of these differences; thus he
suggests that the view thet the sctive sttributes of God ere

eternsl wes not held by the Henafiys before the time of &l-
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MBturidl (which is on the right lines, but not cuite correct,
since it has just been noticed that 21-Teh®Bwi, whom he mentions

gs not holding the doctrine, does in fset hold it, though in non-
technicel languege); 2nd on pp.67f. there is e discussion of some
differences between el-ish®sri end his followers. The fect
remains, however, thet AbU *TU'dhbe is not so very much neerer the
times of which he writes then we ere, and probably hed much the
seme sources available to him. He cquotes the Wagsiye, the Figh
Akber (presumably‘Ll)ﬁfand he has passeges which are based on

the Sherh al-Fiqh al-Akber or some very similar work.=

The conclusion is therefore forced upon us thet in general
there is little to be lesrned from Abu ¢Tdhbe, especislly about
the early period. There is the one possibility that he may
occesionelly cuote from & book not now e2ccessible to us. The
one instance I heve noticed in which this possibility is reelized

is on p.44 where he quotes from the KitZb sl-Tewhid of el-M&turidi

gbout the word of God; but this is not relevant to the present
study. It elso follows from this thet e2ll stetements sbout
el ~liEturidI in modern works ere to be received with tune utmost

ceution where no relisble Arebiec sources sre cuoted.
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d) llodern Works.

Little need be said ebout these. Wy greet indebtedness to

The huslim Creed by A.dJ.Wensinck will everywhere be obvious.

Besides tremslating and commenting on the IIsnefI creeds, he is &
mine of informetion zbout the trestment oi the verious points in
Tredition. If I heve ventured to criticize, it is meindy by
wey of addition to whet he hes ssid. The work of Dr.H,S.Nyberg,

especielly his erticle on the Mu®tegile in the Encyclopedie of

Islem, is elso of guite fundsmental importence for the subject-

me tter of chepter IV.

0f more genersl works Goldziher's Vorlesungen iiber den Islam

(second edition) holds the lesding plece, but Professor D,B.llsec-

doneld's Development of Muslim Theology, etc. is still useful,

though our knowledge hes expended considerebly since it was written.

Horten's Die philosophischen Systeme der spekulstiven Theologen im

Islem eims et being & dictionsry of the wverious theologiesns which

brings together under esch neme the relevant cuotetions from £l-

BaghdBdi's Ferg, el-ShehrestEni's lMilel, Ibn sl-iurtedad's lunys,
Ibn Hezm's Figel &nd other works. Tafortunstely the work is

cereless and insccuraste with regerd to references, end hes meny
idiosyncresies, but it is still helpful et times.

Spitta's book on 2l-Ash®srT ie g£till the best. liehren's
Exposé, oublished lster but comvosed sbout the ssme time s Spitte's
work end without knowledge of it, is little more than e trensletion
end summery of Ibn ®Asfkir (elso used by Spitte), but conteins much
of the text and gives tne list of el-Ash®sri’s followers omitted by
Spitte. The esseys of Steiner end Gellend on the im®tazile ere

now guite superseded. (See elso the Bibliogrephy.)
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T H B QuP P 9 5 1 NG TRENDS I N I S L A M.

The primary besis of Islem is the vivid reslizetion of the
power end mejesty of God which ceme to luhsmmad. This experience
ig crystellized in the Qur*Zn; snd the history of the interpretetion
of the Qur‘sn reflects the growth snd development of luslim thought.d
This epplies to the period under consideration =s much es to any
other, but it ies obscured by the fesct thet most of our informetion
is only ebout the conclugions of the erguments snd not zbout the
srguments themselves.

The Qur®En, however, is not the only besis of Islam, es luslims
tnemselves early recognized. Tredition or Sunne is another besis
of the szme sort, ellegedly going beck likewise to the experierce
of the Prophet, but being his own inspired sayings and not direct
revelation.

From these two the theologiens of Islam wove & more or less
nermonious whole. But if, ebendoning the Muslim stendpoint for
thet of the West, we look &t them ss objectively &s we cen, &nd teke
words et their fece velue, & profound difference is to be traced,

which it is importsat for the purposes of this study to meke cleer.

1) The Qur’Zn.

In tne.Quriﬁn, regarded es & unitery whole, ere to be found both of
the complementary idess of Divine sovefﬁgnty end humsn responsibil -
LG As Wensinck concludes, after illustrating this "duel espect
of the metter", "the sdvocetes of predestinetion, &s well ss those
of free will, could cleim & scripturel basis for their view."&

£) Humen Responsibility. The conception of the Lest Judge-

ment, which is so prominent, especislly in the esrlier Sfires, would
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be meeningless epert from the presupposition of humen responsibility
£ men must be responsible for whet he does, st lesst in the sense
thet he mey justly be rewarded or punished for it. The wernings
uttered by the Prophet, end his cgll to repentsnce, imply in his
heerers the cepacity to respond.

"And sey: 'The truth is from your Loxd; so0 who wills let him
believe end who wills let him disbelieve'; verily We heve pre-
pered for the wrongdoers & Fire ... But those who heve be-
lieved and done the works of righteousness - verily We do not
gllow to go lost the rewesrd of esny who do well in deed. For
these ere Gerdens of Hden ..." (Q.18,28=30) .

We shell place the belances - Jjustice - on the day of resur-
rection end no one will be wronged et 2ll; 1If it be but the
welght of e grain of musterd-seed We shell produce it." (21,48).

"Wow todaey (sc. the Dey of Judgement) no one will be wronged
et ell, nor will ye be recompensed except for what ye heve been
doing." (36,54).

Thus not only is humen responsibility the underlying essumption of
& lerge pert of the Qur*En, but it is sometimes explicitly steted -
&s 1n the first of these passeages. Whet ¢ man does is his own
deed and will go on one side of the belences or the other to his
sccount . In 21,461. even the people who are described es deaf
to the werning (a2s if it were not their feult) later edmit their
responsibility for their actions - "O, eless for us! We heve been

wrongdoers ." Thus in the Qur'@n men is cleerly presented es &

responsible sgent.

b) Divine Omnipotence. Just ss cleerly God is presented
s the almighty Lord of the Worlds. His omnipotence is based
on His power of cresting. Perheps the most siuccinct expression

is in 42,487, :

"To God belongs the sovereignty of the hesvens end the eerth,
le cresteth whet He pleeseth, giving to whom He plesseth femsles
£nd to whom He pleeseth meles, or conjoining them meles end
femeles, end He meketh whom He plesseth berren; verily He heth
knowledge &nd power."
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llen ere completely subordinete to this overruling power of God.
They cannot do snything unless God wills it, &t lesst in the sense
of nermitting it.

"Werily, this (sec. the Qur’#&n) is & reminder, 2nd he who wills,
chooseth to his Lord e way. But ye will not will, except it
be thet God willeth, verily God is knowing, wise." (76,29Ff.)

"If thy Lorxd so willed, &1l those in the lend would believe
(AR N o olslnal b It is not for eny person to believe except by
the permission of God..." (20,99f.)

"It (gc. the reveesled message) is nothing less then & Reminder
to the worlds, to wacever of you wills to sct streight; but ye
will not so will except it be thet God, Lord of the worlds,
willeth." (81,27ff:; cp.76,29%,, 74,541.)

At times the statement of the aspect of Divine sovereignty is given
en extreme form, in which human responsibility appeesrs to be com-
pletely eclipsed; e.g. in the scecount of Lot:

"So We delivered him 2nd his household 211 except his wife,
whom We decreed to be of those who lingered." (27,58)

G Becide the primsry conceptions of humen resvonsibility

end Divine omnipotence, there isg & whole series of subordinste ones,

felling under headings like Guidence, Pevour, Succour, Lesding

Astrey, Abendonuent, which pley & pert in later discussions.

smpemmed wes greetly concerned that meny ol those who neard nis
wernings peid no heed to them snd did not believe in God, and much
of the Qur?En deels with this problem of belief and unbelief.

Some pessages emphesize the Godwerd sspect.

"Tf God will to guide enyone He enlergeth his bresst Tor Islem,
but if He will to send nim astrey He meketh his breest nerrow end
contrected ss if he were climbing up into the hesven; thus doth
God ley the sbominstion upon those who do not believe.” (6,185)

"Mhen when they (sec. the people of lMoses) swerved, God ceused
thelr neerts to swerve; God guideth not the people who are
reprobetes." (61,5)

"If God hed so willed, He would heve made you one community;
out He lesdeth sstrey whom He willeth snd guideth whom He wille th,

end esssuredly ye will be esked sbout whet ye héve been doing."
‘.‘16 ,bb)
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N God-help you, no one can overcome you; but if He sbendon
you, wito will help you efter Him? Tpon God let the believers
put their trust." (3,154)

"Hed it not been for the bounty end mercy (fadl, rehme) of God
towards you, ye would have followed Sesten, except e few." (4,85)

"Whom God guideth, he is the (rightly) guided; whom He sendeth
estrey, thouj wilt not find for him & patron to set him r%ght.”)
18,16
"iled it not been for the bounty &nd mercy of God towards you,
not one of Jou would ever be nure, but God purifieth whom He
willeth." 4,21)

On the other hend, there sre meny pesseges where it is mede
cleer that God's guidence and leeding estrsy follow upon men's ects
of belief &snd righteousness or unbelief znd wickedness, and thet
God's guidence is only effective when men believe in God snd ere
willing to receive the guidence. It is even suggested in the
first two of the ebove pessages thet being led estrey by God is &
sort of punisnment for unbelief. Cp. the following verses:

"As He begen you, ye will come egein, He heving guided & part

end & pert heving Justly ineurred the poncltv of going cstrﬁy)“
28

"How will God guide & peonle who heve disbelieved efter hav-
ing believed, znd (&fter) they have testified that the messeng-
er is true snd thet the Bvidences heve come to them? God
doth not guide the people (who sre) wrongdoers." (3,80)

"Thereby (sc. by His use of similes) ile sendeth meny estray and
guideth meny, but He doth not send astrey sny but the reprobste.”

(2,24)
"So =g for him wno gives sad shows piety, &nd counts true the
best (rewsrd), We shell assist him to esse. But es for him

who is niggerdly, end prides nimself in weelth, snd counts felse
the best (rewsrd), We shell essist him to difficulty." (92,5-10)

"We wronged them not (sc. those who were punished) but they

wronged themselves." (711,103)
"But verily I em forgiving to whomsoever repents and believes
end scts uprightly, 2nd lets himself be guided." (20,84)

"Verily those who do not believe in the signs of God, God will
not guide, end for them is (in store) ¢ punishment nzigf?% )
0

d) The Sezling, etec. The condition of blindness or in-

£bility to comprehend the wernings of God, in which men find them-
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selves when God Lss led them sstray or sbendoned them, is sometimes
described by seying that God hes set = sezl or & lock upon their
neerts, 0¥ by some similay metaphor. Sometimes tais. is spoken
of merely @s en exercise ol Divine power, but et other times it is
seid to be the outcome of msn's unbelief. The following
nesseges illustrete this conception.

"As for those who have disbelieved, it is €ll one whether
thou hest werned them or not; they w111 not believe. God
neth set a segl upon their ﬂPthS, end over their hesring end
their sight is 2 covering; for them is (in store) & punishment
i h.-!-f ik (2,5‘-\.1)

uey L ﬂ:ﬂ,— 1 rad 1 - -

On thatyWe shell set Gehenns for the unbelievers in arrey,

whose eyes neve been blindfolded from the remembrence of e,
nd who were not cepable of hesring." (18100F; )

"We never seunt & vropiet to eny town but there overtook tihe
people of it bad times &ad desrth, thet meyhep they might humble
themselves. .. Had the peopnle of tae towms believed &nd shown
piety, We should heve opened up to them blessings from the
hesven end the earth, but they counted (the message) false, so
We seized them for whet they hed been piling up... Has it
not come home to those who inherit the lend sfter the people
tnereof, thet did We so will, We should smite them for their
sins ¥ But We put & segl upon their heerts so thet they do
not heer. These towns We recount thee the stories of; tneir
messengers ceue to them with the Evidences, but thev were not
guch 28 to believe, because of the disbelief they had previously
been guilty OI, thus does God put & seel upon the heerts of the

nnbelievers. (7,92-99).
e) The Term, God, es the Lord of life end deeth,® is

particulerly thought of es fixing the date of & man's death, or,
s 1t is ususlly cslled, his "term" (zjel).
"He it is Who crested you of cley end then fixed = term -
2nd e term is steted in His keeping - yet elfter gll ye ere in
doubt, " (6,2)

"Every community hes its term, end when ite term comes they
will not stay en hour beuind nor will they go in edvence." (%,32)

"God will not defer (the desth of) =ny person wnen his time
(gjel) comes; God is well-informed of whet ye do." (B85i3L)

£) Sustenence, Sustensnce, or God's provision of nourisi-
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ment for His crestures (z;gg), is one of the topics commonly dis-
cussed by «wuslim theologisns in connection with predestinetion.
So fer es this conception is Qur’@nic it is meinly bssed on the
verse:
"There is not & besst in the eerth but God is responsible
for its sustensnce; He knoweth its lsir end ite resting-pléece;
everyone is in & clesr book." (11,8)
These, then, sretie Qur’Znic conceptions of Divine omnipotence

wied end humen responsibility, slong witin verious subordinete metters.

Phe ouotations are, of course, by no meens exhsustive, but taey sre,

I think, genuinely represetmitetive of the spirit of the Qur’an.

2. The Treditions.

£ survey of even 2 smell pert of the field of tne Treditions
soon reveels thet they coatein much meterisl end meny conceptions
which are foreign to the Qur’é&n. The present section does not
attempt &n exhevstive investigetion, but eimply gives some illustre-

tions, relevent to predestinetion, of these non-Qur’Znic elements.

e) The Hesvenly Decrees - The Pen. L very common ides

is thet everything thst heppens in the world was written down in
the distent pest. Sometimes this is s=zid to be the direct work
of God, souetimes it tekes plece through & Fen writing on & Pre-

served Teble.(lawh mehfiz) .

"God wrote down the debrees regerdiag the creete d world fifty
thousend yeers before He crested tne hesvens snd the esrth.”

"I hesrd the Apostle of God sey (*ThEde b. el-SFmit is reported
to heve seid): The first thing God crested wes the Pen. He
seld to it: Write. It essked: Lord, whet shell I write?

e enswered: Write the destinies of 11 things till the =sdvent
of the ilour. Ny son, I hesrd the Propnet of God say: Whoso

dieth with 2 belief differing from this, he belongeth not to meﬁﬁ
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) The Things written by the Angel. Another common

conception, but ecnite distinet from the 2bove, is that while the
embryo is in the womb certein things sre decreed for it end written
down by the angel. In whet is possibly the most primitive form
there are four things: its sex, its sustensnce, its term (or the
dete of its desth), and whether it is to be misersble or heppy
(thet is, as commonly understood, its eternsl destiny - iell or
Paredise).

"When the embryo hes pessed two eand forty daye in the womb,
God sends &n sngel, who gives it & form #nd creestes his neering,
sight, skin, flesh and bones. This having been done, the
engel esks: O Loxrd, shsll this be mele or female? Then the
Lord decrees whet He pleaseth, 2nd the engel writes it down.

Then ne esks: 0 Lord, whet shell be his term? Then the Tord
will say whet He pleeseth, @nd the sngel will write it down.
Thereupon the letter will go away with the scroll in hig hend,
end nothing will be esdded to or subtrected from the decree."®

"The Propnet s&id: Verily, one of you is gathered together
in his mother's womb forty deys, then he is 2 clot of blood the
game time, then sn engel is sent to him and four things are
ordeined: hnis sustensnce, his term, whether he is to be
miserable or heppy, (snd his work)..."<

c) The Lzst Acts sre whnet matters.

The Prophet seid of so-sud-so thet he belonged to the people
of fell. Some of nis followers disbelieved, since tne men
wes fignting in the thickest of the bettle end covered with
wounds . But &t length the msn could beer the pein no longer,
and took his spesr end put sn end to his own life. The
Prophet seid: No one eaters Psresdise except e believer.&

(The Prophet seid:) "A men mev perform the works of the
dwellers in Persdise for & long time, yet his work mey receive
finelly the stemp of thet of the dwellers in Hell. Likewise
& men may perform the works of the dwellers in Hell for & long
time, yet his work mey finelly receive the stemp of thet of the
dwellers in Psrsdise... The works are judged only by the
finel ones.”4

In line with these thaughts is & passsege usually added to the
tredition zbout the things written by the engel.

(The Prophet seid:) "It mey be thet one of you nerforms
the works of the peopbe of Parsdise, so thet between him =nd
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Peredise there is only the distence of #n arm's length. But
tanen his book overtekes him snd ne begins to perform the works

of the people of Hell, the which he will enter. Likewise

one of you mey perform the works of tne people of Hell, so that
oetween him and Hell there 1s only the distence of an erm's
Lengti, Then iis book will overteke him snd he will begin

to periorm tihe works of the peopbe of Peresdise, the which ne will
enter, "2

.

d) Whet rescnes you conld not possibly heve missed you.

(Bbn sl-Deileni s2id:) "I visited Tbeiy b. K=2¢b =nd se2id to
him: Doubte concerning predestinetion heve esrisen in my heert.
Pogssibly God will meke them fto wvenish if you communicete to me

2 tredition on tais subject. He esnswered: If Cod snonld
sunish the inhebitents of His hesvens snd His easrth, He would
not thereby do injustice. And if you shovwld spend in the peth

of God &n smount lerger then mount Thud, He would not eccept it
from you unless you believe in the decree and ecknowledge thet
whet reeches you could not possibly heve missed you, &nd what
misses you could@ not possibly have reeched you. And if you
should die in & different conviction, you would go to Hell...
Then I went to ©Abdellfh b. Mes®ud end neerd the seme irom him,
and likewise from Hudhaife b, e1l-Yem@n, Then I went to Zeid
b, ThEbit, wio communiceted to me & similar tradition on the
eutiuority of the Prophet."¥ -

e) Adeimn g2nd Moses.

Moses eccused Adsm, &8 our father, of being tne csuse of our
expulsion from Parsdise. 2dem replied thet ne had not hed
the fevours lMoses hed hed; wonld loses bleme him for whet God
ned Tore-ordsined (csddere) for him before he wes created?

5o Adem preveiled.

3. The Contrest between Qur’Zn s2nd Tredition.

These two sets of cuotetions ere sufficient to show thet in
both Qur’Zn end Tredition there is something thet might be lebelled
& "predegtinarisn view". fet when they ere exsmined & little
more closely, it is clesr there is & considersble difference between
trie predestinerian views of these two besses of Islemic thought.

The distinction, briefly steted, is that in the Qur’&n the
centre of interest is the mejesty &nd omnipotence of God, &nd to

s lesser extent men's subordinstion to this mejestic being; whaerees
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in the Treditions it is the predetermined cherscter of men's life
wnich ig in the forefront, end little ettention is given to the
agency through which the predeterminsetion tekes plsaces The
Qur’gn is through 2nd through theistic; it is domineted by the
faith thet the course of the world =nd of humen life is controlled
by & righteous &nd compessionate Lord, even if His ways are sone-
times inscrutable. Tne Treditions, though they mention God,
&t times tend to be stheistic. The outstending fact is thet
numen life is controlled snd fixed; the controlling forces sre
mostly thought of es vegue, mysterious end impersonel, like the
Pen snd the Book; end mey even remein unmentioned, s in the
stetement thet "whet reaches you could not possibly have missed
Vo= i

I went to suggest thet the explanstion of this is (1) thet
these impersonsl end rather stheistic conceptions belong to the
system of idees current smong the Arsbs 2nd the surrounding peo-
ples before the coming of Islem, and (2) thet, desnite the de-
nuacistion of similer idees in the Qur’%n, these conceptions con-
tinued to be held by suslims, snd even, imperceptibly, mede therr
way iato orthnodox teeching. :

A thorough-going proof of tne firet pert of this suggestion
is beyond the scope of this study; but perhaps such & proof is
nerdly necessery. As Wensinck puts it:

"The orthodox doctrine of the heevenly decrees ... hes a
brosd Semitic basis, #s is proved by #=d Bebylonien snd Isreel-
itic religious tradition, wnich regesrds not only the ways of
men, but the course of the world ss the replica of whet had
been recorded long before in heevenly books or on hesvenly

eblets. &

£ deteiled exeminetion, particulerly of the views of the
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soets wes mededin 1881 by a young Germen student.e He treces
ar=sb fetulism to its root in the conceptian of Time, weny

of the words for "time", znd especislly dshr, heve the connot-

gtion of “wLzte", Larir properly mezns time, he says,

wyet almost =zlways in such & wey that 1t is thought of us
exhibiting & certuin power; rireLy is it mere Thme, Time in

end for itserf ... Dbut zimost without exeeption it 1s person-

ified &s ceusing good or &lso bsd fortune, =8 controlling the
existence of men #nd doing =0 in such & way thet it is im-
possible For them to escepe from what is in store for them.
Ts not thet 'destinyg' &

Mucn of this is repeated :nd eleborated by no ress & person then

Theodor Nﬁldeke:ﬂ

"Time in the ebstract wes populerly imsgined to be the
ceuse of &ll esrthiy heppiness and especislly of @ll eerthly
misery. .. The poets are continuslly =liuding to the action
of Time (dehr, zemén), for which they often subetitute "the
deys" or "the nights". Time ie represented as bringing
misfortune, ceusing perpetusL chenge, es biting, wearing
down, shooting errows thzt never miss the msrk, hurling
gtones =zad so forth. In such ceses we zre often obliged
to render "time" by “"fate", which is not gquite correct, siunce
time 1s nere conceived es the determining fector, not es
being itself determined by some other power, lezst of &LL by
& conscious sgent. But it muet be sdmitted that the arebs
themselves do not siweys cleerly distinguish the power of
Time from thet of Destiny pure snd simple... The fetelism
of the poets, s we might expect, is neither ciesrly Tormul-
2ted mor consistently cerried out. Rigid dogmss on the
subject of determinisnm =nd free-will were cuite out of the
cuegtion. M

This concention of an impersonsl Time or Fete, 1t must be
admitted, is not exectly what we find in the Traditions, yet it
is thoroughly in line with much of the Treditionsl meterial.
The idea in the Traditions of = predetermined snd ineluctable
course of eveats is very near to the dehr of the pre-Islemic
poets. The fect that the letter conception is explicitly
denounced in the Qur’&n might sccount for thehfbsence of the

term in generally sccepted Trzditions:

1ty

They sey: ‘There is nothing but this present life of ours;
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we die and we live, and it is only Time (dear) whicn destroys
s b (A5, 833)

The contrest between the theistic predestinerian views of
the Qur?&n end the pre-Islemic conception of &n impersonsl Time-
Fete is more clearly understood whenit is seen in the light of
the whole renge of the conflict between the religion of luhsmmed
snd the outlook of his contemporesries. In the opening chepter

of his lmpeosmedenischel Studien, Goldziher designates the ovpos-

ing ettitudes by the words Muruwws (msnliness) s=nd Din (religion).

Though they agresd in

{e7)

o0

©

particulers, such 28 sincerity ang

»

fo

truthfulness, for the most part thedir conceptions of virtue were

contrery to one snother. The arebs believed in retribution,
with
L0 peying bhack eviihﬁaa evil, but duhemmad presched Iorgiveness;

ne placed lLimlitstions on their uwee of wine and women; he instit-
uted preyers, which they considered unmanly. But right in

the forefront of his sccount of Muruwwe Goldziher sete 2 de-
T
scription of the world-view on whichpwes besed:

"The werrior of centrel Arsbis glories in his nigh courege
and the brevery of his compenions; it does not ocecur to nim
to be greteful to higher vowers for his successes - though he
does not completely exclude the recognition of their domin-
stion. Cnly the thought of the necesgity of death, the
result of dey to dey experience which he cannot shut out from
his mind, stirs up in him grim thoughts of the MenfBys or
MentUn#, thet is, the powers of Fete, which, operating blindly
and without consciousness of their gosl, yet with inevitebil-
ity, are able to bring to nought #ll the plens of mortels;
good Iortune incresses nis egoism and heightens nis self-
confidence, but is not in the lecet suited to lezd nim to
religion, "i¥

The context of thejpesszsge 6f the Qur’fn slresdy quoted mekes
it quite clear thet what is being ettecked is not merely & taeory
ebout the cause of deeth, but the whole way of life besed on tae

denisl of the Judgement end the future life.

"Or do tiose who neve lesid evil deeds to their account
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reckon thet We shall meke them &s those who heve believed &and
wrought the works of righteousness, slike their life &nd their
deatn? Bed is what they Jjudge!

God heth creazted the heavens and the certh in truth, =and
thet eech one mey be recompensed for waat he has piled up; end
they will not be wronged.

lHes one considered him who has tsken &s nis god nis own
desire snd whom God hath sent estresy on the besis of knowledge,
and upon wnose heering end heert He hath set & sesl, and over

whose eyes He neth pleced & covering? So wno will guide
nim after God (heth given nim up)? Will ye not then be re-

minded ?

They sey: 'There is nothing but this present life ol ours;
we dle and we live, and 1t is only Time whiech destroys us,'
They heve no knowledge in regard to thet; they only form opin-
ions.

And when Our signs sre recited to them &g evidences, taeir
only argument is: 'Produce our fethers, if ye spesk the truth.'

Sey: 'God giveth you life, then He csuseth you to die, taen
He getherethh you to the dey of resurrection, of whicin there is
1o doubt. But most oi the people do not know.'

To God belongs the sovereignty of the hesvens end the eesxth,
snd on the dey when the hour srises, then snell lose the work-
ers ol vanity.

And one will see esch community kneeling, escu community
called to its Book: 'Todey ye will be recompensed Ifor wiat ye
neve been doing.'" (45,20~-27) .

il

Whet is here denounced is the attitude, by no mesns restrict-
ed to Arebia, of "Let us ezt, drink snd be merry, Lfor tomorrow we
dieM It is to this whole precticsl end religious sttitude
thet the term "fatelism" is properly epplied, and not simply to
the theorﬁtiC?l view thet the course of events is predeterminedjj
When & men believes thet everything in his Llife is fixed zlreedy,
or &t leesst 211 the importent things, he hes little incentive to
meke any strenuous efiorts for snything. He will drift =long,
following whichever impulse happens to be uppermost et the moment,
teking the wey of plessure end of esvoidence of pain; he will choose
tne eesier peth, snd will not even sttempt the diiiicult or incon-
venieni things, beceuse he hes no belief in their possibility.

iis resignetion to fete will include accepteace oi much thet is

0y no mesns inevitable.,

I.’: § * 4 3
netever mey be thought gbout the predestins¥isn views of
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tlie Qur?an, there can be no doubt thet it is firmly set sgainst
this attitude of fatalism, with 211 its excuses for evading the
duties imposed by the Divine Llaw.

"When one says to them: 'Contribute of wanst God hath provid-
ed you with," those wio have disbelieved say to those who heve
believed: 'Shall we feed him whom if God willed He wounld feed?
You ere only in manifest error.'" (36,47)

Then the judgement upon swca wrongdoers is described. The
Qur’Znic insistence on the msjesty, might end inscrutebility of
God does indeed leesd to & prectical sttitude, but it is one taet
would be best described =8 & sense of crestureliness, of sbsolute
devendence on & Being fer trenscending oneself. He is & God
with Whom one can tzke refuge. =

"If God touch thee with heym, no one can lift it esway but he,
end if He intends (to give) thee good, no one cen turn back His
bounty; He causetn it to fall upon whnomsoever of iis servents
He willeth. He is the Forigving, the Compsssionate." (10,107)

But this sense of dependence czn never lesd to insctivity, since
God nss eslso imposed duties upon men end hes made taem known to
men through His propnets.

These consideretions give plausibility to the suggestion mede
above thzt the impersonel snd stheistic conceptions of the prede-—
termined Mmture of humem life found in the Traditions belong to
the system of idees current in irabis vefore Islam. For the
suggestion to be true it is not necessery thet the meterisl in the
Traditions should be found in exsctly the seme form before the time
of lknhemmad. It mey be - in some csses probebly is, I think ~
&n expression first given to the pre-Islemic or fatelistic attitude
ia en Islamic enviroament. We must therefore exzmine the Tred-

itions to see whether they approve or diszpprove of fatalism.

It is pernaps not very surprising taet wnet we ectuelly find is =
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very considerable divergence,

There zre meny Traditions which zre cuite defiunitely fatal-
istic in their tendency. The story of the dispute between adem
znd llosec (in section 2,e 2bove) commends sheer fetelism =nd the
deniel of 211 humen responsibility. The conception of the
heevenly decrees (2,&) rother tends to foster fetslism, though
this tendency is somewhet modified when they 2re regarded s the
work of. God Himself 2nd not of the impersonsl Pen; this is presum-
ebly & csse where Islamic thought sccepted snd attempted to trans-
form what it eould not wholly ersdicete. In view of the imper-
sonzl form of expression the stetement thet "what reaches you
could not poseibly heve missed you ..." (2,d) would seem to belong
to the fetelistic system of idees, snd in some versions is not
even ettributed to the Frophet himseif{a yet it is a statement
thet cen eesily be given an Islemic connotetion, snd indeed it wes
incornorated insfgever?l orthodox creeds.=® There is a distinct-
ly fetelistic background to the Treditions sbout & men being over-
teken by his book (2,c), like the men who sopesred to be & good
Muslim werrior but who forfeited Peresdise through teking his own
Lifesbut these heve probasbly elso snother purpose, wiich will be
discussed nresently.

That covers fomr of the divisions of section Z. In contrast,
the remeining one (8,b) rether nresents a modified fetelism.
scecording to this, not everything thet & man does is rrede termined,
but oaly the dste of nis desth and tne outcome or generasl effect
of his ectivity, namely, ais asppiness or miser#fy. Such a
modified fetelism probebly corresponded most closely to the out-

look of the sversge "werrior of centrel arebis". He did not
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)

through no apparent friiure or deficiency on his pert, his schemes
did not come to fruition; end he ssw now deszta put =n end to ell
his schemes. He could indeed do meny things, but certein nigh-
ly importent things were fixed, and no ection of his could elter
then.

A diffienlty i =€ connection with these Treditions ebout
the things written by the engel while the child is in the womb is
thet they mention the fukure life epparently, elthough it wes cher-
scteristic of the feteliste denounced in the Qur’&n thet they held
there wes nothing beyond this life. It is certainly conceivebge
thet the words "whether ne 1is tohmiser?ble of happy" were origin-
£lly interpreted in the wasy in which & Kuslim would naturally
iﬁterpret them, 2s referring to Hell &nd Persdises; it is no part
of my brief to prove thet ell Treditions ere fatelistic. But
there is also nothing to prevent a person who did uaot believe in e
future life from interpreting the words ss referring solely to tnis
1ife. That is to ssy, these Traditions mey cuite possibly con-
tein pre-Islemic meterisl =adspted to Muslim iﬁees.%? The words
"end his work", whicih occur in some forme of the Tradition, wmight
elso be en sdaptetion to Muslim conceptions of the Judgement of
2 men's sctions.

The Treditions collected under the title "Tuhe last escts are
whet metters" (2,c) imply ecceptance of the conceptions of the
Judgeaent and of tne future life, and ere perhseps to be regerded
es 2 fusion of Muslim and pre-Islemic idees. They cling to the
idea thet =2 men's eternsl destiny is irreVOCFblﬁﬁggtermined, but

his sssignment to Psrasdise or Hell is justified by the acts which
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which he himself hes performed towsrds the close of nis life.

What is predeterimined is primerily the final scts of his life;
the rest follows from tnet. The net effeet is fetelistic, but

lip-se®vice is p=id to the Muslim conception of humsn responsibil-
ity. (It is worth noting thet the idea of eternsl punishment
for 2 single gxsmxpe grave sin is in line with the doctrines of
the Khewfrij.)

There is snother Trasdition, apparently in sccordance with the
s&mdlina of thought as this one, in which the Qur*Zanic conéeptions
thet God guides men and leads them estray sre edapted to the
fetelistie outlook.

"A man said: O Prophet of God, do you know the people of
Peredise from the people of Hell? The Prophet said: TYes.
The men seids And why do people act? The Prophet seid:
Tveryone &cts according to whet hes been crested forlf him or
mede eegy for him," 22

This is still essentielly fatslistie, for msn is regerded &s hev-
ing no effective control over his escts; yet some attempt is mede
to find & plece within the deterministic scheme for the nerform-
ence of the duties imposed by God.

A somewnet similer Tredition comes nesrer to the abandonment
of fetalism.

"Then the Apostle of God ssid: There is no living smoul for
which God has not eppointed its plece in Paresdise or Hell, and
the decision of heppy or unheppy hes elreedy been teken. Then
2 men seid: O Apostle of God, shall we not thean leave all to
our book aad give up works? Iuhemnmad enswered: Whosoever
belongs to the people of Beppiness will come to the works of
the people of heppiness, 2nd whosoever belongs to the people of
unheppiness will come to the works of the pegple of unhappiness. -
Then he seid: Perform works, for everyone is guided, the peo-
ple of heppiness sre guided to the works of the people of
heppiness, and the pecopie of unheppiness to the works of the
neople of unheppiness. Thereupon he recited: 'So &s for
bim who gives snd shows piety, end counts true the best (re-
ward), We siaell sssist him to esse; but as for him who is nig-
gerdly, end pricdes himeelf in weelth, and counts false the best
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(Ereward), We snall essist nim o difficulty.'" 2

The first part of this is fetelistic, butbt the commasnd "Perform
works" attempts to steer men swsy from the morsl consecuences of
deterministic theory. The motive suggested, however, wihich might
be persphrssed 28: "since works sre = sign of the lot predetermined
for & men," still does not fully edmit humen responsibility.

.

The verses of the QurEn, ‘which sre snti-fetelistic, sre thus

twisted and mede to fit in with semi-fatelistic conceptions.

Another Tradition of the same femily, however, cuite definitely
re jects the insctivity essocieted with fetelism, and does so on
less guspect grounds.

"The Prophet s=id: There is no oOne whose sest in Hell ox

Peradise is not written. Someone seid: Shell we not then
redign ourselves (ge. end do nothing)? He seid: Do not 4o
taat. Bveryone is helped. And he recited: 'So as for him

who gives and ghows piety, =nd countes true the best (rewerd) ,
We chell sssist him to eese ..,"&

Tnere is doubtless e fatelistic ring sbout the opening senteace,
though it might &lso be merely descripntive. But tae command
"do not do thet, wveryone is helped," implies thet the future is
still in some sense open, and therefore activity meanﬁgful.

Though Wensinck's assertionﬁ%h%t nmyeditdon hasg not preserved

& single pedith in which liberum erbitrivm is advoceted" is true

in the msin, it is slmost certainly too sweeping. Cansider
the ssaying of the Prophet renorted by aiL-Bukh&ri:
"There is no ‘'cetiph' who doeg not heve two courtiers, one
ordering end inciting him to good, &£nd *Hee one to bad; end the
protected is ke whom God nrotects."® :

The purpose of tuis Tradition, es of the (ur’Znic conceptions of

God's fevour, protectiomn, snd the like, is not theoretical but
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are forgces oregeat in tac universe sssisting them, snd thet

Ao

therefore thsir moral striving is aot Lfruitless.

AlL-Bukh¥ri’s section on Qzd glso conteins two Traditions
in which consoletion and comfort of an enti-fetelistic sort eare
derived from the fact tnat 2ll things are determined by God.

"There ceme 0 the Prophet the messenger of one of his
daughters with word thet her son wes st the point of deeth.
The }’rophe'b sent the message: Whot Yod took is His own, snd
wnat God geve is His ownj; esch sccording to His term; so let
her beer petiently =nd endure.™

"The Proohet, on being ssked about the plague, seid:  God

sent it &s # mlnl nment to whom He wonld, end He mede it =
blessing to the believers; for eny & sorvant (s¢. of God) in any
plece who rereined there end was pstient, reflecting thet only
whet God hes written will befelli him, wJ.lL receive the like
rewerd as for martyrdom. "&
The trust in en almighty «nd compassionete Lord, expressed espec-
izlly in the second of these, is poles apart from the hopeless
resignation thet sccompanies belief in an impersonal fate.

This examinatioa of Muslim Treditions in respeet of their
gpprovel or disa onroval of fetelistic tendencies yields interest-
ing results. The pﬁﬁominant tendency is to uphold not merely
the view that humen life is predetermined, but =lso tae whole

atalistic outlook on life current emong the Arebs of the JBhiliys,
but stigmetized by luhemmad. There gre zlso treces of attempts
to hermornize the sntagonistic outlooks, but the fetslistic tones
remein most noticeabl e, Finslly there are a few Traditions
which support the Qur’Znic nosition and more or less resolutely
oppoge the inectivity end drift of fatelism.

When we find taast Tredition provides strong advocscy for the
very fetslism so vigorously sttacked in the Qur®&n, it is diffic-
ult to resist the conclusion thet the religious thinking of many

sl ims continueqd
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in its fetelistic mould long after they hed with their lips con-
fessed thet taere is no god but God snd thet Muhemmed is His Prophet
Wnet mekes the problem herder, however, is thet prominent imslims
of unexceptionable orthodoxy sccepted these fetelistic Trazditions
ag genuine. Yet even so the conclusion forces itself upon us.
Pernaps es this study progresses it will throw some further
light on the cmestion. At eny rate the stage is now set. In
the pettern of Islamic theology, to vary the metaphor, we have to
trece two interwoven sets of strands: (1) the contrest between
the Qur’@nic conceptions of Divine omnipotence &nd human respons-
ibility, end (2) the contrzst between the religious and morzal
attitudes of pre-Islemic fatalism snd the Qur®2nic sense of creat-

ureliness or dependence on God.

{ NOTE. It hes to be admitted thot there ere pessrges in
the Qur’Zn which embody conceptions very similer to those which
heve been held to be cherecterictic of Tredition - notebly those
in sections 1,e 2nd 1,f ebout the Term and Sustenence. But
these do not reslly contradict the thesis thet hes been meinteined.

In the first plece, thesc conceptions do not imply that the
whole of & men's life is predetermined, znd therefore do not meke
the fetelistic attitude necessery. They mey in some cases lee&d

to & certein degree of fetelism, but they do not necesssrily do so

Eeyy

on the contrary the,; are cuite compatible with & truly Islemic (or
indeed Christisn) sense of dependence on God sad submission to iis

will.
just ss
Then, in the second plsce,Areligious truth can come to & men,
in S0
EAEETELy onlyhf languege that he knows, huxﬂflso 2xiy it can come
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to him only in terms of conceptions with which he is feumilisr.

In ordexr to impress e yreliglous messege on & men he must be ad-
dressed in terms of the world-view he &lresdy sccepts - 8t lesst
in respect of everything which is not the primesry end essentisl
megsage. If youn went to convey & messege ebout brotherhood to
men who believe thet the sun moves round ths earth, you asre core-
ful not to entengle your mesessge with whet they would consider
heresies sbout the ezrtn moving ronnd the sun. The messege of
the Qur?a&n is thet this world is crested and governed by a single
supreme Power wiich is righteous, and thet therefore the rignt-
eonsness or wickedmess of mea's conduct is of eternel import.

The conceptions of gjal eand rizg were pert of the world-view of
the Arsbs whom Muhemmed addressed; they were not obviously et vari-~
ance with the mein messege of the Qur'&n, but could even be inter-
preted so gg to confirm it, Tven if one considered them pertly
felse, there is no greet reeson for evoiding them; end is it cleer
thet they esre eny more misleeding then the modern Western con-
ception of Preedom, which mekes msn forget his dependence on God?
Whetner in the course of centuries these conceptions would wesken
the truly Ielemic sttitude in its struggle with pre-Ielamic fetel-

ism is another cuestion.)
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THE BEGINNINGS OF THE DOCTRINE OF QADAR.

The writers of the "books of sects) on whom we are meinly de-
pendent for our knowledge of the course of theologicsl discussion
during the first two centuries or so of Iskam, differed very con-
siderebly in outlook and interests from the Western scholar of the
twentieth century. Their msterisls, too, for the earliest period
were rather scanty. Consequently much "spede work" hes to be
done before the special points which interest the twentieth century
can be brought together and interpreted. meh of the present

chepter will be spent in the collection of material.

1. The Xhewerii.

&) Moimfin end Shufsib.

One of the fullest and most interesting vesssges deeling with
the early discussions is the story of Neimin end Shu®aib:

"The fifth sect of the ¢ajsride is the Shu®sibiyea, the disc-

iples of Shu‘eib. He was one who dissociated himself from
Maimun end his doctrine. He esserted thet no one is capaeble

of doing anything emcept what God wills, =#nd thet the acts of
men ere created by God.

The root of the separation of the Shutsibiya snd the Meimiin-
Iya was that Shu®aib ned some money belonging to Meimun, the
repeyment of which he demsnded. Shu%2ib seid to him: I shall
give it to you, if God will. MeimGn replied: God has willed
that you should give it to me now. Shutaib said: If God
hed willed it, I could not have done otherwise than give it to
you. Meimln said: Verily, God has willed what He commanded ;
what He did not commend, He did not will; and what He did not
will, He did not command.

Then some followed MeimUn and others Shu®aib; and they wrote
to ®Abd 2l-Kerim b. “Ajerred (sc. the heed of the ®Ajsrida), who
was held in prbson by Khzlid b. €ibdsllzh el-BejelI. When
the dispute of Meimtn end Shuteib was mede known to him, ¢Abd
8l-KerIm wrote: Our doctrine is thet whet God willed ceme sbout,
and whaet He did not will did not come about; end we do not fix
evil upon God. This letter resched them et the time of the
death of ®*Abd s1-Karimn. Meimun claimed thet his view had
been spproved in that it wes seid, ®we do not fix evil upon God",
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while Shu®zib claimed that ©Abd el-Karim had rather epproved
of his view in so far s he hed said, "whet God willed ceme

sbout, end whet He did not will did not come about." Thus

they both associated themselves with ¢Abd &l-KeriIm, but dissoci-
ated themselves from one enother.'"=

With this mey be compered & previous pessege giving the
views of leimiin:
"The second sect of the €ijérida is thne lMeimuniya.

Peculiar to them is their assertion of Qeder in accordasnce with
the view of the Muttezila. God, they considered, entrusts
(fawwads) acts to men, and gives them the cepecity {istitﬁ‘a)
for performing all the duties imposed on them. They are
capeble both of disbelieving and of believing. God hes no

will (meshi’e) in respect of the acts of men, and the scts of
men are not created by God."#

This story of Meimtn and Shutaib does not sound like the zac~
count of an historicel event, but might be a later ettempt to ex-
plain how sects with diametrically opposite views both claimed to
be the descendants of 'Abd al-Kerim b. 'Ajarred. Yet the story
probably conteins genuine informstion ebout the eerly discussions
on Qader.

The account of the views of Shu'aib is the leest satisfactory
part. Nothing is known ebout him epart from the notice of his
views which precedes the story, and thet conteins nothing which
might not be derived from the story; there is no distinctive ex-
pression; the account of him is couched in the terms commonly used
to describe the later orthodoxy, and only signifies that some
leter writer regarded him es a forerunner of the orthodox view.=
The pert played by Shutaib in the story sevours meinly oﬂthe old
fetelism, since the impression given is thet he invokes the omnis
potence of God to justify his own evoidence of duty.

The letter of #Abd al-Kerim b, €Ajarred is cuite different

end shows an outlook both more belanced snds:much nearer to the
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Gur’an. God is certainly omnipotent, but God is also righte-
ous; both these truths must be adhered to. The views of both
Meimin and Shu®aib are thus one-sided.

Meimin represents those who are primerily concerned with the
righteousness or goodness of God. In the anecdote his essenti-
al assertion is that God's will 2nd God's command sre one; God's
commend is the standard of right action, and cennot be evil;
since God commendss the repeayment of debts, it is evil not to re-
pay them; so Shu'aib's contention that his non-psyment of the
debt is through the will of God "fixes evil upon God." Since
evil does not proceed from Mthe will of God it must be due to man;
therefore God must have entrusted to man the acts in which evil
may appear. Such at least seems to be the line of srgument
behind the account of the views of Meimun. The fact that

#

Meimln's view is said to similer to that of the Muttszils shows

4

that the notice somes from & source much later tbaqlgaémﬁn, but

VLA TeccaidBe Lie fleay (Piccicededse
the use of the wrcommom word fewwade (entrustsllgives ground for
holding that early meterial hes been incorporated.

The little thet we know beyond this of the position of Msimun
is quite in keeping. He is probably to be identified with the
Meimvn who disputed with one IbrZhIm over the purchase of female
slaves from one's opponents.% The Khewsrij were mostly very
exclusive, and omly "were friends with" those who sggreed with them
exectly in ell their views; to take women from sny milieu into
their houses and possibly have children by them was clearly to

imperil purity of doctrine in the community. On this point,

therefore, Maimln would stend for morsl strictness egeinst laxity.
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On the other hend, Maimin is reported to have permitted merriages
"within the forbidden degrees"; snd el-Beghd&dl is so grestly
shocked et this thet he excludes leimtn from the community of Islam?
The point, however, probably does not indicate lexity, but is
simply a corollaery of the search for women with pure doctrine,
since these ere most likely to be found in one's own family.g

The further report2thet Maimfin held thet the children of
unbelievers or polytheists ere in Paradise by itself means little,
but in the context of the whole development of the Kh&riji posi-
tion it points to another line of thought leading to the doctrine

of Qadear.

b) The Development of KhSrijli Thought.

The Knhaw&rij were one of the "religio-political opposition
parties" under the Tmaiyads, originslly domiciled meinly in €Irzg.
They grew out of the Qur’&n reciters, & loosely-khit body of men
found in Syria ss well es in *Irag. They were of course no
longer Beduins, but hed sprung from the desert tribes rather then
from the Quraish.z It is not surprising, then, that they were
very individuslistic end found elmost eny governmentel restraint
irksomne,

The first of the Khewsrij sre generally reckoned to be the
Yuhekkima or Muhekkimun, who seceded from €AlI after the battle

of Siffin. Their motto of la hukm 1113 1i-?118h (the decision

is God's alone) meant that ell matters were to be decided by re-
ference to the word of God, about which they seemed to think there
would be no difficulty.g This wes ideslism, but idealism that

could eesily degenerste into fanaticism, asnd ideelism thet opened
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the wey to disruptive tendencies, since the practical effect of
making the Qur’&n by itself the ultimste stenderd was to mske each
strong leader a law unto himself,

Yet the Khew&rij were profoundly importent for the whole
development, for at the centre of their theologicsl tesching wes
the conception of a righteous God Who demands righteousness from
His subjects - thet element of Islamic doctrine which the Arsbs end
their neighbours were most in denger of forgetting. Even the
Ima8m was subject to the Divine law and liable to deposition if he
disobeyed it - indeed it wes a duty to thrust him out.s

The secession of the ¥ Muhakkime took plece in 37 A.H.
During thne next twenty years or so we read of various risings by
Fhawgrij in Kufa end Besre, but we a2re given no details of the
theological views of these men. In 61, eftexr the flight of
“Ubeidellsh, the strong governor of Besre under Yezld, several
exiles returned thither, including N&fi® b. Azreq, €ibdellsdh b.
Seff8r, ©Abdall&h b. Ibad and Hengsle b. Baihas, each of whom
became the founder of & sect.=

Nefi®* b. Azrag pushed to extremes the conception of the
supremecy of the Divine law. Al-psh¢sri’s sccount= desls meinl y
with the discussions originating in Besra about this time, end he
seys thet N5fi® was the first to introduce novel doctrines. In
particular these were: dissocistion from the gatZda (‘those who
"steyed &t home"), a test for those who wented to enter his camp,
end e decleration of the unbelief of those who did not come out to

campaign with him.'% In other words, it is a duty for everyone

to take pert in the struggle asgainst the enemies of God. But
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since, in their eyes, what is not white is black, and those who
disegree with them are not white, the enemies of God ceme to in-
clude not only the heathen, but even large numbers of the people
of the @ibla. e would not countensnce taoIye (prudent fear),
which in prectice meant the hiding of one's true colours from
rezsons of expediency; no one could be his follower who did not
go out and share the risks of bettle with him.

But though this fansticel intrensigence arouses little sym-
pathy in us, we ought to recognize that the conception of the
Divine law was still centrel. Those who committed grave sins
were unbelievers, excluded from the community and punished in Hell.
But the excessive emphesis leid on the duty of fighting for the
community ageinst its enemies seems to have brought with it some
relexetion of the ordinary sociel duties; et least we ere told that
the punishment of stoning wes done swey with in certain ceases.

Some of the BeihesIya were spparently just as fierce eas the
Az8rica, the followers of Nefi¢ b, ﬁzrag;ﬁthey approved killing
the people of the Qibla and tsking their goods, and declared that
killing end teking ceptive were lawful in ell circumstences. In
connection with Ibrghim’s contention thet it wes lewful to buy
femsle slaves Ezgg_unbelievers, eand MeimTn's denial of this, the
leader of the Baihasiye (in the MsoZlat Abu Bsihas) held (1) that
daimin was sn unbeliever because he made it unlewful and dissocisated
himself from those wno esllowed it, (R) thet those wiho suspended
Judgement on the cuestion were unbelievers since they did not admit
tnet IbrZhim weas rignt end Meimln en unbeliever, end (3) that Ibrs-

hTm was sn unbeliever becsuse he did not dissociste himself from

those who suspended Judgement in view of their suspension of judge-
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ment and refusal to associate themselves with him end dissociete
themselves from Meimun.s= This is @ iLoveiry exempie of the petty
ena fissiparous character of Khariji thought (though$® there may be
more in the transaction than meete the eye;; yet even wo there .is
still the same fundemental principle of reverence for the Divine
law.

A milder tendency sets in with the Najedst or Ne jdiye, the
followers of Najda b. ®Amir al-HenafI, who ceme into prominence
later then the Azfrice, but had shot their bolt and been well-migh
exterminated by 73, whereas the Azg@rice meintained thenselves in
the Eest untili 78. Nejda permitted "prudent fear" at leest in
word, and he did not expect everyone to join with him in the fight
egeinst the unbelievers; this waes & work of supererogetion, preise-
worthy but not incumbent on gll, so thet "steying et home" (gutud)
wes not & sin. At the seme time he seems to heve been lenient
in respect of impulsive scts of sin. Some of the “Awfiya, &
branch of the BaihasIye, also did not dissociate themselves from
those who returned from the holy wee to & stete of "staying et home)
"because they return to a thing that is Lawful. "=

With ©Abd e2l-Kerim b. ®Ajsrrsd &nd the ©AjZrida we reech a
truer conception of the supremecy of the Divine lew. €Abd &l-
Karim appears to have been influenced both by Najde and by AbU
Beihes £ The inststence on upright conduct, through its implic-
etion thet s men's eternsl destiny in Feredise or Hell depended on
thet, now begen to besr fruit. You essocieted with the "people
ol Peredise"; you dissocieted yourself from the "people of Hell",
end possibly elso fought sgeainst them. This presupposed thet &

men wes responsible for whet he did. How theh were you to treet

gh%&ésﬁﬂaaghﬂ
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children, who on zccount of their immeturity were uncble to ect
responsibly?

Wafi* b. el-Agzrea - possibly still influenced by the old con-
ception of religion a2s a family end tribel matter - held that the
children of believers and unbelievers went to Paradise end lell
respectively, and that therefore it was right to kill the children
(end wives) of unbelievers.e This view eoppears to heve been
adhered to by most other Khewerij - thev even discussed whet happen-
ed to children winose fethers chenged from one group to the other
efter the children's desthe — until the time of ®Abd al-Kerim b.
tAjerrsd, who begen to reelize thet such e view is incompetible
with the supremacy of morelity end its corollery of personal re-
sponsibility. He sew that children could not be seid to belong
to the community of the faithfuvl till they had been summoned to
Islam and hed professed it for themselves, 2nd thet this could not
heppen till they were mature.w

The logic of this trein of thought was ineviteble, yet it was
not eesily sccepted. According to el-ShahrastEnI, ©Abd 2l-Kerim
himself still clung to the view that the crildren of heathen parents
shered their doom; one ougnht to take up the attitude of "dissoci-
etion" (bard®s) even towards the children of believers who were not
yet of ege to profess Islom. = An importent member of the
€A jerida, Tus®leba, held thet, until children both of believers
end of unbelievers had made & decision for themselves after being
summoned to Islem, the correct gttitude towsrds them was one of
neutrality, neither "essociation" nor enmity nor "dissociation".?i‘
It was apparently Meimun who went ferthest in this direction end

argued theat, since the children of unbelievers had committed no
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no sin, end in particuler hed not been summoned to Islem and hed
then refused, they must be in Paradise .=

Cognate with the problem of children wes that of ignorance of
the Divine law. A story ebout Najda's son and his army mis-
appropriating booty &nd being pardoned on meking & ples of ignor-
ance serves to introduce & distinction between the religious know-
ledge wnich is essential end thet which is not.= Ablu Baihsas
end the Baihesiye were also occupied with this point. They
gllowed suspension of judgement in deeling with problems which no
Muslim hed hitherto experienced; but once a particular cese had-
occurred, everyone who was ewere of it was bound to know who had
decided truly abou%fand who falsely. = AbT Bsthes is also seid
to heve held thet in some ceses knowledge of & thing by name is
sufficient without knowledge of its interpretstion end essence

(tefsirehu wa-*2ins-hu), but when & cese of the thing occurs, =

men must suspend judgement in sbsence of clesr knowledge ;’«'-5 but he
would presumebly heve held that, when 2 man did something wrong in
ignorence, he wes blameworthy for not taking suificient psins to
inform himself, A branch of the Baihasiye epparently received
their nickneme of "Ash&b al-Su’&l" or "Questioners" irom insisting
thet, though complete knowledge of 211 the details of the Divine
law was not essentiel to being a Wuslim, when & men came up geinst
an ection ebout which he was not sure, he must gsk; after this
question ignorance would no longer be permitted."-'-’

The development of Kh&@riji doctrine 2bout children end ebout
ignorance shows how the conception of the righteous God demending

righteousness from His creatures leads by an irresistible logic
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to the doctrine of humen responsgibility with its corollery the
doctrine of Qedar, namely thet men hes power to perform the duties
imposed on him. Thus the doctrine of Qadar grows naturslly

out of one side of the tesching of the Qur’ﬁnfﬁ

c) Other sects of the Knewsri;.

It .is not surprising, then, that several sects of the Khewsri j
ere seid to heve held the doctrine of Qadser besides the liaimtniye;
but except in the case of the latter we sre given no details of

their view. Al-Ash®zsx1 contents himself with the following

brief notices:

"The Jemzive ... &affirm the doctrine of the Maimuniya
about (ader.™

"The Me®ltmiys ... hold that the scts of men are not
created, thot the capacity accompenies the act, and that nothing
comes obout except whet God has willed.™

"The dlSClpleq of Herith e1-Ib8dT ... hold the doctrine of
the Mu®tazils on the question of Gadar, and differ in this
from the rest of the Ib&diye; they consider that the capacity
precedes the sct."

"The Ashg@b al-Su'8l ... hold the doctrine of the Muttazile
gbout Gadsr."&°

On the other hend it hes to be admitted thet many of the

Khewarij opposed these views. Besides the Shuteiblya, al-
as holding the
Ash®arT mentions the Khalefliys, KhZzimiye end Majhﬁliy?FEﬁEﬂgﬁﬁr

voluntaristi view ( which he calls the doctrine of IthbEt or
Yeffirmation") =

This opposition to the ddctrine of Cedar does not mullify
whet has been sz2id sbout the logical connection of this doctrine
with the fundemental conceptions of the Khaw®rij. There is no
trece of opposition from a truly Islemic motive, unless it be in

‘Abd al-Kerim b. ©Ajerred’s insistence on the supremscy of God.

.’ -
Shutaib's outlook was seen to be somewhet fatslistic. Of the



I1I,1,Cs 45.

other sects mentioned, the KhEzimiys (the one of whom the fullest

account is given) seems to be influenced by pre-Islemic idess.

"Phe sixth sect of the A jgride is the Kh8zimiya. Peculi-

ar to them is their assertion of the doctrine of Ithbat in re-
spect of the Qedar; end also thet friendship and enmity are
attributes of God in IHis essence, and that God counts men His
friends in accordence with what they come to, even if in most
of their circumstences they were believers."

The somewhat ¥ague pvhreses of the last cleuse refer cuite delin-

itely in my opinion to the doctrine found in the Traditions that

men ere judged by their lest ects - & doctrine closely linked

: . . L 2D
with pre-Islamic fatelism.=

d) Detes.
So fer ss it is possible to estimete detes, it would seen

thet the lizimtiniye &nd the Ashsdb 2l-Su'dl were the earliest of the

late
Knewgrij to hold the doctrine of (Qadsr. The Hemziye areﬁgecond
century.r The Ma*lumiye are probsbly ebout the seme time, for,

if the text is correct, they would appear to be trying to find a
compromise between the opposing views . =& There is nothing to
suggest thet HErith s1-Ib8di is early. The AshEb 21-Su’8l, on
the other hend, sre the disciples of Shabib 21-Nsjréni, who is to
be identified with Shebib b. YazId £1-Shaib@ni, drowned in 77 efter
the defeat of his rising.® And Meimiin is elso e&arly. ¥hzlid
b. “Abdsllzh wes governor of ¢Irdo from 105 to 120, end since ©Abd
al-KerTm b. “Ajarrad wes held in prison by him when ke wrote the
letter referred to, the dispute between Meimfin end Shu®saib must
have teken plsce in thet period. But, if we assume that he is
the same person who disputed with IbrZhTm, then we know that his

Views were condemned by Abu Beihes, and the latter was put to death
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in the days of Welid, ©6-96, after having been sctive in Basrs
since 61.=  Thus there is possibly no great difference of deate

between Meimun end the Ashéb sl-Su’gl.

2. Gheilan and the lurji’a.

This study hes first considered the ¥hewsrij because it is
eagsiest in their cese to understend the logical relations of the
doctrine of Gadar. The treditionesl view, however, wes thet
the discussions about Geder were sterted by il2®bad el-Juhani and
continued by & follower of his, Gheil®n al-DimesheI (AbU MerwZn).
It will be convenient to deal with Ghsilén first.

Perhsps the chief fact about him in this connection is that
he was put to death by the caliph Hish&m (105-125) because of his
(ederI views - or at least so it is zlleged. Al-Tebari’s
eccount is not very illuminating, for all we are told of the debate
between Ghailan and one Weimun b. Mihrsn, who had been commissioned
by Hisha&m to refute GhsilZn, is that the latter esked, "Does God
will thet sins should be committed?", to which Meimiin retorted,
"Are they committed sgeinst His will®", whereupon Ghailen wes
sile nced.-’;-s

The fullest account of his views is that of al-Ashari:

"It is not said of the scts of men thst God willed them when
they did not come gbout, but neither is it ssid that He did not
will them; but if they do come sbout it is permissible to seay
thet He willed them. 0f a human act, when it is one of

obedience, it is said that God willed it in its time (sc. at
the time of its occurrence); when it is one of disobedience,

it is said that e did not will it. He held it permissible
to say thet God willed 2 thing which did not come ebout, and thet
something €ame about which He did not will. He denied thet

God wills that His crestures should obey Him before they obey
Him, or wills thet they should not disobey Him before theyydis-
obey Him. Everything belonging to God's sctivity comes
zbout just when He wills it; if He does not will it, it does



A B R 47.

not come about. He ellowed thet God does things slthough
He did not will them."&*

The distinctive festure of this is the essertion thet God's
will and His sction are simultaneous. Perheps Gheilzn hoped in
this wey to reconcile God's omnipotence with the absence of pre-
determined escts. Apperently he held thet men's dutiful =cts ere
not willed by God beforehand (thus meking it necessery for men to
do them), but only ss men do them; of sinful acts he simply szid
thet God did not will them, presumebly mesning that there wes no
Divine volition &t all in regerd to them. Thet would give point
to the story in al-TeberI - Ghail®n wes not prepsred to admit that
sin wes ectuelly contrary to the Divine volition. On the other
hend, he edmitted the stetement "that God willed & thing which did
not come gbout," The lsst sentence might conceivebly mean that
God performs His shere in the sinful scts of men, even thoughlf He
does not will them; but more likely it #l simply means that God may
do things without previously willing them.

There cen be no certsinty ebout such deteils, however, Wha t
is cleer is that Ghail8n wes trying to reconcle God's omnipotence
with His freedom from evil, and thet to do so he ettempted to
identify His will with His activity rether than with His command.
But he probably &iso held thaet there wes 2 sphere exempted by God
from His direct control end entrusted to men (though there are no
treces of his use of the word fawwade); something of this sort
seems to be implied in his phrase "everything beLonéin%o God's

activity" (kull ms kBne min fi®l A113h).

We must remember that hitherto there had been little in the

wey of enelysis of humen activity. According to GheilZn & men's
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cepecity or power to act consisted simply in his physicel fitness;=
whet had been entrusted to him therefore wes fundementelly the
control of his physicel powers. At the same time CGheilan was
certainly a thinker of some subtlety, &s is shown by his distinction
between primery eand secondery knowledge;gfthe knowledge that things
gre origineted end controlled belongs to 211 men by compulsion,

end mey be called primery, but the knowledge that their originastor
and controller is one and not two or more is en ecquisition (ikti-
gé?p_); it is with this secondary . ( we might a2lmost say "revealed")
knowledge that fsith is concerned.

Such notices give us Blimpses of & considereble system of
thought, but not sufficient to let us see clesrly the plece of the
doctrine of Qader in it. To sttein to this insight we must
consider the outlook of the Murji’s in generel, for it is to this
sect, or rather group of sects, thet he is commonly reckoned. =

The Lurji’e have probebly been more misunderstood then &any
other of the luslim sects. They were to a great extent the
forerunners of orthodoxy, but by the time Islemic writers beceme
interested in the history of theological doctrine they had died
out, or rather been replaced by the ortrodox theologians; &nd
these, noting that & few of the views of their predecessors had
come to be looked on es heretical, did not cere to defend them.=®
Consequently =11 the Muslim esccounts we heve of the Murji’>a are
prejudiced sgeinst them to some extent. The Western scholers
of the last hundred yeers heve not improved metters by introducing
various Christien comperisflons which do not ouite fit. The

Murji’a are not exponents of sslvetion by faith without works,
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nor ere they worldly-minded "Lexists" who opposed the Puritanism
of the Khewari].

The thought of the community pleys & much larger pert in the
religion of the Arabs =nd their subjects then the individuslistic
West cen readily imegine. The cuestion st issue between the
Khewgrij end the Murji’e was "Whet mekes & men & member oI the com-
munity end what terminstes his membership?" - whet we might call
the problem of excommunicetion, if we remember not to let ourselves
be misled by Christien perellels. The eccounts of the Khawsrij
ere full of the words tebarrs’s end tewalld, which I have usually
trenslseted es "dissociated himself" end "essocleted" or "counted
s friend". Doubtless the old tribel conceptions contributed
to this; the only truly religious feelings of the pre-Islemic Areb
were connected with his tribe.d

The selvation of the individu=l wes by no means neglected,
but it wes closely linked up with the community. One attained
to Peradise by being & member of the community of the "people of
Peradise," while the rest of the world constituted the "people of
Held ot The community of the Prophet in Madina formed the
model,f}and meny of the technicsl terms were derived from this
source, such es hijrs for going out to werfare egeinst the heathen
(even when it meent rebelling sgeinst the Commender of the Feith-
ful or his lieutenants!). A stete of wer existed between the
"Deople of Peradise" end the "people of Hell" end ideslly there
could bé?homings end goings between them. It is cleexr how
eesily & one-sided elsborstion of these ideas would lezd to the

fenaticism of the Khewdrij.

The Ehewgrij were interested in the intellectusl content of
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belief just @s much as in moresl conduct. The true community
wes community of believers, wio hed true belief or feith (Imgn);
egll traces of unbelief (kufr) rmst be rigorously excluded from
T Thus the Ne jedgt held:

"Religion consists of two things: one of them is the know-
ledge of God end of His apostles, end counting forbidden the
blood of Muslims end their goods £nd violation, &nd acknow-
ledgement of what comes from the presence of God in generel;
this is obligatory; as regards whet is more than this, the
people's ignorence is perdoned until a proof is given to them
ebout all thet is lawful .."#

The beginning oi this is reminiscent of the sccounts of the
verious views of feith held by the Murji’e.

At the seme time, the Khewerij had often very limited views
cbout the standard of righteous conduct. They certeinly spoke
much ebout "grave sins" (keb&’ir), but by these they understood
not so much what & Christisn understends by mortel sins (still
less the serious social sins of todey) &s "acts on account of
whnich & men must be excluded from the community." That is the
meaning of their agreement (epart from the Ne jadet) "tnat every
grave sin is ggig."if The resulf of such romentic end unworldly
strictness is sometimes merely the lowering of the standard which
is mede obligestory; thus we are told thet some of the Baihesiye
held thet drunkenness was lawful, end thet there was no punish-
ment for feuvlts, such os neglecting preyers, committed &s & result
of being drunkff' The elternstive wes to maintein one's morel
stenderds but to discover some wey of deesling with serious
breaches other then exclusion from the community.

A conception thet found some fsvour was that of suspension

0ol Judgement (wagf). The view of & section of the Sifriys

ebout zdulterers is reported to heve been:



III.Z2. o1,

"We suspend judgement sbout them, and do not say thet they
ere either believers or unbelievers."&

lention hes been msde in the previous section of those who sus-
pended judgement in regard to the legelity of the purchese of
femsle slaves (disputed between Ibrshim and Maimlin). The y
evidently formed & feirly distinct body, =2nd were known as "Ahl
el-Weqf" or "Weoife", &nd were opponents or the B?ihasiyadﬁg

This principle of suspension of judgement does not carry one very
far, but it is the first stasge towsrds enabling people to live
together who do not cquite see eye to eye. It wes epplied to
other matters than the one mentioned. The following quotation
suggests thet it mesy heve had something to do with the origin of
the Murji’e:

"There is & sect of them (gg. the Bsihesiya) called the
Sheblbliye. Shabib hsd suspended judgement in respect of
981lih (sc b. sl-Musarrih) snd of the REjita. They declered:
We do not know whether the decisions mede by $8lih sre right
or wrong, nor whether the witness of the RP&jifs is right or
wrong. The ¥hew8ri]j dissociste themselves from them, 2nd
cell them the Murji’?s of the Khew8rij."=

(It is worth noting thet the fghfb 21-Su’&1l, early exponents of
the CederI position, were tine disciples of Shebib.)

The kurji’a, however, went & step beyond suspension of judge-
ment., Possibly irj&8’ originslly meesnt "the postponement of the
Judgement of the grave sinner till the resurrection, so that no
decision is mede while he is in this world whether he belongs to

tne people of Paredise or to the people of Hell. "a In other

words, he is to be treeted os & believer, & member of the true

community, with whom one hes associstion. A technicel ex-
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ers), except for those clearly st verience with f?ith“;i?the
Khewegri] tended to thimk thet the world wss the House of Tnbelief. =
Faith still means whet is necessary to quelify e person for member-
ship of the community of the people of Parsdise; the.fresh essertion
is thnet feith does not include "211 thet God hes mede incumbent on
His creatures", as the Khawarij said.=

While this cleerly maskes it possible for opponents to say thet
the Murji'a held thet greve sianners were believersg?it is not an
indication that they belittled sin in eny way. There mey have
been some extremists wno Hidxgm ss5id thet it did not matter what
one did so lLong ses one had faith - "works do not help with neatnen-
ism, @o not harm with faith"ﬁ - but even such a statement es theat
"none of the people of the Cible will enter Hell" does not mean
thet Muslim wrongdoers will escepe ell nunishment.%? In general
the Murji’as were quite convinced thet Muslim wrongdoers were liseble
to punishment, though they differed ebout the neture of the punish-
ment; it might be in Hell or it might ndy if it were in Hell, it
might be everlesting or (&s the mejority thought) it might only be

temporary.%g

Whet distinguishes the Murji’e from the Khewsrij

is the much more frecuent occurrence of the idea of pardon or for-
giveness, even though it be thought of merely &s the remission of

& penalty; AbT Mu®sdh sl-TUmeni, for instance, held that 2t the
balences on the Dy of Judgement, if & men's good deeds were neeviey
he went to Parsdise; if his evil deeds were heavier, he mignt

either be punished or by God's grace excused 52 Ghail&n thought

thet God might verdon Muslim wrongdoers, but would treat alike all

in the same positionuig Others held that they would be removed
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from Hell by the intercession of the Pronhet.ig

The conclusion to be derived from these somewhst lengthy dis-
cussions is that the hmrji’:i;;bued, no less then the Knewsri]j, with
the thought of & righteous God demanding righteousness from iis
creatures, They differed in recognizing thet right conduct is
most likely to be promoted if men are not excluded from the com-

munity for every sort of fault. It is interesting to note how

the phrase Anl el-Qibla, the people who prey towerds iecca, replaces

AhY sl-Jenns, the people of Paradise - &n indication of the less

romantic but truer conception thet the community of Islam contains
others than those who will certsinly go to Parsdise.

Confirmetion of these conclusions is found in the political
position of the Murji’s. The statement of al-Vewbekhti is con-
sistent with the rest of our knowledge of this sect, =nd may

therefore be accepted.

"After *AlI had been killed, the sect that wes with him snd
the sect that was with Telhe snd a2l-Zubeir combined to form one
sect with Mu*awiya b. AbI Sufysn, except & smell number of them
of his (sc.®Ali’s) Perty (shifs) end those who asserted that he
wes Im&m after the Prophet ... They ere called altogether the
Murji’e because they essociate with the opponents together.
They consider that the people of the Qibla are believers by
their public confession of faith, end hope (raju) for perdon
for thnem all,"&

This means that to begin with the Murji’>e were supporters of the
Umaiyeds. Their theology, in its politicel application, meant
thet & ruler was to be sccepted if he were sound in essentials,
even if he did some things to which objection might be taken.
They thus geve the Arasb kingdom the justification without which
it could not heve continued.

Just becsuse of tneir conception of righteousness, however,

towerds the close of the Umeiyed period they moved into the oppos-
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ition. Al-Newbakhtli reports that the view of Gheildn é&nd
others was:

"Bvery holder of the imemate deserves it, provided nhe hes
knowledge of the Book and the Sunne, end holds the imamate by
the esgreement of the whole community."&

This is & two-edged statement, and would justify not only support
of Vm®8Bwiya, but also rebellion agsinst some of his successors.
One account of Ghaildn’s mertyrdom makes it pretty clesr that he
wes not executed simply for his doctrine of Qedar; he hed sppar-
ently criticized tihe whole fiscal policy of ®Umar II &s unright-
eous in that he did not use the wealth he wes emassing on behelf
of the poor of the lend .2 In the East the Murji’a, es repre-
sented by iH8rith b. Sursij end his scribe, Jahm b. Safwan, helped
to unitewthe different trends of the pious opposition" to procure
full citigens' rights for the Iranian Mus Lims . % Thus, while
there is much to be said for the suggestion that the later Umesiyads
tried to stemp out the doctrine of Qadar beceause it made people
less inclined to submit to the existing orderﬁithough actuelly
Jehm, who hes just been mentioned, was later regarded as the
extreme opponent of Cadsr), yet it seems more likely that what
they really objected to was certain other views usually found
along witia the doctrine of (edar =nd derived like it from the
conception of righteousness.

There is much thet remeins obscure sbout the Murji’e. The
distinction that Wensinck discussesﬁfbetween ImEn end isl3um is
closely allied to tast mede by the Murji’s between Imdn and mem—
bership of the peopbe of Peradise, szlthough the terms are used

differently; end it would be reasonsble to suppose that the

NV ii) i . -
lurji’s, since they existed from the begianning of the Tmeiyed
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period, had something to do with the drawing of the former dis-
tinction, Again, since the date of some of them is uncertsin,
eand since some, Like Muhemm2d b. Shabib, were much later then Ghsi-
L&n, the scope of the discussions is probebly not elways the same;
e.g. the connotation of faith probebly eltered in the latter pert
of the second century winen the KhewZri]j end"excommunication" were
no Longer vitel political issues.

What is clear about the kiurji’s is fortunately slso whet is
most importent Ifor our present purpose. They moved in the seue
circle of ideas es the Khewarij. Indeed it was probebly only
later that 2 firm line of distinction was drawn between the two.
Al-Shahrsst8nI can include GheilZn snd several related thinkers
emong the Khewsrij as well es among the Murji’a;f%nd the Wagife
and Shablbiya of the Khewfrij seem to have stood very close to the
Murji’s, end even et times to hsve been called by thet neme . <
£lthough the two bitterly opposed one enother, they elso hed a
greet deel in common.

Consideration of the plece of Gheil&én in I[slamic theology thus
confirms the conclusion of section 1 of tauis cheapter. The
doctrine of Qader is closely linked with the conception oI humen
responsibility, and thet in tura with thet side of the Islemic
revelation which is the conception of & righteous God Who demands

righteousness from His creatures.

Sie The Qadarivs.

S0 far nothing hes been said sbout the Qedariys, who from
their name might be expected to hsve much to do with the origin

of the doctrine under considerstion; end Ma®bad al-Juheni, the
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reputed originator of the discussions, hes been mentioned snd no
more. Thet is because our knowledge in these respects consists
meinly of fragmentaery details, which by themselves do not carry us
very fear. Now, however, thet we have formed some picture of the
origin of the doctrine, end have glenced at the whole of which it

is an integral part, these details help to emplify our picture.

2) The use of the name "Qadariya'.

In & short article on this guestion Nellino has noted how
from guite early times it hss esppeered strange that the neme
"Qadari", which ought to mean sn upholder of the Divine Qadar,
does in fect mean exasctly the opposite. He mentions the vari-
ous explenations offered by modern scholars, and then offers a
suggestion of his own wnich has won wide acceptation. The dis-
cussions in the first century of Islam always centred in the Qur’Zn,
he reminds us; there were people who spent & lot of time discussing
the Qaedar, and who made it an importsnt cuestion; because of tnis
the term "(adarIya" was applied to them, without reference to the
precise view they adopted sgbout Qader (just as the Mhskkims -
the arbitrators - were those wio rejected the arbitration between
‘R1T ond MEwiye.&

With this it is worth compsring e pesssage from al-Ashfari’s

Ib&na:

"The QedarIya consider that we deserve the nmme of (Cadar,
because we say thet God determines (cozddere) evil and unbelief,
end whoever affirms (yuthbitu) the Qeder is & QadarI, =nd not
those who do not affirm it. The reply to them is: The
Laedari is he who gifirmsf{the Qeder is his own and not his Lord's,
end thet he himself determines (yuocsddiru) his acts and not his
Creator. This is tne proper use of Language. The gold-
smith is the men who does goldsmith's work, &nd not the men who
hes goldsmith's work done for him... Since you consider
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that it is you who determine your scts end perform them, and ndt
your Lord, you must be Qadsriyes end not we; for we do not ascribe
the ects to ourselves and not to our Lord, end we do not sey thet
ﬁe determine them and not He, but we ssy thet they are determined
for us.,

Reply: If whoever eifirms thet the determinetion is God's
(men athbete *>1l-tegdir 1i-2118h) is s Qadari, then, since you
hold thet God determines the hesvens snd the earth, and determin-
es acts of obedience, you ought to infer thet you ere QaderIys;
since this inference does not stend, your view is worthless and
your ergument self-contredictory."&

This passage does not necessarily refute Nellino, since &l-
Ash®eri mey not have known the true origin of the term; but it
mekes certein points clear. (1) "Qaderiya" wes apparently first
used s & nickneme (&s, of course, meny of the nemes of the sects
were). Those to whom it was applied resented it (perhaps be-
cause it hed the suggestion thet they were presumptuously claiming
God's Qedar for themselves) and tried to throw it back upon their
opponents; but in this, ss we know, they were unsuccessful. Tat
is noteworthy thet the term is never used by Mu*tezill writers like
al-Kheiyat snd Ibn al-lmrtads. (2) Al-Ashtari sppesrs to regard

geder as mesning "determination" (in the sctive sense) or "power of
Lgeader g

determining" - elmost the ecguivelent of tagdir. This is how he
- ERMERE . ;
appears to use the word in the Moozlet.= He elso records a

similar ussge of it by his mester sl-Jubbd’I.:

"Creator mesns one from whom escts proceed in predetermined
feshion (mugeddsran); everyone whose act odcurs in predetermined
fashion is the creetor of it, whether he be eternal or originated..

"Crestor meens one wiho performs nis acts in predetermined
fashion sccording to the determinstion he has settled for them
(mugedderstan tela ®>1l-migddr m& dabbars-hd ®elai-hi). This
is the meaning when we assert of God that He 1s cresator.
Similarly we essert of men thst he is creestor when ects proceed
from him in predetermined feshion,"&

Whetever mey heve been the originel meaning and epplication

of the neme WQsdariya", it never seems to heve designated eny close-
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knit body of people, like some of the sects of the Khewiri].

&s & name for & group of sects it never esteblished itself,

for it cut scross more importent groupings. Consecquently,
there is considereble vagueness about who end whet the Qaderiya
were, spart from the fsct thet they held the doctrine of (adar.=
The only evidence of value is thet of #&& early writers like

Knushaish and al-Ashteri.

b) The evidence of the easrlier writers.

The following are the references in the Magelsat:

p.126,1.8 : (Un the future of children; two groups have been
descrlbed but not nsmed. ) "The third group of them (sc. of
the Khewsdrij), the Qederiys, sey that tﬂe children of both
hecthen end believers are in Paradise.

0.430,1.1 : (On the ocuestion whether God can be obeyed by
one who does nét mean to do so; some Mu®tezila say it is poss-
ible even for the Dshriys - fatelists or meterislists - to
obey God.) "Mhe Qedariya revile those who oppose them about
Qezdar, and the Ahl sl-ilaqq (sc. orthodox) call them Qaderiys,
and they call them mﬂ1blrr, they sre more 90wropr1ctely celled
Gadariya then the Ahl &l-Ithbat (sc. those who zifirm God's
Geder). Those wiio demy the sbove doctrine say: The
lushabbiha (sc. “uslims of anthropomorphic views) have no know-
ledge of God and so do not obey Him; but the Qadeariya heve &
knowledge of God since taey are Muweshhide (sc. asserters of
unity), and so there is obedience to God in them.,"ZZ

P.477,1.9 : AbT Shimr wes a QadsarI.

p.549,1.6 ¢ (In cunnection with the view of Mu‘smmer that
God hes power over movement, but not power to move.) "The
Anl al-Heqq oppose the Ahl al-Qedar and Mm*ammer in thet,
End 88y +.."

p.549,1.9 : Along with Mutteszila, except al-Shahhém, the
GederTye held that God has no power over & thing over which He
hes given power to men.

These sre, tothe best of my knowledge, the only references

in the whole of the lec2lZt. The first confirms what hes been

seid sbove about the connection of the doctrine of Gsdar with the

the KhawZrij, the third thet with the Murji‘e (for AbT Shimr
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belonged to that group eamong the Murji’s related to Ghail&n, who,
though normally clessified es Murji’s, zre sometimes listed as
Khewdrij and even as imttezila.@ The connection with Mutammar
is novel and interesting, but I heve no useful comment to make
ebout it, nor about the lsst passage.

In the Ibane of el-Ash®sri "Qadariya" occurs nine times and
"Anl al-Qader" once. =" In some of these the name is closely
orecketed with thet of the Mu®tezile; in others it is used in con-
nection with the doctrine of Qedsr =nd its @ppendages. The most
interesting pessage is thet where the Qadsriye ere sesid to hold
the view thet God cennot know = thing until it exists{y%his wes @
view neld by most of the RawZiid, who include Hish&m b. al-Hakam
end tae SekkekIye among others.® The curious view ascribed to
them that God creates good and Saten evil might conceivebly be e
libel of some sort.a finelly, it is puzzling but suggestive
thet sl-Ash®eri refers to the Cederiye in the middle of arguments
egeinst the JehmIye; the doctrines in guestion &appesr to be
wé%iﬁ;@-God is eternally willing end powerful?ﬁ

Thus it is cleer thet for sl-Ashferl the QadarIye were & defin-
ite body of people. Some of the later ones &t least were
Mite collimfin or speculative theologians, but did not belong to the
Mutteazils, Whether those he mentions smong the Khawari]j lived
in the Umeiyed period or in the lete second or even third century
is not clear. If we suppose AbT Shimr to heve been e disciple
of GheilZn (who died before 125), or & disciple of & diseiple,
the prominence of the Qederiys would dete from the closing years
of the Umeiysds znd continue for the first fifty yeers or so of

the ©AbbEsids until the grest deys of the Mu®tezile (+ill sbout
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190 perhaps).

Khusheish has e long section on the Qadariye, but it mostly

- : 7! AR
consists of arguments ggeinst them.ﬁ The descriptive psssages

msy be cuoted ia full.

"The QADARTIYA — their cherscteristics, doctrine end belief.

The Qederiya consist of seven sects or groups.

One group holds taet noble sctions (hesansgt) end goodness
(kheir) ere from God, but wickedness &nd bese ections from them-
selves, so that they may not attribute eny base action or sin to

God. They discuss matters which it is not proper to repeet -
may God be exslted far above whet they sesyl.. B2
A section of the Qaderiys is caelled the Mufawwida. They

nold that they ere entrusted (muwakkal) to themselves in such &
wey that they heve power [zegdarﬁnaj for everything good through
this delegetion (tefwid) they speek about, with_out God's help
end guidence. ..

A section of them consider that God hes made (jetasle) the
power for action (istitE®a) in them perfect end complete, such
thet they do not require eny increese in it, but are capable of
believing and disbelieving, of eeting and drinking, of standing
end sitting, of sleeping and aweking, indeed of doing whet they
will., They hold thet men ere (sc. of themselves) cepzble
of believing. If this were not so, they would be punikhed
for whet they ere not cepeble of...

A group of them, the Shebibive, #lso deny that the knowledge
exists antecedently to what men ere doing snd what they sre
becoming... %L

A group of them deny thet God creates the child of adultery
or determines (czddera) him or wills him or knows him (% ente-
cedently) - mey God be exelted sbove wnet they say. They
deny that the man who stesls throughout his whole life or esats
wnat is forbidden receives the sustensnce of God; they essert
thet God does not provide any sustenance except whet is lawful -
mey God be exalted fer ebove what they say! ...

A group of them holds thet God has appointed (weggeta) men
their sustenance end their terms for & fixed time (li-wegt mﬁiﬁnt
so that whoever murders & man precludes him from his term and
his sustensnce to die at whet is not his term, while of his
sustenance there remeins whet he hes not elresdy received end
fully obtained. Mey God be exalted fer sbove whet they ssy.
These are ell the doctrines of the Qederiya."Z%

: : : . 2 93
Most interesting is the mention of the Mufewwide.= The
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word fswwedea was used by al-ish®eri in describing the views of
Mzimun; it is elso used by al-Shehrestfni in connection with the
Agh&b al—Su’él.gﬁ Thus we are confirmed in our view thet there
was & close connection between the Qederiys end certein sects of
the Khewari]. It we s seem strange thet such & promising con~—
ception waes not developed in later theology; the resson for this
neglect is possiply thet it lecked 2 Cur'2nic basis, since fawwede

is used only once, and tien it is of & man eatrusting his aifair

t0 God. =
Interesting =lso is the mention of the Shebibiye es a sect of
they are
the Qadariye, sincehéxziﬂ doubtless to be identiiied with the fol-

lowers of Shebib b. Yezid 2l-Nejrgni, who - or some of whom - are
glso known as the AshZb s2l-Su*fl, 2¢ hes alresdy been noticed.
Agein we find ounrselves in the seme line of country on the border
between the KhewBrij end the Murji’e. The view here ettributed
to them mey be the kernel out of which svprang the doctrine sl-Ash®erl
ettributes to the Qederiye, thet God does not know things until
they existj% The parts of the puzzle seem to be fitting togethex
The principle underlying ell tnese views is that of "not fix-
ing evil upon God." Only the Mufewwide show any tresce of & de-
sire ¥o exelt humen power, snd even there it is only a slight trace.
For the rest msn is required to have the power to ect primerily in
order thet God mey not be unjust in punishing him. The central

thought is the righteousness of God.

c) Me®bad sl-Juheni.

3

here remsins only the problem of the men who was "the first

to institute discussions sbout the Qader in Begra." Hot much
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is known sbout Me®bad sl-Jduhani.

62.

His death is placed in the

year 80, and there is & report thet he was put to death by order

of the celiph ¢Abd al-Malik.

le is also said to heve conversed

with an ®Ir8ql Christian called Stsen, who embreced Islem but leter

¥ 2
apostatized. =

In the books of sects, huwever, there is nothing &at all eapert

from references to him as originetor of the doctrine of Qeder; &nd

there is nothing even of that in the lleafl&t or in al-lislati’s
& L

Tanbih. But there is in the lzc8lst ¢

Wio

from their heed lieSbed.%= They ere meinly noted

of teking elms from rich slaves end giving them to
but sl-ShehrestéZni adds thet they hed views on the

Myslim women. Now lizimlin, whose views on Qedsr

first, belonged to the “Aj8rids; end the Tha®Elibe

form of the views of the ©Ajérids. So it seems

possible thet this WMebed @l-Kheriji is none other

-

Juheni. But, without further informetion, this

conjecture.

sect of the The®Elibe, =

ere themselves e brench of the ©Ajarids, called the lla®badiye

for their ides
poor slaves;
merriege of
were studied
hold & mild
in no wey im-
then Ms®bed £1--

miet remein &

2t lesst we can sey thet this is the sort of milieu

in which we should expect to find the originator of the discussions

gbout Qsdser.
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In section Y of hie study of sl-Hesen al-Besri in Islam,XXI,
1-83, H.Ritter claims thet al-ilesen wes elmost certainly = (adari,
end that, il so, he hes & bettzr right to be looked on as the found-
er of the doetrine than en obscure person like liztbed. There is
certeinly much to be seid ior the view thet he held tae doectrine
of Qedar. Though ais neme is not in lbn Quteiba's list of

Qederiya (WeErif,301), taet might be out of respect for ais dignity:

his disciple (&t&ds is included. Begides the report in Ibn

»

“AsBikir (cuoted by Ritter, p.60) thet he wes influenced by lie*bed,
there is the following pessage ¢n p.225 of the Me*Frii:

"He (el-Hzsen) held the doctrine of Qader in some respects
(tekslleme £I shei® min sl-gader), but leter recented of it.
LAtE* b, Yessfr, & story-teller, who held the doctrine of Qader
end mede misteakes in speech, used to frecuent el-ijasén with
lle*bad el-duneni snéd to ssk: '0 Abu Se'id, these princes shed
the blood of Muslims &nd seize their goods, end ect 2nd sey,
"Our zcts occur sccording to God's determinstion (gadex)"'

Al -esen seid: "The enenies of God lie.'™

Ihe mention of recantetion sy be ueinly en sttempt to "whitewssn"
£l-Hesen. Un the otuer uend, whet he denies in this story are

tie immoral consequences of sn extreme determinism waich denies

mumen responsibility. This ie in esccordence with his personsl
piety and uprightness of life. Similerly, the essence of a

re port, cuoted by Ritter, that hie opposed thne Qederiys, is thet he
eeserted thet men's sustensnce is from God. The probebility is
thet he held & moderate position, not sltogether consistent with
iteelf, in which enphesis wes lsid on righteousness in men snd God.
he cen herdly by himeelf be the originator of the doctrine of
Geder, since it grew logically out of 2 whole movement of thought.
Eitter's investigetions, nowever, do confirm the connection of the
doctrine with the conception of God's righteousness; it wes because

cl-lesen exhorted men to righteousness thet he felt he must sssert
thet they hod been given power to echieve it {Ritter,n.62),
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Note B — Gedar =nd IthbEt.

I heve commonly used the expression "doctrine of Qadar" for
whnet Western people would prefer to call the "doctrine of the
freedom of the will™". The letter is unsuitable in uslim
dogmetics , since the idee of freedom =28 such is quite foreign to
the Muslim mind, to which the cuestion is one of whetier man hes
the power of determining his actions. A fevourite phrese in

Atebic wes 2l-gewl bi-?l-gsdesr, “"the doctrine of the determination"

or "of the determining power". The following exemples will
show how el-Ash®ar® =zpparently uses it only with & cuslificetion
such as "eccording to the view of the lMu®tezila". They will
£lso show how the oprosite ceme to be the "doctrine of the effirm-
ation" (ithb&t) for esl-Ash®eri, wheress el-Shehrest&ni does not
confine nimseli to the technical use of this word; by his time &
distinction hed beem mede within Ithb&t between Jebr (sheer de-
terminism) end Iktis&b ("ecquisition" or modified determinism -

the orthodox view); cp. chs. V end VI.

m
=

-Ash®srI - MegBlst.

05,7 : The distinctive feature of the WeimUniye wes the doc-
trine of Qader sccording to the view of the Muttezile
(gl=gewl bi-21l-ceder ®sle medhheb sl-Mu*tezile)

93,13 : The Knelefiye sepereted from the leimliniya ebout the
doctrine of (asder 2nd esserted the Ithbat
(ferectd *l-Meimtiniys fi 2l-cewl bi-2tl-geder we-cflu bi?1-ithbet)

93,14 : The Hamzlys held firm the doctrine of Qadsr of the
Meiminiya
\thebetu ®els cewl el-hMsimtniye bi-’l-geder).

96,4 ¢ The distinctive festure of the KhEzimiye wes thet in
respect of the Cadar they ssserted the IthbEt
(g8lm fi *l-gader bi-?1-ithbEt).

97,8 i _The llejhiliye ssserted the Ithb&t of the (eder
(GElT bi-ithbdt el-cgadar).
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116,2

124,9

690,

'he Ash&b al-Su?&1 held the doctrine of the imttazils
ebout Qeadsr.
(08la bi-gawl el-imttezile fi ?>1-cader).

: As for the Cader we heve mlready mentioned those of
the KhawZrij who adopted the view of the Muttezils in
respect of it &nd those of them who inclined to the Ithb&t.
(fa-emme ?1-ceder fe-osd dhekerns maen yedhhebu fi-hi ils
cewl al-Mu*tezila min el-Fhawsiri] ws-0hekern: men vemilu
ile ?1-ithbdt min-hum).

al-Shehresteni - wilel.,

J6 e

97¢

g
=3
n

¢ The Hemzlye agreed with the lMeiminiye in respect of
der

S 0E.
vaefacn ?1l-lMu*tazila £fi 2>l-gader).

= m

G
(

The Meimuniye were distinguished from the ®Ajéride by
the effirmetion of the Qader, both good esnd besd, being from
men
(taferrsde ®sn-hum bi-ithb8t sl-gsder kheiri-hi we-shsrri-hi
min 21-%zbd).

: The Atrsfiys were of the opinion of Hamze zbout the
doctrine of Qaderxr
(¢=1la msdhhsb Hamze fi 'l-cewl bi-?l-gader).

Tke Khelafiye opposed the Hemgiye cbout the doctrine of
Q end ettributed the Cader, both good and bed, to

lefu ?1-Hamziyva fi ?l-cgewl bi-21l-czdsr wa-2ddfn 'l-cader
ira-hu we-sharre-hu ila *1128h).

sde
God
(L khe
khsa

: The Shu®szibiye sepersted from MeimBn whe 1 he procleimed
the doctrine of Qeder
(hIin szhsrs ®l-cewl bi-?l-csder).
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Note C - The Sakkskiye, etc.

The Sekkékiys are almost certsinly the followers of Abu
Jetfer Nuhemmed b. KhelIl al-Sskkdk (for the meny verients of his
lagsb see Intigar, 178, note). The SekkZkIye held that know-

ledge is an sttribute o€ God fI dhZti-hi; He is ®Zlim fi nefsi-hi,

but ig not described =s *Zlim so long zs the thing is not (M20.219,

490) . This is somewhst similsr to the view of Hish&m b. &l-
Hakem (lieg.37, etc.). lhemmed b. Khalil el-SekkBk wes e gheikin

of the R&fida (Intigdr,6; cp.llg0.63), who disputed with Ja*fer b.

Herb sbout the knowledge of God (Intiger,110f.), &nd in a debate

with el-IskE8fT defended Hishdm b. sl-ifekem (ib.142). (A view
of his about God's movement is meantioned, leq.213.) Thus this

identification would seem to be justified.

FPurther, because of the many veriants of the neme, it would
seem that the Sakeniys of Intis®r,126 are the ssme people. The y
neld & view of God's knowledge similar to HishBm b. sl-Hekem,

The sect of Shakkkiys, mentioned in the Sherh el-Figh al-

Akber, are probsbly different. They held that works &are 2 part
of faith (p.10), =nd elso epparently thet when & men says he is

& believer ne must 2dd "if God will" (p.14). This would rather
support the identificetion of them with the Shukfk (&lso known &s

Butriye znd HashwIys), who were the fourth sect of tne imrji’s

eccording to el-NewbskhtT (Firsc s1-Shitz,7), &nd included men

like g1-Shafi*i and MElik b. Anes; cp.pp.Y,18,14f.



IV.

THE MU®*TAZTILA

il Their ilistoricel Position.

The kn®tazile eerly ettrected the ettention of Western
scholers beceuse of the similerity of many of the views they held
with those of the "liberal" thought of the nineteenth century.
Where so much wes £like, there wes o tendency toc sssume complete
identity, end fé forget thet the im®tezile remeined essentially
wWuslims ., Doubtless there were wistful dreems of Islam end
Christendom walking together like brothers, if only Islem had
followed in the way of the ln®tezile and had not been turned sside
by thet supposed reactionar?, el-ish®srT; 1ittle wes it reeslized
how soon the West itself was to a2 great extent to turn its back
on everything "libersl".

The work of écholars during the lest two decesdes, ané notebly
thet of Dr.l.S.Hyberg, hes done much to rid us of these delusions.
Whet I heve to say sbout the historicel position of the Hu'tezils

: . o ! ] ; = 1
is besed meinly on his erticle in the Encyclopedis of Islam.=

In order to nnderstend the position of the Mmittezils it is
best to stert with sAbu ¥YI¥Hudheil, who wes the true founder of its
dogmatic system.%' He died in 227 or shortly ?fter,g but he wes
€ very old men when he died -~ +the common esccount is thet he wes
one hundred years old, but even the figure of 150 is mentionedﬁi
How even if we suppose thet he wes not boran till 140, that would
still mske hiﬁSS in 193 on the desth of HExrlin 2l-Reshid; snd there-—
fore we must suppose thet most of his best work wes dohe in the
reign of thet celiph, though he probebly continved to be zctive

throughout the first pert of the reign of sl-lie'min - say till
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ebout 210.5 fetivity in the csliphete of Heriin wonld £lso be
in accbrdence with whet we know of his reletions with Bishr b. el-
Y ttemir. They eavpeer to heve been contemporeries,g exceont
thet Abu ?1-Hudheil seems to heve criticized Bishr more then he was
criticigzed by him, which suggeets thet Bishr mey have been slightly
ezrlier. low Bishr b. el-uStamir is s=2id to heve spent a con-
«8idereble time in prison under Herun, which implies thet he wes éen
influentiel men as early as 180 or so; thms it seems likely thet
Abu Y1l-Hudheml hed slso attained # position of some prominence
beiore the end of the Teign.z

One of the grést differences between the Mutezile end the
sects previously considered wes that polities were coming to play
e smeller pexrt, The Im*tezile certeinly hed politicel views,
end those of BsghdZd were in very close touch with the men £t the
heed of affsirs between the years z00 =2nd 235. Yet it remains
true thet the men whose views we sre sbout to consider were not
the revolutionary leeders who heve occupied us so fer, but some-
thing much more like thne theologisn ol tie modern world, Poss-
ibly their neerest to political propegends wes their defence of
Islem sgeinst wenicheeanisw and Indisn meterieclism - & defence
of the celiphate and its underlying principles. They wrote
wiaet seewed to the people of thet time enormous numbers of books,§
end this helps to explein how we heve such full sccounts of their
views,

Beceuse there were the beginnings of e vniversity et Begra -
it wes celled en essembly, HMejlis - Abu >1l-Hudheil wes open to

[a)

& good meny influences. Before his time the m2jlis and the

kel8m we *
e T Yo TR T} P e
the hends of Dirsr b. tinr;2 =and & connection
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can be treced, both by wey of development of Dir&r's views and of
reaction against them. There were elso the mysterious dJahmIys,

constituting some or &ll of the Imuwahhide, who influenced Abu >1-

Hudheil , especiglly in his views on tewhi - And the "lesarned
g ] \ L LA !
Murji*e" doubtless contributed t00. = The Khewsrij were lergely

enti-Umeiyed, and spperently ceesed to be prominent ziter the pol-
iticel reslignments which took place on the advent of the ©AbbEsids
in 132;5} but with the princinle of ®edl (justice) the ImCtazile
hed taken over 211 that wes best in the thought of the Khewarij.

Non-fhislim influences must 2lso be reckoned with. Thet of
Greek philosophy is exemplified in the renort that Abu 'l-Hudheil
made use of Aristotleﬂg Recent resemrches hsve shown thet meny
of the Mu®tezill coaceptions were elzborated in the course of the
struggle with manichaeanism.zr The probebility of Christizn
influence is indiceted by the Apology of the Patriarca Timothy,
whicih we stili possess, &nd winich reports discussions held at the
court of al-ilzhdI in 165, at which time Abu ?1l-Hudhail would be
sbont 30, And eerly lmslim stomic theories heve some kinship
with Indien ones.=

ALl these influences seem to heve affected Abu ?1-Hudheil in
one wey or snother; some ideas he borrowed =and modified, some he
rescted ageinst. It wes out of this intellectuzl ferment thet
tuere sppeared the extensive speculations of the im®tezile, which
eventuelly oroduced, or nleyed = lerge vert in vroducing, mslim
scnolesticisn. Yet so far no mention hes been mede of whet
luslim writers counted the primery influence, his predecessors in

the Muttszila, WEsil b. €AtE> azpnd tAmr b. ¢Ubaid.

Relisble informetion sbout these men is scaaty. It would
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seem that, while ia some sense they may be claimed es Iorerunners
of the Mu®tazila, the grest intellectusl expension which has inter-
ested scholars did not commence tili sbout the time of HErTn al-
Rashid, some fifty yeers after the desth of Wasil, The &ttrib-
ution of the foundetion of the Wu tsgila to Wigsil was doubtless
made in order to enhance the dignity of the body, for suslims tend
to ecuate soundness with entiquity;Lf rivelyy with the Jehmlyse,
wiiose founder wes kikled in 128, msy clso heave had sometning to do
with 1it. It is probebly true, however, thet the general polit-
icel and religious orientstion of the Mn“tezile was derived from
that of Wagil. He =ppnears to heve been the author of what they
regerded as their distianctive merk, the doctrine of the Intermedie te

Condition, zl-menzile bsin al-mengiletein, or the doctrine that

tnose wihno commit grave sins sre neither nnbelievers (s the Xhawsrij
say) nor believers (es the Murjivs ssy), but sre in an intermediete
condition. This doctrine wes important meinly for its politiecal
implications, which were, &s Dr.yberg has shown, the support of

the “AbbBsids agsinst the Umsiyeds. But agein, like other two

of the five basic principles of the Mu®tezile, gl-We®d we-21l-we*Id

(the promise znd the threst) 2ad sgl-zmr bi->1-me“rif wa->l-nshy

ten sl-munker (the commend ebout what is aspproved end the proaibit -

ion of whet is disspproved), it »nlayed hardly eny pert in the
tneological discussions.
Wnet we know od the views of Wagil and ®Amr shows thet they

were far removed from the sort of discussion thaet interested the
’)ﬁ £ L
M'tezila, as reported in the Meqflst. The only mention of

e s ; . ; ) =y b v
Wegil taexre is in connection with the smbiguous verses of the Quring

A report, probebly derived from aL~J?hizf§ mekes him interested in

*
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subjects such ss the generel or psrticuler reference of gkhbar.
On the other hand, we sre informed thet WEsil had arguments with
duslists end gnostics from the extreme Shi®e, in the course of
which he doubtless entered into more philosophical cuestions,
and mey thus heve peved the wey for later developients; but no
deteils of these seem to be availeble.ﬁ
¢ Thue the intellectual stirrings which made their eppeersace ebout
the time of HerTn 2l-Pashid were very largely something new, to

which el1 the influences mentioned ebove hed contributed something,

even though the chief exponents of the new thought hed roots in e
' 20

C—

religio-political group that went back to the time of the Tmeiyads .®

While Abu 21-Hudheil may with good grounds be regarded us the
reel Ffounder of the Muttezile, he was by no means &lone. In
Besra, besides himself, there was lMutemmer, possibly somewnst older,
and of independent views ;® end before long there were slso his
pupils, al-NezzBn and Uish®m b, ®Amr el-Fuwetl, who argued venem-
ently ageinst Him. 2 In Baghdad taere wes Bishr b. el-iu®temir
eand his pupils, of whom AbTi #is8 el-Murddr wes the oldest and

probebly contemporary with asbu ?1-Hudheil. The accompanying

[

liggram gives an idea of the relationships between the mein figures.

Something of their distinctive standpoints, and especiglly of the

iivergences between the schools of Bagsre end Bagnd&d, will become

cleer es we proceed.

B The Retionalism of the Iu*tazils.

In contrest to the nineteenth century scholars, Dr.Hyberg nes
perhsps overstressed the view thet the un€tezila were not ffration-

elists; yet it hes to be edmitted that the truth is not very fer
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V. 2. "3
from the new concepntion of them he hes sdvocsted.
_ ?Where previously one sew enlightened philosophers, who from
disinterested love of truth spun out their persdoxes and built
great systems, we heve now to set theologisns, forced of necess-
ity to tackle the greet spiritusl problems of their time by the
simple fact thet, if they were to affirm their Tslem in face
pf the environment, they could not pass them by; in brief, we
have to do with strictly theologically-minded snd practically
active theologiasns and missionsries. 2R
Oné thing that is ¢uite clesr is that the Im%tazila still live
. ) crestion
in the circle of Muslim idess. Abu ?l-tudheil's conception OfA
is still that God says to things "Be" snd they are; esnd both he
end el-NezzZm discuss problems connected with the genersl end
perticuler spplications of Qur’&nic precepts.ﬁr’ Moreover they
still claimed to be Muslims and to respect end keep within the
bounds of the genersl sgreement of Muslims.ef In psrticuler,
they peid et lesst lip-service to the conceptions of the Term,
Sustensnee, Guidance, the Seeling, and so on; even when they com-
pletely interpreted awsy or denied outright the fetelistic content,
they still made sssertions sbout these conceptions.

The idee that the Term of a men's life, nis ajel, was prede-
termined wes apparently cuestioned by some of the iutazila.
They probebly had in mind unlewful killing or murder, sad wanted
to evoid "fixing evil on God"; but their sssertion thet in the cese
of the men who wes killed his term was the date to which he would
haeve lived had he not been killed wes somewnst simple-minded.
Abu Y1-Hudheil is much more consistent in his ascceptance oI the
conception, but is surprisingly impressed with the inevitebility
of the dste, though he does not seem to think thet the menner of

desth is nredetermined; if the men ned not been killed, he seys,

he wonld heve died in some other fashion.%? Al-Ka®bi later
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tried ’Gotescape from the difficulty by distingnishing between the
e '

deeth andmirder, aad assigning the letter to the murderer sand only

the Former to God.2

The essociated conception thet God hed sssigned to men be-

forenend nis deily breed, his sustensnce (rizo, srzfag), does not

seem to heve met with such wide approvel. Avoidance of ettrib-
uting evil to God wes tane primsry considerstion. If 2 men lives
on stolen goods, it is difficult to understand how = righteous
God cen nave provided them. So the lm®tezile generslly held
thet God crestes for & men only the sustensnce to which he is lew-
fully entitled; what 2 men obteins unlawfully wes not sppointed to
o 28 _ been .
be his sustencnce by God .= This hes nothﬁhought out very fulliy,
end shows only 2n uneesy compromise with the established belief.

In the case of such concentions &s those of the Sesling end
Imprinting of the hearts of the mnbelievers, &cnything objectionsble
in the conceptions is removed by interpreting them in & special
wey, nemely, @s sometiing which follows upon & man's unbelief,
but is in no wey the cause of it. Some neld thet they were the
testimony snd the judgement thet the unbelievers do 10t believe,
end thet they do not prevent them from heving faith; others, while
agreeing thet they did not orevent the unbelievers from doing whet

Hal

they were commended, seid more picturescuely that the Impriating
nn-
is the black mark placed on the heart of thepbeliever in o®der thet

the engels mey conveniently distinguish the Friends of God from

His Enemies.eﬁ

Similer trestment is given to the conceptions of Guidance,

Succour, Lezding Astrey, sbendonnent .3 The following lines of

thought cen be distingnished. (1) Some of these ects of God
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mey be interpreted es His neming snd judging. This is pearticul -
erly eppliceble to the negative ones like lesding sstray end sban—
doning. Adells (wita ite noun idlFl) normelly meens "he led
estrey" or "he made to go astrey", but the enslogy of other words
gives grounds of a sort for cleiming that the word meens "he count-
ed astrey" or "he made out to be astray". Thus God merely de-
clezres, eccording to this interpretetion, that they are in fect
astrey, end thereby does no evil. (2) God mey be s=2id to guide
and protect men by giving them His religion through His prophets,
by summoning them to Islam, by promises of Psradise snd wernings
sbout Hell, =nd the like. (3) God's fevours to believers, by

wey of strengthening them to obey or believe, are & reward for their

feith. There is slso the view thet He bestows ilis help end pro-
tection on the msn whon He knows will benefit by it - & sort of
reward before the sct. (4) God is said to give His protection

to everyode elike, but it hes & different effect on different neos
ple; the voluntery believer is helped, end the unbeliever hes hnis

mnbelief increesed.
In these interpretetions of conceptions from Qur?an and Tred-

ition there sre - Dbesides the strength of the sllegience of the

Wuttezilas to Islem - two points to be noticed. The first of
these is the extent to which the background presupposed 1is fatsl-

igtie. The iuStezile eppeer to have in mind rivel interpret-

ations thet sre thoroughly in the spirit of the pre-Islemic age.

Tven their own discussions of "the men God knows will not believe"

rather sevour of the fetelistic idee that o persou's finel heppiness

: 3i
or misery is decided while he is in the womb or even esarlier.=
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The expression "God knows" is certsinly theistic in form, but in
effect it refers to e knowledge whose Subject is not clesrly con-
ceived, end whica, moreover, is only descriptive @ad in no wey de-
terminetive of events. ig en sntidote to the fetalistic element
in the hezrts of luslims such views ss those of the Lin®*tegils

wonld sppeer to be fer less effective then tihose of the Qur?zn.

They ned simply esserted man's ability to deteruine his fate, but
tae besis of fetelism wes left untouched, for in regesrd to magn's
destiny they ned stripped God of every role except that of observer
end recorder. lien, conscious of his own weskness in face of

the destructive forces of Time, was Likely to find little to inspire
him in their theorizings.

The other point of note is thet these intervretations of cur-
rent conceptions ere mede in sccordsnce with the principle of *2dls
the justice or rignteousness of God; in this they were the sucess-
ors of the Khewsrij. It is vprecisely here thet their restionsl-
ism begins to epoeer. In the instences considered they are not
explicitly regsrding Resson as & source of religious truth, but
they gre sssuming the complete velidity of their humen, retional
idess of justice when epplied to God end the couplete ability of
their finite winds to epprehend eternszl Being. When they held
thet no evil or injustice might be escribed to God they were think-
ing of Him es & superior kind of megistrate or edminis tretor.

The punishment of evildoers 1is certeinly just, but only where the
wrong is the men's own doing. Thus idess of sublunery justice
led them to deny God's supreme control of humen sffeirs.

This belief in Resson wae elso to some extent given explicit
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scknowledgemnent. There were some who held thet it could be
known by Fesson spert from Revelstion thet greve sins were punishdd
end thet the punishment wes eternsl .2 Others introduced vasrious
restrictions; for some it wes only knowledge of God, not of His
commeznds, thet Recson gove, #nd consecuently only the nunishment

of unbelief thet could be known epart from Revelation. ML=
Negzem mede & distinction of this sort between those =zcts which
were good &nd evil in themselves and those thet were only so &s a
result of positive prescription.® It is difficult to know just
how importsat this belief in Reeson was ior the systems ol the
Mittegile in genersl, for it is not frecuently mentioned end there
is much of & contrery neture; but sometimes &t least it wes oguite

openly end explicitly professed.

3. Abu 21-lindheil 2nd his immediste pupils.

It hss been seen that one of the implicstions of the prin-
ciple of Justice is thet, since men is punished for his sins, he
mist be 2 responsible sgent. Though the terms in which Muslims
think sbout this whole cuestion of "freedom" &re often very dif-
ferent from ours, on this perticulsr voint they come close to the
Kentien formulsa thet "Ought implies Cen'. The stetement, "they
ell deny thet God imposes & duty on (guksllifu) men which he is
aot eble (or hes not power) for" (gecdiru)éﬁcould glmost be reduced
to "teklIf implies gudre". Even "the men God knows will not
believe" is commsnded to heve faith znd is sble Tor it; while

perslytics and those permenently lecking in power n&ve no duties

: 35
imposed on them.=

This formuletion of the doctrine of humen responsibility in
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terms of power led to difficulties of its own. The opponents
of the m*tezils took over the conception of power znd used it to
exopress their own view. They supposed thet for esch sct com-
monly escribed to & men God crested the recuisite power in the men,
but it wes merely power for this one sct and not for anything else;
the men hed no power for any other sct or even for leeving this one
undone .2 Conseguently the luttezil® view ned to be mede more
precise: men hes power over both the zct snd the opposite of it,
end this power does not oblige him to the doing of it. &
This view wes common to sll the Mu®tezils, and is not specisl-
Ly connected with abu 2?1-Hudheil, but it seems to be not unrelasted
to his enslysis of humen power snd sctivity, &nd in perticulsr to
nis conception of "moments" or "times", which wes widely asccepted
by the Muttagile, The concention is briefly stated thus:
"isn is able to ¢t in the first, end he escts in the first,
znd the =ct occurs in the second; for the first moment is the

moment of yaf®elu, and tae second moument is the moment of feeslal

"The moment is the division (fzrg) between scts and it ex-
tends through the intervel from egct to @ct, and wita every
moment there originates en sct."2

In some weys this mey seem obscure and confused. The point
is, nowever, thet sbn ?1l-Hudheil is not thinking so muci of time

=8 meesured by the clock, but rather of time es experienced, in e

somewhet Bergsonian sense. The two perts of the verb "set" in

the first cuotstion heve not been trensleted becsuse much of their

noint lies in their untrenslatsble esssociestions. The normel
transletions would be "me wilk soth (or "he sets") and 'he actedl,
but, as is well known, while they corresvond roughly o our tenses,

the distinction between them is rether thet between incomplete and
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end completed sction -~ 2 distinction very difficult for the
Western mind to grasp. There is sbout the imperfect gaftelu

(end still more sbout yef€sls, the subjunctive of it, which might
inst @s well be the reading of the text) the suggestion of sn sct
thought sbout bw t not cerried out - either still in nrogress,
or not yet started. This seems to be the point of the distinc-
tion drezwn by Abu I1~Hudhsil. The first moment or time is thet
in which the internal or mentel sspect of the =zct tekes nlszce, the
decision to do X rather then Y, z1d the issue of commends to the
body; the second moment or time is thet of the execution of the
sct in the externel or physicel gphere. AM.-Shehresténi describ-
es this #@s & distinction between "ects of the neert!" znd "zcts of
the members".3d

Al-liegzem edded & slight refinement to the conception, end
this was generelly esccepted.

"ilen is eble in the fiwst moment to sct in the second moment .
Before the existence of the second moment it is seid that the
zet will be performed (yuf‘slu) in the second moment; when the
second moment nhas existed, it is seid th=at the a2ct has been
performed (fufils). That of which "will be performed in the
second" is predicested before the existence of the second is the
sene es thet of which "hss been performed in the second:ols
prediceted when the second moment hss come into being."w=

When sbu "1-Hudheil sezid "the men scte in the first", the imper-
fect yaftslu suggested thet the action hed alreedy started (though
the ect wss s2lso szid to be in the second). Al~Nezzgm edmits
thet the imperfect (in the pessive) mey properly be epplied to the
zct in the first moment, but by sdding "in the second" he shows
het the sction hes not yet commenced, strictly spesking. AD-

perently he wants to meke it ouite cleer that the essentisl sction

is the outwsrd esction. At the seme time he does preserve the
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important distinetion, drewn by sbu ?1-Hudheil, between the mentel
and physicel esnpecte.

The counnection between these two sspects is the subject-metter
of the doctrine of the will &s necessiteting (mumjibe), which wes
sccepted &and re jected by those who sccepted =nd rejected the con-
ception of moments respectively. This doctrine stetes that,
where wihet is willed is immediestely sfter the volition, the volition
(or will) necessitastes the object willed. Ia other words, tae
mentel and physicel espects sre insepsrebly joined in & single
whoLe .o

Further discussions of these topics appezr to be due to & con-
fusion of the two espects. So long &s one is thinking of the
power &as & power of willing, rether than es the physiceal power of
executing whet is willed, it is not necessery to suppose thet the
power remeins after the volition; therefore when the physicel =ct
occurs the agent mey be wholly without the nower. Abu Y1-
Hudheil held thet e men mey ectually be impotent in the second time
when the sct occurs - & little speech mey accompany dumbness,
action (movement) mey sccompeny degtn,ﬁ? The discussion waether
the power of spesking wita the tongue #nd the power of walking with
the foot sre the same or different, end waether their "place"
(mehell) is the seme or different, shows & similer confusion. If
the power is mentsl (or voiitionel), the two ere the same; if it is
physical, they are gifferent .2

Whet beceme the standerd formuls of those who held the doctrine
of Qedsr, namely, thet the vower is before the ect, is #lso con-
nected with the conception of moments or timesffk The power is

the "internsl" or "mentel" vower of willing, of deciding between
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thie aet end its opposite; this belongs to the first moment, and
must therefore be prior to the sct, which belongs to the second
moment.

apert from this fruitful conception of times or moments abu
21 -Hudheil hes little to sey ebout the subjects considered in
the present study. His interests were very lergely in phyeics
or gt leest in the physicel side of metephysics, #nd not in the
precticel religious life, unless indeed outr sources have enlarged
this aspect of him unduly.

The lm®tezile in generel professed belief in God &8 &ell-
powerful snd the source of =lL power, but in matters of deteil
tanes hed to ecknowledge limitztions. There wes the guestion
of evil, for instence. sbu ?1-Hudheil, with meny others, held
thet God hed power to do-evil, but thet He did not sctuelly do it
becesuse of His wisdom snd compession.= alternstively he argued
thet evil proceeds only from deficiency, that there is no defici-
ency in God, and thet therefore it is impossible to suppose Him
doing evil.ﬁf

spert from evil, end epert from the svhere which Tle has en-
trusted to men, abu >1l-Fudheil spoke of & limitetion of God's

t); these, he

vower, or &t lesst of His objects of power (me
y S A

held, possess anf end =zad & sum, thet is, &re not infinite.=

Tr this he wes under the influence of the JehmIye, who interpreted

the verse "He is the First and the Last" es denying to crecztures

implying
& share in God's eternity, and conseguently,the diseppeerence of
gLl thet is not God.%z This view lies benind some of the crit-

- - = s 2 43
icisms abu '1-Hudheil mekes of the theories of other theologiens.=



The immediste pupils of abu Y1-Hudhsil seem to have been even
less interested than their messter in ouestions concemning precti-
cael religion. Vothing is revnorted sbout Hishfm b.*fmr &l-Fuweti
in the subjects here considered, spsrt from nis rejection of the
conception of times or moments, slthough in other fields he bitterly
opposed his teacher.

Torgnim b. MbeSeiygfr ¢1l-Nazgzen hedherious specizl metephys-—
ical interests which led him glong originsl lines. In some
mettersy however, such as the conception of moments, he sccepted
tbu ?l-Hudheil's views with criticisms &nd smendments. His
denial thet God hes power over evil, where others head held thet lie
had the power but could not use it, is posesibly due o & uete—
physicel objection to the effirmstion of en unreslizeble potentizl-
ityﬁﬁ

It is cleer, however, thet sl-Nszz®m wes one of the more
retionalistic of the Muttezile. He ettributed to his retiongl
idess of velue such sbsoluteness thet God Himself must bow before
them. God mugt, do whet is best for men; God must not sssign
men to Persdise or Hell except in accordence with just principles.fP
Thus Resson is reslly mede supreme in the universe, but the pro- ‘
blem of the reletion of Resson end God is not teckled.

Al -Nazzem elso appeers to heve been the first to meke the
point tnet for e proper choice the men must heve before his mind
two em=mewa "suggestions", one telling him to g0 forwerd, the
Sthey to desiat. 2 Tt is on indicetion of the difference between
eerly Islem end the modern West thet this foreign seedling never

= : s S50
re=slly developed in Muslim soil.=
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4. Bishr b, sl=lmttemir.

While in Bzsre Abu ?l-lndheil snd sl-Nezzsm were thus working
et some of the philosophicel prelimineries of the problems of evil,
predestination #nd the like, Bishr b. sl-lu'tamir, the reputed
Tounder of the school of Beghdsd, together with his followers
there, were dealing with some of the more striectly religious and
morel espects of these probleus. Bishr wes rether more nsive,
or &t lesst more primitive. Thiere ies no mention of eny belief
in Resson on nis part, On the contrery, it is clear thst Le
clung to the treditionel belief that God is the Lord of life end
death, so thet, however much power over things Me might sscribe
to men, he slweys excepted thig 22 Yet his mind wes gufficient-
ly subtle to grassp the distinction between temporel snd logicel
priority, even if he lecked the terminology to express this ed-
ecuetely;ﬁ* =nd in eslling #ttention to the two esvrectes of the
wilt of God, es pert of His essence end ss pert of His sctlvity,
he wes possibliy prevering for the Leter distinctions between
God's sctive and essentisl ;ttributes.ff

The enslysis of humen ectivity occupied Bishr £nd led to his

L&

well-known doctrine of tewellud or ei-fitl ci-mutewelled, fthe
doctrine of "genersted or secondsry effecte", whiich stetes thet
waet is genereted from e men's sct is slso his st = It seeus
nogeible thet this mey be & correction of the view of imteummer,

who hed teught Bishr.= JCsmmer , under the influence of for-

eign vphilosophers, probebly Greek, had neld thet the sccidents
which indere in & substence ere the "scte" of the substence by

yeeson of ite neture or constituticn. ThHet would meen thet,

when & flings & stone snd hits B and the pert hit swells, the



IV.4. 24
flight of the stone is theMszcth of the stone, #nd the prin &nd
swelling ere the fzct®of RB's bodyggf In opposition to this Bishr
holds thet ell these genersted effects cre the got of o,
| Bishr perhesps went to excessive lengths in the espplicsetion of

this conception. The list of exemples he msed includes: the
teste of feindhej (s sweetmest) efter the ingredients sre mixed
togetiner, the pleessure from eeting something, percention wupon
opening the eyes, the bregking of & hend or foot upon & fell end
ite gound condition upon the proper setting of the bones. Wore —
over, B's knowledge thet & nes struck him is a's sct, B's per-
ception of things eiter A Hes opened his eyes is a's gct, B's
blindness wien he Les been blinded by & is A's &cet. Wiile tiis
conception of generested eifects wess widely eccepted by the Lm‘téﬁile,
they tried to evoid esserting or implying thet men wes eble to
meke such things es colours, plessure and soundness of 1:)06.3?.?:l

These criticisms should not blind us to the fect that this is
essentielly en sssertion of men's power to control end determine
events, not merely in his own body, but 2lso in the externsl world.
Indeed, apert from £ possible confusion between creating and ceus-
ing (which is perheps no more then loeseness of stetement), this
is for the Western mind en obvious £nd eminently common-sense view.
Whet is surprising is the opposition it provoked emong sumslims.

It hes to be sdmitted, however, thet the genersl conception
of humen sctivity underlying the theory is not so setisfectory.
Although Bishr held thet men consists of flesh and spirit,es only
one plene is considered in deeling with men's sctions, tae plene

of the physicel. en's power to sct, in his view, consigted
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in heelth end soundness of the limbs =nd freedom from iniirmities.g
The physical or externel sspect likewise szppesrs o be the bssis

ol the distinction between what is "genersted" end whet is not ,

for thne "generseted" szct is one which physicelly goes beyond the
egent's body.eg In keeping with this sttitude Bishr re jected

fbu ?1-fudheil?s dietinction between the physicsl end mentel espects
of ectivity, es expressed in his conception of "moments" snd the
doctrine thet the will necessitetes.%

The omnipotence of God wes teken more seriously by Bishr
then by most of the Mu®tezila. He even seems to heve used it
in 2 curioue wey to deel with the problem of evil, erguing thet
beccuse God is omnipotent there must slweys be something better
thet He cen do. Since Hisg goodness 1is infinite snd without
limit, it is sbsurd to expect thet sny sctuzl menifestetion of it
is the best; =ll thet men mey feirly expect of God is thet He will
do whet is best for them in their religion, nemely, remove ell
disebilities which prevent them from fulfilling His reguirements.
In genersl God is not obliged to do whet is best for men.e
Bishr wee slmost certsinly thinking here of the concrete problem
of those who die =8 unbellevers =nd go to Hell for eternity; God
cennot be segid to do whet is best for these men, for some of them
might heve believed hed they lived longer; end there asre children
who would heve professed Islem hed they lived Longer.i?

Pert of his zrgument for this position is the assertion thet

God hes in store & gift or fevour (Sinds 2115h lutf), such that,

if He bestowed it on & men He knows will not (% does not) believe,
: 3 Al ﬁ“ n
thet men will believe end will merit the rewerd of feith.= There

does not seem to be enything technical ebout the term lutf, end
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it ehould certeinly not be identified with the Christien concepn—
tion of grece; doubtless Jishr nsed it to cover God's snccour £nd
guidence (&snd his followers mey have restricted it to this), but
there seems to be no resson why he should not £lso heve included
es one type of fevour the prolongstion of ¢ men's life to give him

. 67
&z echisnce to believe,=

—

9. The lster GCuoal of Bzghdad,

While Bishr still moved very lergely emong the conceptions
of the Qur®®n, end iis immediete successor, bl ilisg el-imrd&r,
hed e similer outlook, there wes e greet chenge with the following
cenerstion of the Whi®tezils of Beghdzd. 0f "the two Je*fers"
end £l-Isk&fT, pupils of el-lWurdsr, Je*fer b. Mubeshshir shows
leest trece of the influence of Bsgre. The other two were

cleerly mich influenced both by sbun *1-Hudhsil end zl-Nezzem,

end ere seid to heve been pupils of fhe le tfer.

&) Jatfer b. Hsrb.

Jetfar b, Herb (d.236) wes probebly sligihtly older then al-
IsksfT (4.240 or 241), £nd wes certeinly closer to thie outlook
of Bisnhr. He s=lone of the NMuttezils =ccepted Bishr's ides of
the fevours God is sble to bestow on men, &nd he sccepted it only
with en importent modificstion. With God's fevour the unbeliever
comes to believe, but his fesith does not heve the seme merit thet
it would heve hed without God's fevour, end he does not receive
the seme rewsrd,= For Jstfsr the fevour took the form of eesist-
ance or succour, which left less for the men himself to do in
order to heve feith; £nd he implicitly & tnowledged thet whet

counts is not simply whet e men does, but whet he does by hls own



] ST T \ ' ar.
effort. Between Bishr snd Je®fer the difference between vol-
wntery sction =2nd involuntery action (or sction under compulesion)
hed become more cleerly understood, snd it wes in the light of
this fuller understending thet Je'fer mede this modifioation.lg
the beginning of

This is inﬁeédhwhat might be regsrded ss the romsntic period
of the school of Beghd®d - the period when they were ettempting
to scuare the fects of life with sprioristic conceptions of whet
ought to be. detfar hed reslly siven up Bishr's solution of
the problem of evil for thet of el-NezzFm, or &t lecst one besed
on nis retionslism; eventuslly he beceme eweare that the doctrine of
God's fevour wes inconsistent with his other views =nd sbendoned
1t Goodness wes no longer regerded s heving infinite degrees ;
al-Nezz®m hed teught thet there wee something of the neture of s
limit ebout goodness; of & certsin thing you could essert gbsolutely
that it wes "best"; the infinitude of God's goodness lsy in His
being eble to do en infinite number of things which were ecquelly
goodfﬂ Jetfer likewise held that God does whet is best; he
sets men in the best end highest mension, which is the "mension
of rewerd", where he is the subject of dnties. = It is better

be

for men to heve duties imposed on him rndhgiven.the power to per-
form them =2nd then, if he does perform them, be rewerded with
Ee=wews Porsdise, then to be crested =t once in Peredise by the
speciel unmerited grece of God (tafeddul). Lveil is presumably
expleined on this view s due to men's misuse of the powey commit~
ted to him; end, es in the cese of gimiler views in the Christien
Pera-

West, too much emphesis is pléced on men's ebility to eern

dise for himseli.
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sbu JL-Hudheilds influence is seem in Jatferls scceptence of
the conception of "moments" sund its corollsry, the doctrine of the
gecessiteting will ;8 but wien he seys thet the power is recnired
when the acts exists, not for the =ct, but to prevent the sbsurd-
ity of an sct being performed by &#n impotent person, one cennot
but suspect that he is not fully emsncipsted from Bishr's physicel
conception of sctivity, znd nes not fully gresped the distinction
between the physicsl end mentel sspects.=

Besides the minor guestion of "suggestions" in which he Tfol-
lowed 21—Nazg§hhfktne laetter's influvence is seen in the cuestion
of nnreelizeble potentislities, though Je*fer epperently rezacted
ageinst it.1§ He ovoided seying thet God is sble to do evil,
nowever, £nd merely steted (in line with the Im®tezill sccount of
hunmen power) thet He is asble to do both justice end its opposite
end truth and its opposite. The logicel puzzles ebout whether
God could be szid to heve the rower of doing evil wien it was
proved thet He did not do it mey be the result of criticisms of
el-Negzz&m (though Jetfer slso srgued personelly with dnelists)zﬁ
2t @ny rete Jetfer found & setisfectory solution. The discuss—
ions cbout the "men who is hindered" (el-memnu) are perhsps con-
nected with this point; Jetfer meinteined thet & feculty or pot-

exiated Aol ;

entielity&even when it wes prevented from functioning or being

reslized, just es & men continied to hsve sight slthough he wes

blindfolded .=

b) Al-TskEFT.

1

10T Jetfer Mmbemmed b, Sabdell®h #l-IskELT wes nrobebly

{
A%l

slightly younger then Ja®fexr b. Herb, end, while sgreeing with
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nim in meny things, wes ferther from Bishry end more under the influ-
ence of el -Negy&m.

He epperently tried to reinterpret the doctrine of genersted
effectes in eccordence with the views of abu YLl-ludheil. He
hed eccepted the conception of "moments", though he shesred the con-
fused view of Je®fer sbout it being sbsurd if there wss no power
when the sct occurred.= The further step which he took wes 1o
define the genersted effect, not ss thet which wes externsl to the
sgent's body, but ss whet ley outside his intention, thet is to
sgy, whet is not connected with the internsl or mental aspect of
men's ectivityuzg [iis reflections on these matters £lso led
him to 2 refinement in the doctrine of the will &s necessiteting,
for he sew thst some of the effects which & men wills £nd intends
sre coniined to his own body wheress others go beyond it, end
thet the letter sre not necessiteted in the seme way a8 tlie formarﬁ?

The oguestion of evil wes evidently becoming more insistent,
perheps owing to the esttecks of duelists. nnemed critics
of the Imttzzile objected to Ja®fer b, Herb’s assertion thet
God willed unbelief different from belief =nd bese, beceuse it
suggested thet God willed unbelief,ﬂ Tt is cuite likely thet
21 -IsksfT first mede this objection, for he himself evoided relet-
ing God to evil in this wey by holding thet things were goéd snd

30

bed in themselves, end not becsuse God willed them s0.= He

presumebly concurred in Jeffer’s explenetion of evil &s due to
men's misuse of the power God hed given him, but, even when this
led been grented, illness end the sufferings of children &nd

enimels remeined to be accounted for. (Some of the views on
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these matters sre reported znenymously, but they were elmost cert-—
einly worked out in the school of Beghdsd sbout or just after tais
time. )

The problem of tne sufferings of children wes probebly the
first to grise, since it anad elresdy occupied the Khawsrij.
Bishr, or someone who edopted his poeition, hed adumitted that for
the children to suffer snd then receive &n indemnity (suech zs 2d-
nission to Peredise) wes not so good s the experience of plessure
without pein; but God wes not obliged to do whet wes best.=  When
one held, however, that God did whet wes best, the matter beceme
more difficult. The suggestion, attributed to Bishr, thet the
sufferings of children were & sort of esnticipatory punishment of
the sins they would heve done when they grew up likewise did not
help very muchdg? The common view in leter times wes thet God
ellowed the children to suffer in order to warn sdults, snd then,
since it would be unjust if He simply hermed them in this wey, He

them

indemniiiedhby giving them plessure. This reised further pro-
blems, however, for if the indemnity wes entry into FParsdise 2nd
wes everlesting, snd if Persdise wes the rewsrd merited by re-—
sponsible acts of obedience, then they could not merit such en in-
demnity; it could only be given to them by God's ngce.§§ The
divergencies on these metters meke it evident thet the idees of
humen resson ere beginning to show their insdecuecy. and deeper
cuestions Lurk just round the corner; for, if children who have
never received the cell to Islem sre in the seme ultimete position
ss devout Muslims, is there eny resson why God should not have
crested the inasbitents of Peredise zctuelly in Peredise end aot

submitted them to the triels of esrthly existence?
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The cuestion of the sufferings of brute bessts is meinly =
theological curiosity, though it elso further dillustrstes some
of the points considered. The genersl view wes thet in fairness
they ought to receive some sort of indemnity for their sufferings;
certeinly tiey could not be sent to Hell or to everlssting punish-
ment, since tney had haed no duties imposed on themn. Some theo—
logians held we could only know they were indemnified, but not
how 1t wes done, nor wihether here or elsewhere; others ventured
on suggestions. For grezing enimels 1t wes essy to imegine
tueﬁ being given everlesting enjoyment in Peredise in the best of
pestures; but bessts of prey were a little more difficult, S o'
this connection mention is made of the Stopping-plece (mewgif),
#nd one suggestion is that they there reteliste upon one snother.
liost ingenions of sllL %s the ides of Je*fer b. Herb end &l-Isk&fl
that the beests of prey, efter receiving their indemnity (which
mey be either on esrth or in the Stopping-vlece) are sent to Hell
for the punishment of unbelievers snd evildoers, but do not them-
selves suffer anything there; doubtless this was to explain the
mention of snimsls in Hell, which wonld be unjust 1f it were in-
tended es punishment.ig
Although from the stendpoint of the evildoer Lis punishmert
in Hell could be sstisfectorily sccounted for by principles of
justice, from God's standpoint there were difficulties. =,
ee the lMuttezils held,gz God mey not herm snyone in reelity, end
if the punishment in Hell reelly herms them (es one would neturslly
suppose), there is e contradiction. 21-IskELT epparently felt

this difficulty for he put forwerd the view thet the punishment

of Hell is reslly good end nrofitsble end sovund #nd coupessionete ;
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God is kind to His servents in thet while they sre being punished
in Hell they ere being withheld from unbelief.f? Another similer
passage suggests that whet wes in his mind wes that the punishment
of sone sinners in the next world werns snd sceres unbelievers in
this world. = According to this view those who are used a8 ¢
werning appeer to be unfairly trested comnsred with those who sre
werned, end the implicstion is thst the whole world is crested for
thoge wio eventually enter Peradise. Sueh & view is by no meens
indefensible, but it certeinly pressges the failure of the sttempt

to propound & rationsl theodicy.

c)  AL=K=*bi.

Apert from reports of the views of "the Baghdgdis" or "some
of the Bsghd&dis'" in genersl (certsin of which will be deelt with
in the next section), little more is heerd of sny discussions a2t
Beghd&d of the subjects with which this study is concerned.
Al-Kheiyat, the head of the school towerds the close of the third
century wes meinly occupied in ouite different metters. His
successor, AbT Q8sim 8l-BelkhI, known &s 81-Ks*b1,ld.317 or 319),
one of whose chief originel festures wes en attempt to reduce zll
the Divine sttributes to knowledge a2nd power, is reported to have
hed en etomistic conception of humen powezuig No human power
endures for two “moments" but esch is created seperately in its
moment. Since a fresh power wes created in the second moment
when the sct took place, 2l-Ke®bi svoided combining ection end
impotence in much the seme wey ss his predecessors, Ja'fer b.
Herb end el-Isk&8fT,

These stomistic conceptions ere not new, bat it ie noteworthy
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thet they should be geining o foothold in the \skemngies

tewellud -~ for the doctrine of genersted effects emanating from
Beghdad is probebly the furthest thet esrly luslim theologisns
went in ecknowledging causel connection in the world. sbout &
century before al-Ke®bl, for instence, sl-Nezzsm had held thet
every body is created in every moment of its existerce. o A¥

g slightly lster dete some of the Mm'tszile (sccording to the re-
port of en opponent) seid thet the power for esch sct is originst-
ed before it snd then dissppeers; indeed, before easch sct there
ere originested powers for this sct =nd for every possible eltern-

enother
ative, then, when this moment has pessed, powers forhtiis ect

and its elternatives.ﬁ3 An extreme statement of this sort of
position is thet of §Flih Qubbe.¥ He completely rejected the
conception of generated effects; the flight of the stone when
thrown, for instence, is in no wey the act of the rerson who threw
it, but is the sct of God, end it is cquite possible thet God may
not creaste it in eny perticular csse; likewise, if God so wills,
He can combine perception with blindness, or knowledge with desth.
By the time of 21-BeghdsdI (esrly fifth century) the orthodox view
was thet God creates ell sccidents, snd that accidents do not
eﬁﬂllre.ﬁjﬁ

The ressons for this deniel of ceusstion in nsture ere im-
portent for our knowledge of Islem, but ere herdly within the pro-

vince of tihe present study. * It is sufficient here to note how

. 9
the affirmstion of humsn power is greduslly undermined .=
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6. Tae later school ol Basre.

2) SAbbzd.

The discussions et Beghddd which heve J1st been considered
were taken up in Bagra by ©Abb&A b. SulsimBn, who died probably
ebout the middle of the third century. €2bbEd wes & pupil of
Hish&m b. ©amr el-Fuwetl, who led the opposition in Begre zgeinst
hig mester Abu ?1-Imdheil. His penchent seems to have been
for subtle logicel puzzles, which mostly did not cerry him fsr
towerds the resl solution of problems.

One of the points which concern ue here wes his attempt to
explain the relastion of God 1o evil by using & distinction eppsr-
ently derived from sn earlier Bsgri, Hu‘gmmerfﬁ' Just s 2 man
hes power over his wife's conception of e child, zlthough he him-
self does not have power to conceive a child, so (thought Mu®smmer )
God mey heve power over movement (thet is, cen ceuse men to move)
elthough He Himself does not heve nower to move, £nd likewise ney
neve vower over evil (gc. the evildoing of men) but not power to
do evil, This distinction wes #lso wsed by #l-Shehhfm, lesder
of the mein body of the Imttezile in Besre efter abu ?1~Hudheil ,
and by others who discussed the doctrine of neccuisition'. @ By
use of the distinction ®AbbEd wes ensbled to meintein the doctrine
on which hne leid so much stress, thet Cod does no evil in eny re-—
spect, while adhering to the view thet God is eli«powerfulfg He
does not seem, nowever, to hneve developed the underlying ides thet
creetion is different in kind from eny humen sctivity.

His insistence thet God did no evii went to such lengths that

ae ig slleged to heve denied thet God mede the unbeliever, since

"unbeliever" is e combination of "men" end "unbelief", 2nd God did
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not creste tue "unbeliefn, ¥ He likewise denied thet God made
unbelief bese.= Further, contrery to the rest of the MuCtezila,
he meintzined that illnese and disesse, 2nd even punishment in
Hell, were not reaily evii; those wiio s&id they were onght to
cell God an evildoer.(sherir).=

Apert from these extreme statements (or possibly in sccord-
snce with them) ®4bbEd rescted sgeinst the sentimental snd sll- ,
too-humen conceptions of God's weys curreant in Baghdfd snd inclin-
ed to & more resiistic outlook. There was no motive, he held,
in God's crestion of the world (though it is not clear whether
this meens thet the universe is not for the bensfit of men, or
thet no motive &t all is to be ﬁiscerned)uF Likewise, there is
no purpose in the sufferings God csvses to children, =znd He does
not indemnify them.'® As Tor enimels, fer from being indemni-
fied, they are simply collected and destroyed.eﬁ' The turn of
expression in his view of wiaether God does what is best is quite
in charecter; "everything He does is permissible, and there may

[
not be seny good thing wiich He does not do."gﬁ

There is still
& touch of romenticism sbout the second half of thet; but it would
slso besr the reslistic interpretetion: God is good, but His weys

ere inscruteble.

b) AL-Jubbz’I.

Juhemmad b. SAbd el-Wehhsb 2l-Jubbz>I (d.303), pupii of ai-
Shehh®m snd his successor im the "cheir" of Abm ’1-Iudheil, end
tescher of si-Ash®sri, restored the Wuttezila of Besre to & pos-
ition. of eminence. 48 is only netursl his views are cuite
FLE

(o

fully given in the He
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Very noticesble is hig reection sgeinst some of the doctrines
which tended to sepesrate the spheres of Divine snd humen ectivity.
AL-Shephdm hed esvperently esccented the doetrine of "scouisition®,
for he repested Dir&r's formules of "one =ct, twe sgents" in more
technical languege; & single movement, he seid, mey be the object
of power (mecdirs) for both God 2nd man, one cresting it end the
other acquiring it If this ie interpreted ss meening one end
the seme act, it is the formula of lster orthodoxy, sznd it is ouite
possible thet al-ShshhZm took it in this wey.ﬁy This wes rather
contrary to Mu®tezil® principles, however, snd those of the school
of Beghdsd who took up the conception of "scguisitioan” mede tihe
formule of 2l-Shehh&m apply to an sct of the same sort 2 Th‘ey
further held thet, waen God gave men power over ects of e certsin
sort, He removed ell scts of thet sort from His own power.fﬁ
Thig wes in sccordance witin the distinction between voluntery ects
end those done undey compulsion, since it is impossible for God
to be the sgent of e voluntery humen ect.

AL-Jubb&®T would heve nothing to do with ell this. He
meintsined thet God continnes to have power over & cless of acts
over which He hes given men nower. = e denied the distinction
of &AbbZd between "power over evil' and “"power to do evil", where-
by God might be the crestor of something end yet not neve it
sscribed to Him as its sgent; if God brought about conception in &
women, he seid, then He wes "one ceusing conceptlon® (mubil),
elthough this wes the word which would nurnelly be epplied to her
husbend.'s His motive in this wes presumebly to essert that it
is in one @nd the ssme world thet the powers of God end men are

operetive, for the disjunction of spheres suggested by the oppos-—
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ing theories is in the long ruan tentemount to disbelief in God.
The seme motive is seemingly slso behind his rejection of the
conception of "accuisition",EL?nd he delines "ecrestor" (khilig)
in such & wey - ‘“one who ects, or from whom ects proceed,
sccording to & (previous) determination" -~ thet the definition
cen be spplied to mandu? This is ouite contrsry to the trend of
contemporery discussion, waich had been towsrds restricting "crest-
ing" to God end permitting even "scting" to be used of men only
in the sense of "50quiring".wp

Al-Jubb&’I mekes it ouite clesr, however, thet he retezins
the distinction between voluntery =nd involuntery escts, even
though he says thet God cen compel men to do zcts thet ere usuelly
in the cless of voluntary ects. God mey compel men to cerry
out scts of Jjustice end injustice, of feith end unbelief, of
speech, end the like; but 1f He does so, the men mey not be de-
scribed es "just", "faithful", "speeking', for "speeking" means
"meking speech" end similerly for the rest; 2nd if God crestes the
gct, then men does not meke it)= He sdmitted thst God head
"Ffavours", such ss His succour (tewfIg), waich He could bestow on
men, end by waose id they might believe end do their duty; bdbut
these epparently did not destroy the voluntery charscter of the

: f
FCthH.E

There is slso & reection in al-JubbZE*I sgesinst the extreme
views of ©abbsd =nd others in denying thet God hed eny reletion
to evil. Tane tAbb&A*s view thet illness 2nd disesse are not
evil is considersbly modified; these gre evil, al-Jdubb88’I admits,

' ~ 1} N . o © ~ e e
but only metephoricelly.s Perheps he meant by this thet, al-
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though they mignht be unpleesent, thet did not prevent them from
being beneficiel, which wes the true mesning of "good' (they might
ve beneéficizl by sffording en opportunity for prectising resign-
etion, or siaply by being involved in the restorstion of the Dbody
t0o heslth).uy Similerly he held that punishment in Hell, though
it does hurt people, is really Jjustice snd wisdom on God's pprt.E?
Thns whet is et first sight evil masy be attributed to God.

sduch more significent of the chenge oi outlook is the view
thet 1t is not obligstory for God in sll things to do whet is
best for men. God must indeed give men wiaet is best for tuem
in respect of religion, since otherwise Ie would stultidy [is com-
mend to them to heve faith snd, elong with thet, the wihole systenm
of duties with rewards end punishments sttached. But espart
from His imposition of duties on men, He would have hzd no oblig-
etions towards them, end, even es tunings ere, His sphere of oblig-
etion is limited; thus, elthough He is sble to do something thet
will eneble them to give Him fulier obedience and so to merit &
greeter reward, Ile is not obliged fo do it .

Whet he hes to say sbout God's "favour" or "fevours" points

in the sezme direction.(lutf, 2lLizf). He denied thet God wes

eble to bestow & favour thet wonld meke the men He knew would not
believe into & believer; presumably this wes beceuse in order to

be & believer & men must believe volunterily, end God hed elreedy

done whet wes best for men in respect of their religion. But
190 .

spert from this God did heave fevours to bestow = A somewhet

obscure pesssge deels with this voint. 2 Mirst the cese is

considered of =& men who is eble to believe without sny fevour, =uc

&
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and whose reward wonld be rednced with the bestowel of feavour in
virtue of the reduction of effort on his nert; in this cese it is
only whet will lesd to the lesser rewsrd that is incumbent on God,
nemely, to impose duties along with the bestowel of favonr. Then
will not
al-JubbZ’I contreste with this the cese of 2 men God kuowshﬁﬂsha
=remtedoabey Jim et ell without fevour, =nd says thet, if God im-
poses duties on nim in the gbsence of fevour, thean it is necesgery
thet some adventage should be derived (presumebly by God), not thet
tane men's disebility should be removed. Such & men hes doubt-—
less eslresdy received tine fevours eommon to sLl of instruction in
religion end the like, @nd, since thet hes been done, There is
notaing contradictory ebout God's purpose; veyond thet, it is not
to be expected thet the men will be shoved or hustled into Psrsdise.
In other words, the mniverse is constructed not for the grestest
bliss of men but for the fulfilment of whet God in His wisdom
desires.
The whoie legelistic scheme of rewsrds end punishments wes
showing its inzdequscy end felling into discredit. Woere for
nis predecessors the crown of sll existence nhed been the stteainment
of Perasdise through one's own efforts in obeylng God's Llew, to &i-
hove )
JubbE?T it seeumed quite permissible Tfor God tohcreeteimen streaight
off in Peredise, hed He SO willed .= This would heve been en
sct of "uncovensnted grece" (tefeddul) on God's pert, sad thet im-
plied thet it wes no longer regerded es obvioms thet the "mension
of rewsrd" wes -the highest. Both this notion of tafaddul (which
seems to moke its first eppeersnce here) &nd thet of indemnity

y : B A =3y = 125
(tawd) for unuerited suffering were much discussed by sl-Jubbz’I.=

Cleerly ne wes reslizing thet God's operestions cennot be fully
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accounted for by legsl conceptions. He even edmitted an element
of inserutebility. God wey pardon one men, he said, #nd yet not
perdon enother who hes committed exsctly the scme offence (o
Through ell these veried doctrines two mein tendencies can be
treced. One 1s towsrds the correction of the overemphssis on
men's power end self-sufficiency. To perform one's duty eand
earn the rewerd of Parsdise by one's own striving is no Longer the
supreme ideel of numsn life. There is, on the contrery, some
recognition of men's weskness; he is 2 cresture who recuires God's
succouy end Gad's pardon, The second tendency, which is com-

plementery, is towsrds the recovery of something ofhprimitive regl ~

ization of God's omnipotence. To some extent God's ways may be
beyond men's comprehension. He is not bound by the conceptions
of humen reason - of Jjustice and injustice - but only by wazt

is involved in iHis own wisdom, nsmely, thet His operations shell

. hot be self-stultiiying.

¢) The succession to sl-Jubbf’I.

With el-Jdubbz'I the Mu*tezils reesch a2 parting of the ways.
They were not pure rationslists, for they hsd precticel religious
interests ; they were even in e sense missioneries of Islen. But
they hsd certeinly been trying to sssimilate Islem to idees of

Resson; despite the tendencies just described 2l-Jubb&*I still pro-
Tessed 125 ? 8 3
pe firm beliei in the euthority of Resson .= The retionelistic

novement wes most evident in 2l-NegzFfm end in those influenced by

him like Ja®fsr b. Herb snd el-IsksfT. But the simple rationel

scheme of these men begen to bresk down es it wes confronted more

end more witn the complexity of sctusl life. Symptoms of this
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ere eglreedy epparent in ©AbbEd. Fresh idees must therefore be
introduced by wev of sddition or modificetion, or else the whnle
pcheme must be given up. With 2L-JubbZ®T tae additions =snd
modificetions heve become so extensive thet the mein scheme is in
danger of destruction; it is elmost impossible to form £ single
conerent system (even in resvect of the mein oroblems only) out of
the congeries of views he seeums to heve held.

It is my coatention thet from this situstion there sre two
possible lines of development - vretrenchment and sdvence - amd
thet of the pupils of 2l-Jubb®®I his gon AbT HZshim chose the
former &nd al-Ash®srl tioe lLetter. The little we know of abT
H&shim®s views on these metters indicetes thet he hed moved back-
werds to e stricter interpretetion of the restionel scheme, with
more insistence on man's sbility to eern his sclvetion snd on God's
obligation to sct according to the idess of Ressoni#h presumsbly
this wes done only et the cost of glossing over some of the fects
for which his fether tried to make ellowence. Ll-Ash®eri, ss
will be seen in chapter VI, @bendoned Reeson as hie supreme guide
end took instead Divine Reveletion, thue working out to ite logieal
conclusion the movement ewsy from humen self-sufiiciency and
towerds recognition of God's omnipotence zlreedy menifest in

el -Jubbz*1,
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Note A. AL-Fi*®] el-umubZsher.

The opposite of s1-fi®l sl-mytewslled is el-fi®l al-mubzsher.

lubgsher is the pessive participle of bEshere, which mesas "ae
ettended to (it) personsliy" or "he engaged in"; cp.Milal ,65,

waere verious philosophers ere seid to heve held to the tredition-
they
el views except th?thb§3h9rﬁ the science of Kelzm. The best
be
trensletion for gl-fitl el-mubfshsr would nrobablyh"immediate et

The originel distinction eppears to hrve been between what did
end waet did not go beyond the sgent's own body in & physical
gense. Thus (Meg.231,1.15) the mubZshar sct is ss=id to be one

€ man does in hiwself (£I nefsi-ni); @nd in the following para—

grepn the instences ere mentioned of speech, knowledge &nd sction
eiter death (presumebly movements). There is no record of the
word heving been used by Bisnr himself, but he probsbly drew the
distinction, since he held thet 2 men performs scts in himself

which are not genersted (gheir mutewsllad) (402,1.4). Apert

from one report sbout Abu *l-Hudheil (312,1.14), the word is
meinly used by the followers of Bishr et Beghd&d, Ja*fer b. Herb ,
al-IsksfT and al-Ka®bi (230,1.9; 232,1.10,14). AlL-TskafT,
however, used the scme terms to express the distinction between
whet is intentionsl ead what is unintentionsl (iisg.409; cp.p.89
ebove); end it seems likely thet in some of the insteances listed

mubBshar end mutawelled ere to be intervreted in tiais sense (cp.

ieg.313,1.7).



IV. l
Note B. Atomigtic Tendencies.
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It is not within the province of this study to discuss fully
the reasons for the growth snd dominsnce of the etomistic or
Moccasionalist" view of neture, but three relevent lines of
thought mey be noticed. (There sre some resemblences to the
occegionalism of lislebrenche, but of ooﬁrse notning of his theory
of "occasionsl causes".)

(1) The WMuslim writers of the esrly centuries were more
interested in logic 2nd gremmeticsl science then in natursl
science, taet is to say, more interested in the relestions of
things to words then in censel relastions between things.
Consequently they tended to essume thet wast nes & seperste
neme, or cen be given one, is & gseperste thing - thet two
things whichn cen be distinguished in thougnt must be distinct
in reality. This might be described by seying thet taeir
perception of difference wes more developed then taeir ver=-
ception of relatedness.

(2) Divine omnipotence must, of course, be conceived in
terms oi humsn enelogies. Unfortunstely there is = view,
predominent in the Eest, but slso widespreasd in the West, thet
the height of humen cherscter is resched when & men, who chenges
nig mind esccording to the whim of the moment, hes full power to
sccomplisn his wishes. Phis seems to lie beanind the

JuttezilT discussions of whether God nes power to go beck on

wiet He nes slreedy decided. He is thought of zs scting from
To . oy ,
moment e mouent end not eccording to eny fixed plen. hey

heve Tsiled to reslize that the strongest eand best cherscter is

A €3

thet which is most stable, =nd thet chenge end vecilletion ere
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2 sign of weaskness. The West, perhaps unjustly, suggests
thet this is connected with the irresponsible prectices sttrib-
uted by tradition to the grest sultsns of the Rsst.

(3) God's control of the world is thought of ss immediste.
He hes no vice-gerents; He delegstes suthority to none; He does
not even szllow bodies to produce their own zccidents. 1t
hes been seen thet the conception of tefwid, the delepgation of
euthority to men in entrusting him with his own scts, did not
find much fevour &e en sccount of humen responsibility.
Undoubtedly there ig importent truth in this conception of
God's immediste control of every event, but it must be balenced
by the complementery truths of the stability of His purposes
and the delegetion of suthority to secondery egents or causes

which heve & compsretive ladependence.



V.
PHE DFPHBOLDERS OF T"THE DIVINE Q AD A R.

1 General Considerations.

Apart from our informetion about the Mu®tazils we have only &
fragmentary knowledge of the movements of iuslim thought from the
time of H&rTGn al-Rashid to that of al-Ash®seri. It would hard-
ly be unfair to the common views to describe tasm thuss "There
were the Mu®tazila; there were the orthodox, who mostly just
guoted Qur’&n and Tradition and mede very little use of reasoned
argument ; and there were a number of large snd small, but not
very intelligent sects."

The primary reason for this absence not merely of a general
picture, but even of many important details, seems to be the un-
historical menteiity of Islam. The Muslim theologiens' inter-
est in the truth of & doctrine, thouzh an excellent thing in it-
self, excludes interest in the stages of the process by which men
attained to this truth. Change and development they regarded
s the accompaniments of falsehood; views only formulsted in the
second or third ceatury were alleged to have been explicitly held
since the days of the Prophet himself.= The chief importance
of the great theologians of the past was the support they gave to
doctrines now considered orthodox; whetever slight heterodoxies
were to be found in them - a2nd how could such fail to be present
whe1 doctrine was still largely fluid and undeveloped? - were
tectfully left 11r1mentioned;%since these devistions would detract
from the value of their support. Sectarisn views, on the other
hand, were of interest mainly as & sort of Aunt Sally, which later
theologians might try their hand at knocking down. It would not

be greatly exaggerating the cese to say that the consequence of
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this was that we are told only the unorthodox views of the sectaries
and only the orthodox views of the "sound" men.

One of the corollaries of this is thet it is not correct to
thinlk thet there was a Large uniform body of opinion during the
second and third centuries which might be labelled "orthodox".

There was certainly a wide field of agreement, ha;:gven the Mvu®taz -~
ila claimed that theékr views were in accordance with those of the
ijm&¢ or consensus of Muslims. But this left much scope for
deep divergences of opinion among those who were later accepted

as orthodox.=

In distinguishing between the prmakxmmwsmeets main strands in

luslim theology during these centuries, the cguestion of whether &
man used kal@m (reasoned argument) is probably of minor importance.
Kalam had to do with the method rather than the subject-metter of
theoiogy, and as Islam ceme of age this method spread among meny
different groups of Myslims.= If, however, katam is taken to
mean not simpliy "reesoned argument" in general, but "ergument from
premisses derived from Retson (and not from Revelation), this is an
important difference; but the evidence suggests that there weas
little kalam of this surt at an eariy datef end that even the

L S .
Mu'tezila made the Qur'an the basis of their arguments.= _ Agein,
have definite views and
the very opponents of kai@m, who are presumably free Ifrom 1t,Ade—
fend thede views in some way or another, end so mey be said to have
a2 theoliogical position.
Thus to give an adequate account of the verious trends in
Musiim theoLogy, the net must be cast more widelLy then Islamic

writers are in the habit of doing. It is clear that among the

uphoLiders of the Divine Qadar, as of other orthodox doctrines, we

#
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mey expect to find both sectarians and also "orthodox" of different

brands.

2 AbT Hanifa and FPiqh akbar I.

Figh skber 1 may be taken os iiiustretive of the beliefs of

many devout and faithful Musiims asbout the middlLe of the second

6 : : ) : b sl
century.= Of its ten erticles it is the third which chiefly
concerns the present study:

"What reaches you could not possibly have missed you; and
what misses you could not possibly hsve reached you."

It is evident that this article belongs to the thought-world
of Tradition rather then to thet of the Quxr’En. Taken by it-
self it represents sheer satheis tic fatalism; its non-Islamic pro-
venance would seem to be proved by the fact that the Traditions
containing it do not attribute it to luhammed himself. % On
the other hand, it hes to be admitted that the proposition is
guite capasble of being interpreted theisticeiliy, namely, when it
is God Who is regarded as determining the course of eveats; and
from whet we know of abli ilenifa's position in Islem, we can hardly
doubt that he did in fact interpret it ian this way.

The real truta of the matter probsbly is that, waile AbU
HenIifa and other like-minded men of his time adopted the Qur*Enic
attitude to fatalism and eacouraged men to righteousness 1ia con-
duct,g it had not occurred to them that it wes needful or desir-
able or even possible to distinguish between atheistic and theistic
determinism; thet is to say, they probably had not noticed the
difference between the conception of a course of events determined
by impersonal Time or Fate and the conception of the course of #

events determined by God Who is righteous; and therefore they had
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not considered the possible effect of the first view in discouragi
inghen from scting righteously. Perheps the Muslim theolog-
ians never got this distinction quite clear; some certainly avoid-
ed this proposition, but others were content to retain it.= It
is of interest that the commentary o~ this creed neglects the
actuel wording of the article and discusses definitely theistic
questions.e

There is & report that Dirar derived the whole conception of
the mahigs or esseuce of God from b7 Henifa.= Now this con-
ception is linked up with an sttempt to solve the problem of maex
the existence of evil in tiais world where God is supreme by em-
phasizing the Limitations of the human intellect.w It would
therefore follow, if such an interpretation oq&he doctrine iam

himself
correct, that Abﬁ‘ﬂanifahhad tried to desl with the problem of
evilL in this way. Thus , besides his meny other services to
Islam, and despite the allegations of heresy levelled agesinst
him, he would have played an important part in the development
of Musiim theology.

It is not surprising to find in abU Hanifa these beginnings
of rational speculation in matters of theology, for his name is
associated with the movement for the extended use of reasson in
legal questionsfé At the same time, nowever, it nas to be re-
corded that he - and many others slong with him - held &a couserv-

etive snd somewiat confused position in resnect of predestination.
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De The Jahmi¥e end the doctrine of Jebr.

&) Jebariye end lujbirs.

The view expressed by e2l-Shehrestsni mey be ssid to be the

stenderd one on the subjectff

"Compulsion (jebr) is the denisl thst actions really come
from men, and the attribution of them to God. The Jaberiye
consist of severel groups. The pure Jdeberiye sre those who
do not assert esny act at ell to be men's or any power for sction.
The moderate Jebariys sssert thst man hes & powexr which does
not have any influence a2t 211. Lg for those who sssert thet
originated power hes an influence in acting end who call this
"ecouisition" (kesb), they are not Jabaris, elthough the Im“te-
zile epply the term "Jebari" to one who does not sssert thet
originated power in isoletion (istiql®len) has en inflmence in
production =nd originstion.™

The idea thet the orthodox doctrine is & mesn between Jabr &nd
(eder is steted in 8l-Bagndgdi’s well-~known remerk thet true
Justice lies apert from both Jabr &nd Qaderfs The exsmple of
thie vure Jeberi is Jehm b, Jafwén beceuse of his stetement that
men does not reelly act; it is only metaphoricelly thet he is seid
to sct, in the same waey &s the sun is sszid to shine 2nd the mill-
wheel to turn.

On the other hand, this threefolld clessificetion of Qsder,
Kesb end Jebr is not found in eny esrly documents, like the Figh
Lkbsr I and II, the Wegiyet AbI Henife, end el-Ash®eri’s creeds

in the MeoEldt =nd the IbZna.Z There is much in the MeoZlst

ebout Qasdar, but precticelly nothing e2bout Jabr; the only use of
the word in the technicel sense thet I em awsre of is in the

eccount of an anonymous sect of the R8fida who held thet there is
no jebr ss the Jahmi seys end no tafwid es the luttezile say, but
the suthorities leave it undecided whetner mzn's &cts are created

or not. Similerly the neme JsbarIya is ebsent from the liegZlst,

the KitBb el-Intig®r, the Tenbih of sl-ielatl, the Sharh el-Figh
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gl-Akber escribed to el-ligturidi, snd similer works.LF Al-
Beghdgdl does not mention eny sect of Jeberiya,‘thougn he cen
speek of an individuel ss & Jebari.d In esch of the works
mentioned, however, there is et lesst one reference to & sect of
Mujbira, though in the first three the avnplicetion of the term
does not fit el-Shshrest@ni’s eccount of the JabarIye. There is
thus quite & little nest of problems here - who were the Mujbira
end who were the Jebariye, how did the change come z2bout, where
do the Jshmiys come in, and so on?

NMucn light is thrown on these points by the solitery reilerence
to the Mujbira in the kagglat:

"The Qederiye revile those who disegree with them about the

Qadar; the Ahl sl-Hagq cell them Qadsriye, and they cell them
(sc. the Ahl al-Heqo) Mujbire, end they are fitter to be celled
1

e

GQederIye' then the Ahl el-Ithbgt,"22
With this mey be compered whet appesrs to be the only mention in
gl-lalati's Tanbih:

n"If you hesr someone cell 2 certein person & mujbir and dis-
cuss ¢2dl (justice) and ijb&r (compelling), then he is a Qederi.

.
There seems to be no resson to doubt the truth of the essentisl
point in both these stetements, nemely, thet mujbir (which might be
trensleted "compeller") wes originelly & nicknsme given to their
sdversaeries by those who held the doctrine of Cader, in much the
seme way as they themselves received the nickneme of Qedariys.

It is in keeping with this that there ere something like & dozen

references to thne lujbire in the Kit8b el-Intigfr, & iu®tezillI

. : 29
work; their doctrine is &iso spoken of es jJjebr.=
The implicetions of this essertion ere notewortiny. Since

the designetion of Mujbire was zpplied by the Gederis to ell their

opponents, then the IMujbirs must have included not merely the pure
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and moderate Jebariys of al-Shahrestsni’s classification, but also
those who held the doctrine of ecocuisition; in other words the
Mujbire must heve included those who were sfterwsrds regerded =s
orthodox. £+1-Shehrest8ni notes that the Muttezila use "JabarIn
in this way. Thus the doctrine of Jebr wes originslly a doctrine
held by the orthodox (though they did not give it thet neme them-
selves), #nd only &t & later deste did it become heresy.

An exeminetion of whet cen be learnt sbout the Mujbire from

the Xitgb zl-Intig8@r tends to confirm these inferences. No

nemes ere mentioned, however, so thet we neve to rely on whet is
s&id ebout their views. In opposition to Abu >Ll-Hudheil they
meinteined thet men hes power over & single sct only, and not over
two opposite acts - for exemple, only over unbelief, and not over
both unbelief end faith.= Further, they denied thet God hss
power over evil or wickedness;%r they think thet God hes crested
the world for the good end benefit of His friends and the harm and
suffering of His ensmies,gr end the view thet en 2ct mey proceed
from two egents is epperently attributed to them. = Now 211
these views are held by some or 21l of the grouv of men round
Dirgr, el-Nejjér and Burghlith, who sre collectively referred to by
sl-Ash®eri as Anl &l-Ithbat.= This wes tne group wiich invented
end developed the conception of kesb, end which would be reckoned
emong the Mutsksllimun. But since the lmjbira comprised severel
sects at veriance withn one anotherﬂf it is ressonsble to suppose
thet the writer included under this term those who adhered to the
old views bput 2voided speculetive theology.

It is impossible to give =n exact proof of the steges of the

treasition by which the doctrine of Jebr pessed from being ortho-
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dox to being hereticel - from being e descrivtion of those who
held the conception of aconisition to being & description of their
opponents "on the extreme right", By meking use, however, of
some points that will receive = detsiled demonstrstion leter in
this chapter and in the following one, I think I am able to give
an account which has the eir of verisinmilitude.

I'ntil about the second helf of the second century there were
no importent distinctions among the opponents of the doctrine of
Qeder with regerd to this perticulsr point, though of course dif-
ferent men would express themselves differently. The intro-
duction of the doctrine of scquisition by Dirsr merked e new de-
perture. Grednzlly es a resnlt of the discussions between his
followers and the Mm®tazils sn important new noint beceme cleer,
namely, thet there was & difference between acting under comoulsion
end scting volunterily; if God compelled # men to do some =s=ct He
had§ commended, tien the men had not reslly fulfilled the command,

for whet wes commended wes to do the act voluntarilyuaﬁ Apper-

ently there were a few (perhsps merely conservatives, or perheps

men influenced by Indisn mysticism) who did not accept the con-
ception of ecquisition or the distinction between scting volunter-
ily snd scting under compulsion; and in respect of these men those
who did accept the conception and the distinction ceme in the course
of time to speak of the doctrine of Jabr - not &t once, it would
seem, but only after the lapse of sbout & hundred yeesrs, that is,
sbout 300=AH. The znonymous sect of the REfides mentioned above
epparently evoided Jebr but without adopting Xesb. Some of the
followers of AbW Henife were the foremost defenders of the doctrine

of ecguisition in the fourth ceatury, end it is not surprising thet
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in the Sharh gl-Fioh sl-ikber they alresdy criticize the Mujbira

(with views similsr to the Jahmiya or pure Jabsriya of sl-Shahra-
st&ni) and regard themselves as teking a2 middle way between them
end the Qaderiye or Mu*tszila. It is significant, and likewise
confirmetory of what hes been seid, thet al-Ash®eri himself, who
did not set much store by the concept of scouisition =nd came very
neer to Jebr, did not apply this term of opprobrium to snyone, but
instead used phreses with the word ithbst, end referred to the

i1 jbire (or some of them) &s Ahl el-Ithbat.

b) The Jehmiya.

In 2l-Ash®eri’s general account of the views of Jahm about
nelf consists of nis explenstion of the scts of men.

"No one acts in reality except God alone. He is the &agent,
end men nave the acts @scribed to them only by ke way of
metephor. Thus it is seid thet the stone moves, tne sphere

revolves, the sun sets; and yet it is God Wno does that with

the stone, the sphere and the sun. God nes, however, created

for men & power (qlwe) by which the sct takes plece, snd the

will for it =nd the choice of it, whereby ne wills it, just in

the same wey as He hes crested for man height by which he is

tell and colour by which he is coloured.3e
Now Jahm b. Safwsn, the person whose views these sre reputed to be,
hes a8 firmer position in genersl history than most of the theolog-
izns discussed in this study. He was the secretery of el-Harith
b. Surasij, who led & revolt in Persis ageinst the Tmeiyeds in the
closing yeers of thst dynesty. Jahm himself wes killed in 128/
746, while the revolt wes still in progress. But the very fect
of having Jehm's early date so well established raises problems.

It seems cleer thet the Jehmiys about whom we neer so much

belong to the later second century, the third century and even the

fourth ceatury. Al-BegndsdI, wno died in 429, seys tuat in his
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dey Jehm's followers were in Tirmidh, snd thet some of them were
converted to the views of the Ash‘ariya.af By thet time they
were evidently rether obscure, but up to the time of sl-Ashferi’s
Ibdna they were epparently very vrominent, for in the IbZna he
treats them s & major sect, roughly ecusl to the Mu®tezila or
Hertriya (= Khewsrij). In the 71 peges from Khushsish repro-
duced in sl-Maleti’s Tanbih, 35 or slmost exsctly helf sre devoted
to the JehmIye (mostly of course to their refutetion), and there
ere said to be eignht sects of them. 2 In contrest with this
the Murji’e receive 7 psges, the REfida 38, the Qaderiye 9, and the
HerfirIya or Knawsdrij 7. A list is given by Ibn Taimiys of
theologians who wrote s "Refutetion of the Jehmiye" or some simil-

ar work.= We sctuslly possess the Redd ®sls *l-Jshmiye of

Ahmsd b. Hsnbel, the Ikatilﬁi fi *1-Lafz of Ibn Quteiba, &nd parts

of the erguments of Muhemmed b. Aslam, & friend of Anmad's.E?

No mention is msde of the neme of any member of the sect,
but we are told thet Bishr b. Ghsiyath al-lierIsl (d.218 or 228)

N i . s S o o :
and nis generation spreed a MsqSle Jehmiye.= As the mejority

of thaose who wrote refuting the Jeshmiye belong to the first helf
of the third century, it seems likely thet the spate of polemics
mey be due to the propagetion of views attributed to the "JehmiIya"
by men like Bishr. But there sre also treces of the importance
of the Jehmiye before this time. They are the only sect men-

tioned by neme in the Figh Akber I, which detes from sbout 150;

end Dirdr b. timr, who is ssid to neve had Jahm for his ImZm, must

heve resched meturity by sbout 180.% imgEtil b. Sulaim@n, who
_ 37

died in 150, is elso ssid to heve opposed Jehm.=

Thus there seemsto heve been = group of followers of Jahm
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from the time of ais death onward. For the most part they re-
me ined rether obscure, snd we do not know who they were or how they
ceme to prominence or where they lived. They seem to heve in-
fluenced Dir8r esnd 2l-llejj8r, especislly in their view thet our
knowledge of God is mzinly negetive, but these men cennot be reck—
oned emong the Jahmiye; nor can Bishr =l-kerisI, if his views were
similer to those of almﬂajjgrff As there must elso have been
some development of views between sey 120 =nd 220, we cannot be
certain winich of the views escribed to him were gctualf}i%ﬁ explicit
form by Jehm himself, end which were first formulated by his fol-
lowers; thus, the remarks ebout power, will end choice in the
pessage trenslated above would seem to be leter then the debetes

of the Mu'tezile =nd their opponents on these cuestions in the
eerly third century. It seems necessary, therefore, to regerd
the views commonly ascribed to Jehm s¢ those held by the Jeshmiye.
who were contemporaries of ibu ?1l-Hudheil &nd his immedizte fol-
lowers, and to leeve it an open cuestion how much wes explicitly
held by Jehm who died in 128.

At first signt it may se-m strange that the Jehmiya, who &are
reckoned smong the llurji’a, should hold the doctrine of Jebr,
wheress Gheildn end his essociates, who ere elso smong the iurji’s,
were the protegonists of the doctrine ol Qedar. In chaptexr III
it waes argued that, in the case of both the Murji’e =2nd the Knewéa-
rij, the doctrine of Qeder was bound up with their insistence on
the righteousness of God. It wes noticed thet some sects of the
¥Khewsrij opposed the doctrine of Qeder end held okrthodox views;

but, to judge from the cese of the KuBzimiye, of whomff there is
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the fullest accaunt:g their "orthodoxy" was little more then a2 con-
servetive defence of pre-Islemic fetalisn, Are the views of the
Jahmiys, then, simply conservetism, or can we trace & truly
Islamic motive behind them?

From the stenderd accounts of the Jehmiye in el-Baghd&di, al-

ires tén

=

She and the Meg&l&t, it would seem that the snswer to this
guestion is certsialy thet we can trece zn Islamic motive. This
motive would We found in the conception of the sbsolute and unique
suprenacy of God, or, es Wensinck phrasses it, "the overwhelming
individuality" of Godff The dnicueness and transcendence of
God is emphesized in the doctrine that God cennot properly be
called 2 "thing", for a thing is created and hes its like, but
thet is not true of God.H AL-Beghd5dI sdds that Jehm refused
to permit God to be called Living, Knowing, Willing, becesuse these
attributes belong to other then He; God msy only be described by
ettributes uniquely His, such ss Powerful, Brianger-into-existence,
Agent, Creator, Giver of Life or Desth.< Thus there is an
unbridgeable gulf between God snd men.

The somewhet strange doctrine that the punishments of iHell
come to &n end is siso connected with the thought of the sbsulute-
ness of God, #nd is not due to eny "retionaslistic" objection to
traditionsl eschetology (enzlogous to nineteenth century restion-
elism). It vroceeds from religious feeling, and was commonly
defended =s =n intervretation of a verse of the CQur'&n: "He is

the Pirst end the Lest."a® According to the Jehmiye this meant

that God continues to be "existent being" (k&’in mewjud) even when

there is nothing else; just as there wes e "time" before God created

énything when He slone wes, 80 there will be = "time", sfter He
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nes ceesed to preserve whet He has created, when He elone is;
further, if God slone is, then both Parsdise snd Hell and the
people in them must heve cessed to exist. Apparently the sug-
gestion thet any creested being shared the eternity of God, even
if only in one direction, was felt to be &n infringement of His
unigue ma jesty. “he doctrine of the crectedness of the qur®zn,
which is sometimes seid to heve been originated by Jahm:ﬂ%nd the
doctrine that God's knowledge is originsted, gmsy proceed from the
seme conception of God.

ALl this fits in very well with whet is seid about the doctrine
of Jabr in the reports of the views of the Jahmiys. It follows
from this that the doctrine of Jsbr as they express it hes nofcon-
nection at gll with the etheistic fatelism of the Arebs beflore
fluhemmad, but on the contrary is derived from en intense realiz-
ation of the ms jesty of God. Their determinism did not come
from disbelief in God combined with belief in Fete, but from &an
excessive end unbslenced belief in God.

This is confirmed by the description of Jeahm &as ggﬂgggl_fﬁ
Now & muwelbhid (or "assertor of unity") wes one who was included
smong the Ahl 21-Tawhid (or People of Tnity), end we are further
informed that such 2 person might be wither & mujbir or &n :gg;iﬂﬁ
It seems certain tuet tue latter group coastdtuted the Ahl al-®Adl
we=?1-Tewhid (people of Unity end Justice), &nd this was & nszume
given to themselves by the Mu®tezile; Abu ?1-Huda2il is sa;d to
telong to the Ahl al—Tewgidfi end there ere meny resemblances be-
tween his views snd those of the Jehmiye. Thus tne Jehmiya

neve en established place smong the "uniteriens" of the Islemic

Ccommunity, end their doctrine of Jebr is linked up with their
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thoroughly Islamic conception of the unity 2nd unicueness of God.

Such &t least is the conclusion 2t which we errive when we
consider merely whet have been termed the stendsrd asccounts of the
Jahmiye. But some of the fsects brought to light by the long
extrect from Khushaish in sl-lleleti's Tanbih reouire some modific-
etion of our sccount of the Jahmiyafg The same themes occur,
but in rether heightened form - the assertion thet God is not &
thing or at least is dissimiler from ell creatures, God's omni-
presence in an eimost pantheistic seuse (which is bound up with
the denial that He is in heaven esnd seated on the throne), the
impossibility of knowing God or of making eny positive assertions
gbout Him, the denisl of various eschatologicel conceptions.
Wow it wes previously known that Jehm's speculations were said to
heve sterted from the sttempt to refute the Indien sect of the
Sumeniya or Seamaniya.? According to the version of Iﬂ’:ush?ish,f-"
Jehm waes so seriounsly troubled thet he did not say his preayers
for forty days, on the ground that he could not pray to One he
did not know. The impression given by this account is thet the
Jahmiye, or &t lez@t some of them, hsd been deeply influenced by
the religions they were combeting. The Sumeniye mostly denied
the resurrection sfter death and believed in some form of trans-
migration of souls; and some such besis of metemps ychosis, togeth-
er with finel sbsorption into the Deity, would be & ground from
which meny of the tenets of the Jehmiye could eesily be compre-
nended.

Tt would be out of place in this study to try to discover the

exact provenence of these doctrines of the Jahmiya. But even
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if, s seems likely, they grew up under non-Islemic inflvence, it
nevertheless remsins true thast the mejority of the Jehmiys were
essentially within the fold of Islem, nourished from its initiel
impulse, =nd developing in their own wey one side of its teaching.
The reply to the overemphesis of God's righteousness is the over-
emphasis of His mejestic and elmighty unity. The opponents of
the Jehmiya mey justly have thought thet they were Fighting some-
thing foreign threstening Islam, but, because of the truly Muslim
element .n the JehmIye, tais debste helped the community to a

more adequete expression of its own essentisl beliefs.

4. Dirgr end the Anhl sl-Ithbsat.
) Dirsr.

The stetement of sl-Meleti= thet before ibu *L-Hudheil it was
Dirsr b. ®Amr who had the mejlis snd kalZm in Basre throws light
on the mystery thet hed hitherto snrrounded DirZr =2nd helps us to
understend something of his importence. He wes the leading
tescher or lecturer in the field of speculative theology end mete-
physics in that intellectual centre of the luwslim world. He
stood sufficiently dpse to the JehmIye for Bishr b. al-Mu®tamir to
sey thet ais "Im&m is Jehm" ® while Ibn zl-R8wandi assigned nim to
the Mu‘tazila;i? but the sccounts of his views in the various books
of sects show that there wes J considersble independence in ais
attitude.

Dirgr is elmost certeinly the first exvonent of the conception

of "scouisition" or "sppropristion" (kesb, iktisEB) which eventu-

slly becsme the orthodox asccount of men's voluntary ectivity.

£l-pAsh*eri reports:
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= t"Th? ground ol the separetion of Dirfr b. ®Amr from the
im*tezila wes his view thet the acts of men sre created, znd thsat
one act comes ﬁrom two agents (fé‘ilén), one oi whom creates it,
na@ely God, while the other scouires it (iktasabas), namely men;
and that God is the esgent of the acts of men in reslity, end
thet men are the agents of them in resiity."a
The point of this conception wee probsbly to meke plain the dif-
ference between voluntery human scts and the "acts" of inanimate
objects. Humsn ects certeinly proceeded from the egent asnd
could be attributed to him in much the seme way es felling is at-
tributed to the stone and setting to the sun. But in the case
of humsn agents there was slso a more active or positive relstion;

to describe this it might be seid that the man #ecouired" the act,

or "eppropristed" it, or msde it his own" (kesabe, iktasabz).

It was thought thet in this wey humen respoasibility wes sufficient-
ly safegusrded, while the parellel stetement that God crested the
scts of men fully =sdmitted His omnipotence.
The selection of the word kesssbe to describe this specizl
relation of men to his scts is probebly influenced by its use in
the Qur’&n, especielly the verse:
"God will not burden (18 yuksllifu) sny soul beyond its
power. It shell enjoy the good which it hes ecguired, end

shzll bear the evil for the scouirement of which it laboured
(la~hZ ms kessbet we-‘elai-ng ms ’ktessbat) .2dt

Despite the fregmentery charscter of our records we are able
to get glimpses of much reflection end speculation on guestions
like that of the n=ture of substence. In this connection Dirsr
neld thet sccidents which ere other then bodies do not exist for
two times (zemEnsn); this is perheps 2 beginning of etomism, but,

since he held thet man's power (istitZ®e) wes both before &nd &c-

: = ; 55
compenying his ect, ne cannot heve been & consistent stomist.'=

In respect of "genereted effects" his view - in accordance with
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his doctrine of scquisition - wes thet they ere the act of both
God and men; those effects of his sct thet 2 man could have pre--
vented hed he so willed belong to his sct.= Another reference
shows thet Dirgr, or at lesst his followers, were involved in the
discussions ebout God's "mesking unbelief wicked"; they slso neld
thet God mede the unbelief.=

From the stendpoint of the present study the most important
feeture of his teeching is his doctrine of God's essence (11191'111?).‘3-?s
The point of this doctrine, which is seid to heve been hended down
from AbU i_lanifaﬁ - the point to which the luttazile objected -
wes thet men would not know God's essence or "whet He is" (mwg huwe),
or, as we might perheps say, know Him &s He ig. 2 God knows
Himself immedietely, by looking st Himself "face to face" as it
were (shshsde), wheress we cen only know Him by proof and inform-
ation about Him (khasbsr - referring to whet we learn through
revelation).t! In Psredise men will receive 2 sixth sense whereby
they will be able to "see" God's essence, thet is, to know Him =&s
He knows Himself. ‘

With this doctrine of God's essence is connected his view thet
God's nsmes only convey to us negstive knowledge ebout Him; to say
thet He hes power only meens thet He is not ignorent, snd so on.f}
This is importent becsuse it is & recognition of the limitetions
of the humen intellect in sttempting to kxnow and understend God.

In this Dirsr stends in complete contrest o the lMu‘tezile of
Begndsd (who were later then he), but perhaps nis influence helped

to bring about the reaction of al-Jubba’I ageinst the buoyend

self-confidence of Besghdad.
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b) Al-Ne jjsr.

The views of sl-Husain b. ihemmed el-Nejjgr sre very similer
to those of Dirgr. Despite the order of el-Beghdfdi snd sl-
Shehrast&ni, however, al-Nzjjer is certainly the younger, and was
probably & pupil of DirEr's.€§ The generzl sccount of his views

given by el-Ash®eri conteins much thet is velusble for our present

purnose :

"Al-flusein b, Muhemmed &l-Nejjsr end his followers, the
tuseiniys, held:

(1) The acts of men are crested by God; men ere the doers
of then.

(8) There is nothing in the sphere of God's sovereignty
except wnet He wills; He is cesselessly willing thet whet He
knows will be in its time will be in its time, end willing
that whet He knows will not be will not be.

(3) The power (istitB‘s) mey not precede the sct; the help
(fewn) from God is origineted in the time (hgl) of the =zct
along with the ect, end this is the power.

(4) One power is not sufficient for the performence of two
ects, but for easch 2ct a power is originasted slong with the
origination of the zct; the nower does not endure; the exist-
ence or non-existence of the sct devrends on the existence or
non-existence of the nower.

(E) The power of feith is succour, right direction, grece,
kindness, benefit, guidance (tewfio, tesdid, fedl, nim=, ikhsZn,
hudg) ; the power of unbelief is confusion, ebandonuent,
effliction, evil (delsl, khidhl&n, bsld’, sherr).

(6) 4n act of obedience mey exist in tine time of the sin
which is the not doing of it, provided it is not the sin which
consists in not doing the sct at thet perticulsr moment, or
provided that the moment is not & moment for the sin whkich
congists in not doing the act.

(7) The believer is & believer, one following the true
religion (muhtedin), whom God succours end guides; the unbe-
liever is ebandoned, one whom God abendons end leads estray,
on whose heert Ee mokes &n imprint (or "sets e seel" - f{ebeta),
whom He does not guide nor regerd; God crestes his unbelief,
end does not do whet is good for him; if God regerded him and
did what wes good for him, he would be sound.

(8) God mey cesuse suffering to children in the future life,
or he mey show uvnmerited fevour (yetafeddslu) to them end not
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ceuse eny suffering.

(9) If God in His kindness wented 211 the unbelievers to

believe, He is eble to perform such fevours or gifts (2l%5f)
for them thet they would believe.

(10) God hes imposed duties on the wnbelievers which they
ere not able to perform, not beceuse of eny inborn impotence
or sccidental infirmity, but becesuse they do not do them
\li-terki~him le-hu).

(11) Men does not ect in snother, but only performs scts in
himself, such &s movements, rest, volitions, cognitions, unbelief
feith; men does not meke pein, nor perception, nor vision; he
mekes nothing ot ell by wey of "genersztion" (tawsllud)... (here
burghuth is mentioned)...

(12) God is ceaselessly generous in thet averice is denied
of Him, ceaselessly spesking in the sense thet Ile is ceaselessly
not impotent for speech (kalZm); the speech or word of God is
originated esnd creeted.

(13) In respect of the essertion of the unity of God al-
Ne jj&r held the doctrine of the lMutteszile, except with regerd
to His will end generosity; he opposed them in respect of Cader;
and he held the doctrine of postponement (irjd'® - +the dis-
tinguishing wmerk of the lurjits).

(14) God m=y chenge the eye into the heert, snd give the eye
the power of the heart, so thet men sees God with his eye, that
is, knows Him with it; God cennot be seen by the eyes except
in this weay.

(15) The men wno dies dies 2t his term, and the men who is
killed is killed &t his term.

(16) God gives men sustensnce both of what is lewful 2nd of
whet is unlewful ; sustenance is of two kinds, susteunsnce of food
and sustensnce of property."&

uch of this speaks for itself, and e few brief remerks ebout

it will suffice. Al-Nejjar hss teken over Dirzr’s view of the
.. ¥ . (P2 -
negetive cherscter of our knowledge of God's ettributes.= He

evoide the innovetion of Dirsr’s "sixth sense" by suggesting thet
N ) Wb

the eye mey be given the power of knowing,= but still mainteins

the doctrine of mahiye.eg lle elso sccepted Dirgr’s conception

ofjscc:-uisition ;‘f he appears to heve emphesized the difference be-

tween the operetions of God #nd those of m?nﬁj
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Severel ol the erticles sre in merked contrest to the doctrines
of the Mu®tezile which were considered in the previous chepter.
The omnipotence &nd supremecy of God sre upheld even et the cost
of His justice. God hes ebsolute control of the course of events
so that men can do nothing contrery to whet God wills.= Whethe r
& men is e believer or en unbeliever depends on whether God hes
nelped or abandoned him.4 God could, if He so willed, give
such & gift to 21l the unbelievers thet they would become believers%
God's succonr end ebendonment sre thought of s effective, =nd not
s subordinete to the men's decision (which wes the view of the
iu¢tezila) ; but article 10 shows thet there wes nothing simple-
minded ebout el-Nejj&r's view, e rejected the contention of
the km%tezils that the imposition of duties implies the power to
perform them; but in so doing he mede the distinction (even more
cleerly perheps then Abu Y1l-Hudhzil himself) between physical power
gnd volitional power; it ie not through impotence or iniirmity
thet the men is unesble to obey God, but simply taroughg the sct of
not obeying Him. He @pperently wes more etomistic then the
eerly Mu®tezila, and denied thet = men's ect can heve eny genersted
effects in enother person or thing.g’ He held the strict pre-
destinerien interpretations of the Term, Sustensnce, and the Divine
operetions of svwccouring, sbendoning, and the 1ike;ﬁ'?nd thought
God could not be said to be tied by humen conceptions of right end
wrong in deel.ing with_children.ag There is no record of how he
would heve sngwered the obvious objection of the Im®tezile thet he
was "fixing evil upon God."

The passeges cbout men's power re very interesting, &nd

: ; oo T
probebly merk the beginning of the orthodox doctrine on these points=
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Dirér hed held thet men's power is both prior to end eccompenying
his ect, so it is s&id; but this probsbly only mesns thet it hed
not occurred to him to meke the distinction. Al-Ne jjér intro-
duced & new etomistic conception of humen power; it is power for
only one act, and every other sct reonires = fresh power; it is
thus origineted - crested by God, of course - clong with each act,
accompeanying the act and not prior to it. From what he seys
in article 10 it would seem thet he thought of this as volitionel
power &s distinct from physicel power. Lbu ?1-Hudheil's con-
ception of times or moments, which tries to ecuete the distinction
between the volition proper and the physicel ect with whet comes
eerlier and leter in time, may fit those experiences where for e
considereble period = men weighs up elternstives beiore deciding
between them. In the mejor pert of humen sctivity, nowever,
this weighing of elternstives is less prominent, and nere el-Nejjer's
theory of the simulteneity of volition end physicel ect is closer
to the facts. Whet seems to Western eyes to be the ultigete
difference between the two views, the fect thet in the one cese
the power is over only one ect =nd in the other it is over the =ct
end its opposite or opposites, evoked little discussion; the whole
wey of looking et the metter was different. Doubtless al-Najjeér
hed some wey of describing how men choose between two elternatives,
but we ere not told what it wes; this is where his tueory is week,
however.

It is not necessery here to study in deteil how Als new theory
of humen power sffected nis conceptions of the body end its perts
(substence and eccidents), in which epert from this he followed

DirET.z? Cleerly we ere deesling with & most importent thinker,
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who influenced the lu®tezile in their formetive period by his op-
position to their views, snd who was & pioneer in the defence of

empsceyoheys 0rthodox doctrines by ressoned argument.

¢c) Burghuth.

Mugenmed o, ®Is® Burgihiith is commonly seid to be 2 follower
of al—Najjﬁr;?and nis reports of the discussions of the lu‘tezile
cbout men's power eppesr to come from = later, but only slightly
later, period.@

One of the distinctive views of Burghfth is thet genereted
effects, like the rlight of the stone when it is thrown, sre the

ect of God through the necessitetion of the nature (sc. of the

thing in c¢uestion - IE-_b‘); it is God Who impresses on the stone
such e neture thet it flies when it is thrown.® £1-Ne jjer hed

merely seid thet 2 man does not produce any effect in enother
person or thiag; Burghiith sccepted this point, but went further
end ettributed the effects to God, not directly, however, but in-

directly, through the fect thet God wes the creator of that nature

of the thing from widich the effect was produced. This concep-
the
tion ofheffects or "scts" of e thing proceeding from the nature of

the thing is doubtless derived from Mu‘ammsr;ﬂ but, in opposition
to Mutsmmer, the effects ere seid to be the work of God &nd not of
the thing in cuestion. The view was not & very heppy one, how-
ever, end found little support. It nominelly preserved God's
supreme control of events, and in perticuler of whet heppens 1o &
men (wnidh wes presumebly why £1-Najjsr denied thet one men's
actions cen sffect snother), but this wes not & control from moment
to moment, since God left the nature of.things ss He originelly

fixed them; thet is to sey, the neture of men and of inenimeste
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objects were given some measure of autonomy.

4¥Burghﬁth thus epperently had e considereble degree of belief in
the omnipotence of God (certeinly more then the im'tezile), but
wes unavle completely to reconcile this with other conceptions
thet he held. e even seems to heve gone to extremes in em-
phesiging the difference between God &nd men. He refused to
epply to God terms which could be used in en insulting wey of men,
for instence "egent" (ig:gl).g} His opponents pointed out that
creete (khalaga) is used insultingly of men in the Cur'ﬁn;ﬁa?nd of
courge one could not be prohibited from using this of God, so thsat
his ettempt to meke & complete gulf between God and man broke down
to this extent. Al-Beghdadi's report thet Burghuth refused to
apply the term "sgent" to men belongs to the ssme circle of idees,
end, with the previous point, merks en early stege of the discuss-
ion whether men reelly acts B3

Yet, whetever Burghlith mey heve thought svout the propriety

of various uses of words, he seems to heve grasped the unigue
cuelity of men's voluntery ectivity. God, he held, cennot coms=
pel (glje’s) 2 men to be believing, unbelieving, just and so on,
for the men is commended to have feith end to evoid unbelief vol-
unterily (ewten), end if he does so sgeinst his will (kerhsn) ,
he dées not fulfil the command.if In other words the very con-
ception of & commend presupposes & sponteneous power of obeying
in the person to whom it is eddressed. There is here some-—
thing of the sutonomy slresdy noticed with regerd to the concep-
tion of "neture"; the sct must in some sense proceed from the

men himself. But there is no mention of Burghiith having

criticized the view of his mester el-Nejjér thet God could per-
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form such fevours for the unbelievers thet they would believe;
it would therefore seem thnat this giving of favours wes regerded
zs something cuite different from compelling.

Burghuth eiso went beyond =2l-Nejjér in attempting to supply

enf enswer to the problem of reconciling God's omnipotence with

the evil in the world. Once 2gein he seems to have made use
of idees derived from Mutemmer.® He distinguished between
"having power over evil" end "heving power to do evil'. It wes

essy to shew thet when God crested knowledge or desire it wes not
He Himself but the men in cuestion who was the subject of the know-
ledge or desire end properly to be described as "knowing" or "de-
siringﬁhff In the case of evil, however, God did not crezte it
for men - just @s He did not creste feith or unbelief - so that
the explanation of evil is little more then & restetement of the
opposites to be reconciled.

Burghfith presents above £l1 & picture of & men trying to inter-
twine two separete strends of idess, but not meking very much pro-
gress, The metephysical conceptions derived from lutsmmer were

too greatly out of harmony with the religious idees of Islam.

d) The identity of the Akl 2l-Ithbat.

o

There are over twenty references in the MecEl&t to & mysteri-
ous group of people called Ahl el-Ithbat or iuthbite. 2 A survey
of these passeges mekes it clear that the neffirmetionists" were
indeed those who affirmed God's Qadarfw They &re reported &s
holding verious other views besides thet which they derived their

neme, end with regard to these they sometimes differed on points

of detail.¥ Thus el-Ashtari must heve used the term of s
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definite theologicel school (or schools).

Close exeminetion of the meterisl enables us to recover some
of the nemes of the members of the group, though 2l-Ash®sri is not
so helpful as he might have been, He includes Dir&r smong them,
however, ‘by spesking of "ell the fhl sl-Ithbst spsrt from Dirﬁr"j}
The only other person explicitly steted to belong to them is zl1-
Kushsni;® es this person, Ahmed b. Selme al-KushZnI, is also said
to be & followexr of 2l-Najjé@r, there is & strong presumption thet
el-Nejjdr wes included in the Ahl alﬂIthbﬁth- Finelly, since
it is cleer thet there wes o close connection between Muhemmed b.
Herb end gl-lejjér, al-Ash®eri’s stetement thet a certain view wes
"the view of Muhemmed b. Herb and meny of the Ahl 2l-Ithb&t" doubt-
less implies that he was one of them (though by itself the phrease
could not be seid to meske this conclusion necessary).if

None ogigther notices specify psrticuler men, but & study of
the views themselves confirms end expands the results elreedy ob-
tained. leny of the views sbout Seeiring, Guidence, Leeding
Astrey and so forth are similar to those of 2l-Nejjeér, end ettrib-
ute &8 men's conditidn of fesith or unbelief to God's initiative.zf
A1l the Ahl el-Ithb&t except DirSr are seid to hold the view that
no ect of & man is in eny person or thing other than himself;z?
and this wes the view of al-Nejjar. ile likewise held thet God's
sttributes ere to be interpreted negatively, like the "generality
of the Muthbita"fﬁ Furtnermore, even if tne identification of
Muhemmad b. Herb with Burghuth be not sccepted, there are indic-
etions thet Burghiith was one of the Ahl al~-Ithbat, cuite apart

from the presumption on genersl grounds thet this would be so.

His view of generated effects wes closely ekin to that of "lMuhemmed
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b. Herb znd meny of the Ahl el-Ithbat, "l Jdis svecizl views ere
also reflected in the stotements that "most of the Ahl sl-IthbEt"
held thet God is not sble to compel men to & feith by which they
are believers, end so on, end thet, slthough God nes & power over
the evil of others, He does not have power to do evil.ep

Something of the connotation of the term "Ahl &al-Ithbat" is
thus mede cleer. DirZr wes one of the prominent eerly members
of the group, but it waes rether the teaching of sl-Nejjér that con-
stituted the norm. His followers, like Burghtuth end el-Kush@ni,
bil.onged to it, end elso, it would seem, the group of Ehawdri

eround Mupemmed b. Herb (if he be different from Burghiith) end Yehye

b. AbI Kémil. Despite the light thet is shed by this result,
thifere is still much thet is mysterious. Why is the term used
only by el-Ash®ari? Whet happened to the group between the

time of el-Nejj8r snd Burghlith at the beginning of the third cent-

ury and the youth of el-Ash®sri at the end.'=

e) Estimste of the Ahl &l-Ithbet.

It is now possible to form some sort of estimete of the Ahl
el-Ithb&t as & whole. Cleerly they ere of the highest import-
ance =s sdverseries who, 2t & comperetively eerly period - close
of the second century end beginning of the third - were eble to
meet the Muttazile on their own ground. An exeminetion of the
topics deslt with by the Mu®tezile will show thet meny of these
were topics mede prominent by the /ihl al-Ithbet; indeed it would
not be too much to sey thet in this section and in the preceding
chepter we have been dezling with two sides of the seme discussiona

It is noticeable, too, thet the driving power benind the Ahl

&l -Ithb&t ceme from & truly Qur'Znic outlook end not from pre-
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Islamic fetelism. Certeinly they had & very definite belief
in the omnipotence of God. Al-Nejjer hed insisted thet every-
thing in the sphere of God's sovereignty was in sccordasnce with
His will, and the group in genersl held, in more technicel lesngu-
ege, that there was no object of power (mecdlir) over which God did
not have power.m-q' Wherees the m®tezile hed held thet men's
power is such thaet he can bring sbout events independently of God
and indeed contrery to His foreknowledge, the Ahl al-Ithbat firmly
denied thet men hed power to do anything except whet God knew would
be end willed to be.= It wes doubtless beceuse of the epperent
infringement of God's omnipotence that 2l-Nejjar snd others of them
denied that men hes sny power to produce effects in another persm
. e et least '
or thing;= if 8ll that men do is willed by_GodAperm1881ve1y, it
herdly seems necesssary to deny thet they produce effects in others,
but evidently the religious conviction thet God is constently
wetching over the believer wes setisfied with nothing less then
this deniel.
I Growing out of the belief in God's omnipotence was the ac-
knowledgement thet feith end unbelief esre to 2 great extent devend-
ent on God's initistive. This is the thought that underlies
most of their views zbout Guidsnce end kindred topics;ffin.oppos-
ition to the insistence of the Mi®tagzile that God treets £l1 men
exesctly slike end gives all an ecusl chence, they were ready to
edmit thet God wes meinly responsible for making one men & believer
end another an unbeliever (end sdmittedly there ere many ceses
where humsn understending cen discover no retionsl grounds for the

differences between men in this respect). They held thet God

wes able to creste fsith end unbelief, obedience and disobedience,
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by which men ere believers or unbelievers, obedient or disobedient .o’
At the same time they were cuite clesr zbout the unigue char-

ecter of humen voluntery sctivity. God did not force or compel

men to heve faith or unbelief, or to sct justly or unjustly.=

Though God creates the feith, it is ndt truly feith until men hes

mede 1t his own - in techaicel lengusge, until he hes spproprigted

or gcguired. it Perneps it is witn this ideez in mind that they

prefer to speak of God's gift or fevour to men (lutf, letifa), in
the presence of which men believesfﬂf rather taen to say thet God
mé kes the men believe, since thet might meen that He forced him to
believe., it eny rete they ell1 meintained the difference between
voluntery end compulsory sctions, snd used the term iktisZb (or
kasb) to describe man's reletionshipW to his voluntery acts.

When we survey the movement ss a whole we cen see some traces
of a solution oﬂthe proovlen of evil. They seem to heve edmit-

=)

ted that God wss the suthor of harm or physicel evil, and of such
en evil as the punishment of Hell;# [e wes elso cepeble of doing
mich betwer things thsn eny He hed done, or elternstively of doing
what wes less good.'gI But for the most part they seem to héave
denied that He wes the suthor of injustice or wmoral evil in such &
way thet He could be called unjust or wicked. Tne report that
groups éf them held that God wes eble to compel men to moresl evil,
end that therefore there ﬁas no morel evil in the world of which
God wes not egent - probebly en inference from Dirar's view that en
sct hes two egents, God =nd men - mey be verbelly eccurete, end

: ool o
vet not & true exvression of their convictions.= In other words,

their belief in the omnipotence of God led them to stetements of
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of this sort, elthough =t the seme time they were cuite convinced
thet God the Merciful end Compassioneste, Whom they served, wes not
unjust or wicked.

In due course the formule wes worked out by Burghith and others
thet God nes power over evil but not power to do evil, that 1is,
that what God creates is not to be escribed to iim in the scie wgy
es en act is ascribed to sn sgent end cheracterizes the agent.

But from tne very start there wss e2lso enother line of thought,
the recognition of the inscrutebility of God #nd that His weys exe
not eltogether within men's comprehension. This would seem to
re the deep underlying ground of the doctrine of mghiys, the in-
comprehensible essence of God, known to Himself, but not to be ap-
prehended by men until the dey of resurrection. " flong with
tiis doctrine went the negetive interpretastion of God's attributes
-~ for instsnce, to say He is "knowing" only meens thet ignorance
is to be denied of Him. It would follow from this - though our
sources eppesr to be silent on the point - thet men can know thet
God is not wicked or unjust even though he can form no positive
conception of His goodness end justice. The intellectusl dif-
ficulties cesused by the existence of evil ere tihus lesrgely due to
the limitations of the human mind.

If this sccount of the thought of the Ahl el-Ithb&t is sound,
then in meny respects they enticipsted the essentiels of the ortho-
dox positionj; it will be seen in the next chepter, however, thet

i
the school of Aibfi HenIfa stends closer to them then pl-Ash®sri.=

S Hishfm b. el-Hekam.

Another prominent Mutekellim who opposed the dnttezile £nd
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upheld the Divine Qeder wes Hishzm b. el-Hekem. ° I'rom tue feirly
full information about him in the books of sects, a2nd especielly
the lMeq8lst, it is clear thet he wes well versed in sll the sub-
Jeets discussed by the Muttezile. He belonged to the R&fide

(or ImemIye), & subdivision of the Shi*e, snd much of his sctivity
seems to heve been in Kiufa. Abu ?1-Hudheil telked with him,

end his report of his views suggests that Hishfm was slightly

older.&x

There are two pessages in the lMeoFlEt which ere specielly
relevent to the present study.

"Hish&m b. @l-igekem neld thet humen scte ere creested by God.
Jatfsr b. lerb relstes that Hishfm b, al-Hekam seid thet the
acts of men are his choice (ikhtiyZr la-hu) in one respect &nd
compulsion (idtir8r) in another respect; tney are his choice in
that ne wills them (arZdas) snd scqouires them (iktesabsg), &nd
they ere compulsion in thet they do not proceed from him
except when there is originsted the ceuse (sabeb) resised up
for them."

The sssociates of Hish&m b. sl-Hekem neld thet power
(istitdts) is five things: (1) soundness (gighs); (2) freedom
of circumstences (tekhliyet sl-ghu’tin); (3) spasce of time (&l-
medde fi *1l-weot) ; (4) the instrument through which the =ct
comeg &bout, such &8 the hand through which the slap comes
gbout, the exe through which the chips of wood are made, the
needle through which the needlework is produced, £nd so on;

(5) the cause Esabab) which mekes its sppearsnce snd is reised
up, by reeson (g;l) of which the #ct tekes place. When
these things sre all present, the act occurs. Some of this
power exists before the sct, end some of it only in the time of
the esct; the letter is the cause. He held thst the ect does
not come eghout excent through the originsting csuse, but when-
ever the cesuse exists #nd hes been originated by God the act
tekes plece inevitebly; whet makes the ect necessary (gl-miijib
1i-?1-fifl) is the cause; the other elements of humen power do
not meke the ezct necessary."43

These ere sccounts of & line of thought essentially different
from that of DirEr, but possessing some similerities, sucih es the
use of "ecquire" in the tecunicel sense. It is impossible,

however, with the meterizl a2t our disposal %O determine the extent
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to which Hishém end Dirfr mey hsve influenced one snother, or even
whetner ilish&m himself used the word iktaseba. It wonld seen
most likely thet ikhtiy8r end idtirsr (choice, compulsion) were
the words he selected to express his own views. His generel
idee eppears to have been that humen sctivity is the result of a
ceusal chein, but that men's volition is one of the links in

this chein.

Hish&m's views on these matters do not seem to have found
meny adherents - perheps they were too nsturslistic for the reli-
gious mentality of Islem - but his interest in the enelysis of
humen activity mey indirectly heve influenced the discussions among
the imttezila.e Whet is importent, nowever, is just the fact
thet he tried to freme & theory that would have & place for both
humen responsibility end Divine omnipotence.

A considerstion of the views of some of the other members of
the Refide suggests that Hish&m wes perhaps much closer to the
Qaderi position than the opening sssertion thet "humen scts ere
created by God'womnid imply. A group of them, who sre not
mentioned by nesme, neld the foliowing views:

nGod knows what will be before it is, except the escts of men;
e knows them only in the time of their existlence, since if He
knew (distinguished) who will sin from wio will obey, He would
intervene (Lfie) between the sinner end his sin."®
Now = similar phrase is found in accounts of the early i ttezili
thinker of Bagudsd, AbG UsE el-Murdsr.= He is reported to asve
held thet God might be said to will sin in thet He pleced notaing,
or left a gep (khallg), between e jmen end sin. From this verb
khell® comes the noun tekaliye, by which Hish®m b. el-fekem de-

1) = "7 - l o
scribes the second of the conditions of humen sction.= Tekhliy &
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is probably the neerest word in frshic, etymologiczlly, to "free-
dom. " It is ftherefore conceivable thet in meking takhliya
ghu’tin & prerecuisite of humen sction HishSm hed in mind man's
independence of God, roughly in the sense adopted by those who
held the doctrine of Qadar.

Hisham's views zbout God's knowledge @iso point to an effinity‘
with tune QedarIye. According to sl-Ash®ari the Qadsriye held
tnat God cannot know & thing until it exists; end 2 subdivision
of them, the Shebibiys, held e similer view with specisl reference
to humen scts.'= The greet mesjority of the R&fide likewise held
thet God does not know whet will be before it sctuelly is;uﬂ and
this idea was 2t the basis of HishEm's cuite subtle fdectrine of
God's knowledge; he held that one could only properly spesk of &
knower where the object of knowledge wes in existence, and con-
secuently, "if God were knower of what men will do, there would
not properly be sny test (mihns) or choice. "2

With regard to this point, therefore, it might seem that tae
Refide were to be regerded ss allies rather then s opponents of
the Mu*tazila. But, though they thus emphesized the independ-
ence of men, they seem elso to heve hed some eswareness of the other
espects of the cuestion end to have worked towerds e belanced view.
Though only the beginnings of this asre to be found in Hdish&m b. &l-
Hekem himself, it is yet noteworthy thet before the time of el-
AshterI e group of the RAfide should heve formulated the doctrine
of the middle wey between "free will" (tefwid) =nd sbsolute deter-
minism (jgﬁ;))zi Up to 2 certein point, therefore, it would

sppear that these Mutekellimun of the REfide may be reckoned smong

the defenders of the Divine Ceadar.
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Pl

Bie The Wagiyst AbI EanIfa.

It would fill & grest gep in our knowledge of the more ortho-
dox tneologians of esrly Islam if we could determine the man or
group of men who drew up this "Testsment of Abu lenifa", or whose
views sre presented in it.)2* Unfortunately, owing to the dearth
of meteriel, I have to confess failure in this, elthough I think
I cen give some more precise indications then Wensinck nss done.
Wensinck did not ettempt to distingunish between the different
groups which might cleim to be orthodox or 2t lesst were the fore-
runners of the leter orthodoxy, snd tends to speck of £ homogeneous

. 193
"community".s=

This neglect falsifies some of his arguments;
for instence, when he seys thet the erticles of the Wagiya "do not
yet contain the term kesb", he overlooks the possibility that the
term mey have been slresdy in use in the technical sense, &nd yet
mey heve been avoided by tiie group responsible for tais creed}EL

The first five articles of the Waglye, deesling with fsith, sre
in meny weys close to the views of tue iurji’e. It seems to
heve been the lurji’e first and foremost who mede feitn s subject
of discussion. Article 4, to the effect thet sinners of the
community of lMuhemmed ere @ll believers end not infidels, wes &
distinctive belief of the Murji’s; snd article 2, denying the in-
crease and decreﬁse of feith, is bssed on the impossibility of one
person being & believer &nd sn unbeliever 2t the seme time, which
is very close to the view of &1l the Murji’s thet there is no feith
in eny unbeliever.'s

Lt the seme time, however, there are & few points of deteil

where the Weslys differs froa the views ol the Murji’s es commonly

reported. Most of the Murji’a held thet feith could increese



V.6. . 137.

gnd decreese. Agein, in erticles 1, 10 and 14, the Wegiye
speaks about the mun8figln or hypocrites. Now this term wes

1 TT --l . - 3
the one used by al-Hesen El—BF$T1£‘1n opposing the view of the
Khawegri] thet the men who commits 2 grest sin is en infidel,
whereas the Murji’s simply s2id he wes a2 believer; snd in the

T

eccounts of the Murji’s in the MeqFlEt, though there is much dis-
cussion of the fasig or evildoer, there is no mention of the
mundfig, except in the views of Muhemmsd b. Kerrgm snd his fol-
Lowers '@

Article 15, &asserting thet the power is slong with the &ct,
is proof of some connection with el-Nejj&r. On the wiole it
1s much more likely thet the author of the Weglye derived tuis
doctrine from el-Najjgr than vice verses; the latter is not imposs-
ible, but it would necessitate &n earlier dste for the Wesiya then
the one snggested by generel considerations. The fect that al-
Ne jj8r is reckoned among the Murji*s is confirmetory of this con-
nection, but it is strange thet there is no mention of the doctrine
of "a0quisition“ﬂ§

definite

There ere indications of veryaxxxmmg opposition to the Jahm-
Iye; for instance, the &ssertion of the uncreatedness of the Qur’zn,
the strong assertion of the reslity of the punishument of the tomb,
end the denisl thet Peradise end flell will venish)= Abu Y1-
Hudhail’s view wes similer to thet of the Jehmiys on the latter
point, but spsrt from this there is reslly notuing in the Wesiys
to show that the suthor hed the Mnttszile specislly in mind.

This mey be due, however, to his lack of interest in the oguestions

fencersed discussed, rother then to the composition of the creed
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before the discussions took place; vet even this lack of interest
would suggest thet the lu*tezile nhzd not yet atteined 2 position
of prominence.

The ellegisnce of the suthor of the WegIye to the doctrine
thet the Qur’gn was uncrezted ergues & certein effinity to ihmed
b. Henbal. Un the question of the breesking of the fest while
trevelling his position is most a2kin to thet of Ahmed snd the
Z8hiriye, though neither in this nor in other legel metters does
it conform exsctly to eny of the established §chools . 'w The
division of scts into three clesses only, instead of the five which
became recognized later, involving the omission of the Permitted
znd the Disapproved, is likewise skin to the tendency of the
ZEhiriye to mske everytihing either obligetory of forbiddenfr
The phreses of article 24 about the meeting of God with the people
of RPersdise being "witnout description, comperison or modality"

(bi-l8 keifiys .. teshbih .. jiha) are reminiscent of MELik b.

Anss pernapns rather then Ahmed b, Egnb?lfﬁﬁ

On the other hend, he does not confine himself to the Qur*s
and the Sunns as fouhdations, 28 did the extreme followers of
Ahmed b. Heanbel. ileny of the brief proofs atteched to the
srticles in the Weslye are indeed besed upon Qur’@n end Tradition,
but some appear to use retionel arguments; thus the naverying
cheracter of faith is proved by the impossibility ol & men being
both & believer snd sn unbeliever at the seme time, and the doct—

rine that God hes seated Himself on the throne without eny necessity

: 13> . i
is proved by & reductio ad ebsurdum.s= At the seme time, however,
it is to be noted that there is no trsce of the prineiple of ijma*,

the sgreement of the commmunity, which hed @ prominent place in
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the teeching of &l-8h&fi®I =nd his Tol lowers.

Thus we heve some indicctions of the genersl position of the

euthor of the Weglye. In view of the title he was presumsbly
& folLiower of AbU Henife. He hes some resemblences to shmed
b. Henbel, but he was more fevoursble to kalEm. A Henefl

pupil of Wuhemmed b. al-Hesen el-Sheibdni, of gbout the time of
shmad (d.241/855) is rether suggested. ="

The sutnor of the Wegiye, whoever he may heve been, wes
certainly an upholder of the Divine Qedsr. He meinteined thet
the determinstion (teodir) of good end evil is wholly from God,
ond thet both men end =11 his works are crested by God.'= The
mention of God's commend to the Pen to write is suggestive of the

traditions sbout thne writing down before the beginning of the

world of &lLi that wes to heppen till the Dey of Resurrection:3‘

and Wensinck nes interpreted the article in tais way. But the
from
quotatioani the Qur’&n refers definitely to records of whet men

heve done, mede efter tney hsve done it, end not to & determin-

etion of their scts beforehend; snd the Arsbic words m& huwe k&'iny

which Wensineck has trenslsted, "Write whet shell heppen till the

dey of resurrection", would be &s correctly rendered, "Write whet
is hsppening (sc. and go on writing) till ..."; and the erticle
would then mesn that & record is msde end kept of £ll thet men do.
Otherwise we should heve to supnose thet the suthor hsd twisted
the cuotation into & proof of this idee of predeterminetion.

From the fect thet his position in genersl is thoroughly theistiec,
it seems much more likely thet he would try to interpret the

fetalistic conception in & theistic sense. On the other hend,

tiie mention of the Preserved Tsble et the end of erticle 7
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suggests that he neld thet there wes & "pre-writing" of humen
scts .\

The chief interest of srticle 7 is thet it distinguishes

between God's command, desire, good plessure, £nd the like, on

the one hend (amr, mehabbe, ridg), end on the other, His will,

decision, determination, creation (or formetion), =nd knowledge
(meshi’s, ced®’, taqdir, tekhlio, %*ilm). Sins 2nd acts of

: _ _ latter

obedience =re both in sccordence with thenﬁﬂrmay group; only =zcts

of obedience ere in accordence with the former groupfzg This
appears to streighten out the coanfusion that hed csused trouble
es early as the time of the dispute between leimun and Shu‘aibfﬁq
but it introduces a divisioa within the being of God waich leeads
to theoretical difficulties. This article also ssys that scts

of obedience occur with God's help (tewfIg), e2nd sins with His

cbendoning (khidhlZn) -~ the only mention of these or the other
similer gualities in the Wagiye; this suggests thst these points
did not bulk lzrge in the euthor's religious experience, & fact
which would indiceate his remoteness from the circle of idess of
men like £l-Nejj8r =nd even Bishr b. al-lu*tamir.

Perheps too much should not be mede, however, of these omis-
sions, for the argument to show that humen power (istitE®s) is
along with the sct is besed on & truly religious sense of depend-

ence on God.

nIf it (sc. men's power) were before the act, then men would
be independent of God in time of need, and this is contrery fto
the definite judgement of Seripture (47,40): 'God is the Rich,
gnd ye sre tne poor.'"

The euthor of the WasIye is thus seen to belong to & feirly

conservetive school of thought, yet he is not unawsre of the
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distinetions that have come to light, and of the need for meking
decisions sbout these. Despite his ellegisnce to Tredition,
which might heve mede him sympsthetic to fatelism, his determinism
is very definitely theistic snd not fetelistic. It is God Who
determines everything both good =nd bzd, for anything else would
be en infringement of His unity; it is God Who crestes &nd gives
sustenence &nd strength to puny, impotent man. The confusions

ere not completely removed but much progress has been made.

7. Khushsgish.
AbU *Zsim Khusheish b. Asrem el-Nes2’1 is & little-known
traditionist, who died in 253. His importence flor us is thet

8 large pert of his Kit@b el-IstigZme fi ®l-Sunna we-?1-Redd fi

Ahl 21-Bids® we-1-AhwZ? is contsined in the TanbIh of sl-Meleti;

so thet Khushaish is one of the esrliest writers asccessible to us
et first hend.'=m°

In keeping with Nessignon's remerk thet Kaunshesish was close
to Ahumed b, Henbal, we find thet the srguments which he produces
ageinst the verious secteries in nis work ere &lmost entirely
from the Qur'En snd Tredition. The mein exception to this is
thet ne sometimes quotes seyings of grest smmslims of the pest of
ecknowledged reputetion; for example, Ibn ®*AbbZs is reported to
nave seid that "impotence znd intelligence ere predetermined

(bi-Y1l-cedar)".'d There is no reference, so far ss I heve ob-

served, to the "agreement" (ijmg¢) of =1-ShEfi®I &nd his follow-
ers &s & source of truth in dogmatics to which appeel cen be mede;

so that Khushaish must heve stood cuite cpert from that side of

orthodox thought. The nearest to this is & pessege where the
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"orthodox perty" (el-gZlihWin) ere reported to heve forbkdden a méen
meking the supposition tnst he had done something other than he
ectuelly (s

It is nerdly correct to spesk of "arguments" et ell in desl-
ing with Khusheish, for his "method of ergument" was simply to set
down & string of verses from the Qur’Zn snd then Treditions of the
Prophet end enecdotes ebout noteble men, =nd to lesve the reader
to discover for himself how they £11 applied to the theme in
cuestion. The bareness of this method of supporting one's views
is well illustrated by the story of Ghail®n's esudience with the
celiph ®Umer II (99-101 A.H.). Thne celiph challenged GheilZn
gbout his views, end when Gheil&n hed received permission to stete
nis cese, he simply cuoted:

"Has there come upon men & period of time when he was nothing
wortn mentioning? Verily We crested men from & drop, &
mixture, testing him, end We made him eble to heer and to see;
We guided him 28 to the wsy, whether grateful or ungrateful."

The cealiph's reply wes little more then the essertion thet Gheilan
wes misteken, znd the cuotation of other verses:

"(Recall) when thlly TLord s2id to the sngels: 'Lo, I sm going
to place & vice-gerent in the esrth.' They seaid: 'Wilt Thou
plece in it one who will work corruption #nd shed blood? We
sing hymns in Thy preise &nd ascribe holiness to Thee.' He
replied: 'I know what ye know not.' lie teught 2dem s11 the
nemes ; then He mustered them before the sngels snd seid: 'Tell

. me the nemes of these, if ye spesk the truth.' They seid:
'Glory be to Thee: we heve no knowledge but whet Thou h&ast
teught us; Thou ert tne Knowing, the Wise.' He seid: 'O Adam,
tell them their nemes.' Then when he ned told them their
nemes, He seid: 'Did I not sesy to you, thet I know the secret
(things) of the neevens and the esrth; I know wiaet ye reveal
end whet ye heve been conceeling."

This reply evidently grestly impressed Ghesilen, eénd ne promised to
keep quiet on the metter. There is no indicetion at gll how tae

one oguotetion is supposed to counter the other, end the reader is
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left to ﬁuzzle this out for himself. Presumebly the point is
thet the words "whether grateful or ungresteful" eppesrf to lesve
open & choice to man, whereass whet is seid sbout God's knowledge
of hidden things in the second pessage includes knowledge of what
men will do.‘g’

In fairness to Khusheish it must be noted thet there w exe
& few occesions when he does something more then this. In the
lest pert of the section on the (ederiys some elucideations ere
given of the Qur’&nic cquotetions, though perheps these belong
rether to tae Tredition.m The view of 2l-g&libhtin zbout meking
suppositions, zlready referred to, suggests tast Khusheish end those
who taought like him were awere of the discussions gmong the
Mutekallimlin even if they re jected kalZm, for this wes & much-
debated tOpicf:F The closing phrase of *the section on the
Qaderiya:

] "(God) commsnded Iblis to show reverence, #nd intervened
(phEla) between him snd thet;"

is reminiscent of ophrsses used by sl-lurdfr snd others.'s Thus
Khusheish mey not reslly heve been so remote from the "advenced"
theologicel circles of his time &s the form of his book might
leed us to think,

With regerd to the content of his teeching, & prominent place
is given to the righteousness of God. This is best seen in ais
srguments ageinst the JahmIye, whose monistic end pentheistic ideas
pleced morelity et & discount; in defending treditional eschatology
sgeinst them, Kahusheish wes defending the doctrine thet 2 men's

conduct hes eternel significence. On the other hend, when it

ceme to the cuestion of God's omnipotence, he eppesrently noticed
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no difference or inconsistency between the truly theistic view &nd
wnet I neve called tne atheistic or fatelistic view. After
cuoting & number of verses of the Qur®En which exelt the nejesty
end mignt of God, he passes on to Treditions end snecdotes waich
reflect the spirit of fetslism. Explicitly, of course, tne
fetelism is elways covered over by & veneer of theism, Tor it is
alweye God Who is looked upon ss the ultimete source of the pre-
determinetion of men's life; end, in view of their sttechment to
the Qur’En, it seems vprobeble thet the theism wes the dominent
fector in the thought of men like Khushsish., But they are still
eble to hold without & cuelm thet & men's ultimste place in Pers-
dise or Hell is predetermined, with the further suggestion thet
notining he can do cen elter thet. God's supremscy is thus
esserted in & way thet unduly restricts humen power.

Kimsheish is interesting to us not simply for himself, but beceuse
on this metter he is the representstive to us of a learge body of
mcderate or conservative opinion. Doubtless meny of those who
differed from him in thet they accepted the principle of 1ijmd*

would heve agreed with him in whet he hed to sey in defence of the

=

Divine Qedar, s#nd would likewise heve feiled to see any inconsist-
ency between theistic and fetelistic determinism. Eech of the
greet treditiongsts presumably hed his "teQGency",EF but, sinee

2l -BukhZrT (4.25) =nd Inslim (d.261) sre rougnly contemporaries
of Khushaish, on this cuestion of predestinetion one would expect
them simply to reflect tne moderate thonght of the middle of the

third century with sll its confusion. So far as I have been

sble to observe from a very brief survey, this is sctusliy tue cese.
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B Al -Kharrsz.

— = " 3 3 1 T = = s e o . - w T
Abu Ba®Id Ahmed b. IsE si-iherrsz, who died probsbly in 286,

differs from the other figures concerned in thet he was a mystic

rather then a theologisn, concerned with the vractice of religion

rather than its theory. His Book of Trutanfulness, which we

possess, deals with the practice of virtues quite es much &s with
the specificeliy mysticel states.'s® Whet he hes to say ebout
predestination, therefore, is probesbly cherescteristic of the
attitude towards it of meny devout Muslims of his time.

Mysticism, and indeed all religion, has its dangers, end one
of these is thet the soul may come to prefer the selfish enjoyment
of states of religious exsitation to the exercise of virtues which
involve it in the storm end stress of active life. The fetal-
istic current within Islem seems at times to have swept 2l-Kherriz
on to the shoals of excessive passivity or quiescence. He
guotes this story with approval:

"A certaian man said: 'And I have no blessings, save the
workings of destiny in me, whatever may befal.' The seame
man drank poison. When they said to nim, 'Teke an antidote!
he replied, 'If I knew thet my cure could be accomplished by
touching my nose or my easr, I would aot do it.'"&

When considering whether trust in God (tawakkul) is counsistent

with reliance upon secondary or natural czuses (asbBb simply),

he exhorts his readers to sever connection with the mejority of
such csuses. He does not absolutely forbid the use of medical
treatment, for Muhsmmad had commsnded the use of drugs; but he
suggests that this is only in certzin cases, and that the "higher
vocation" is that of the men who hes nothing to do with such things;

meny examples show thet God can defend one from any evil, whereas

: I L
drugs are freguently ineffective.=

In much of his book there is a note of despsir «nd re jection
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of the world, doubtless connected in some way with his predestin-
arian views, though whether contributing to them or derived from
them would be difficult to say. "God has abused the present
world," he says, and quotes the verse: "Know thet this present
life is play end sport and show ..."; and a littHe%t later he spesks
of "God's condemnation of this world and how He has belittled

its worth, and does not approve of it 2s an abode for His saintsiiel
Another passage is reminiscent of St.Peul's "desire to depart and
to be with Christ;" but it lecks St.Peul's perception of a posit-
ive purpose to be attained by remsining in the world.

"The men who longs after God is disgusted wita thies world,
and witn remaining therein; he desires death and the ending of
his span and lot. It is peculier to him, that he seeks to
be estranged from created thiangs, and keeps himself alone in
solitude and isolation."&*

There is = better side, however, to the teaching of al-Kharraz.
He reaches a lofty conception of trust in God even "in the valley

of the shadow" snd of acquiescence in sll1 the circumstances of

one's life. This is the solution in prectice of the problem

of evil, which remsins insoluble at the theoretical level. He
reciizes that even the devout servent of God is not alweys pre-
served by God from misfortune; nevertheless, he mainteins, his
trust is in no way impeired. Such & men, too, will not say,

"My need will be fulfilled," for ne knows that God is fulfilling

His own purpose .2

"Phe trustful men knows that he is moving towards whet is
xnown (sc. in God's foreknowledge), end he is well-pleased
with God, being sware that he cannot throvgh trust obtein the
hestening of what God has postponed, or the postponement of
what God has hastened. He hes succeeded in expelling im-
patience and trepidation, a2nd has found rest from the torment
of covetousness; heving trained his soul in knowledge both
intellectuel and spirituel, he seys, 'What is destined will
be, and what will be is surely coming' (m& cuddirs sayakunu ,
we-m8 yakiinu fa-huwe ati)... One of the Comnanions
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seid: 'l entered the honse of the Prophet, 2nd there wes in
the house a2 dried date; and the Prophet said, Teke it; if
thou hadst not come to it, it would have come to thee.'"

Acouiescence (rid#& ®sn A118h) is a still higher stege.

"I seid: 'What is the sign of ecouiescence in the hesrt,
and what is its manifestation?' He replied: 'It is the
hegrt's joy in the course of destiny. A certain man hes
seid: 'Accuiescence is meeting calamities with hope 2nd cheer-
fulness.' It is related that anas b, MElik sasid: 'I was a
servant of the Prophet. He never sa2id to me with regard to
any mestter, Way didst thou do thet? or, Why didst thou not do
that? He would only say, So it was destined, and so it wes
decreed (oudi .. guddira).’ §5% This saying of ‘Umar is
an indication ol accuiescence, beceause one is patient ounly
with regerd to something disagreeable, and grateful only with
regard to something agreeable; and he said, 'I care not waich
of the twain has falien to my Lot;' This was because the
two states wewre equal in his sight.' s

The note of joy which wes touched on at the beginning of that
passage 1is found more fully in the section on "Truthfulness in
the knowledge of Ged's benefits end in gretitude to Him."

"As for His former blescings, these are: that He remembered

thee before thou wast anything et eli, and privileéged thee with
a belief in His wnity, feith in Him, snd the knowledge of Him;
He also caused the Pen to inscribe thy neme on the Preserved
Teblet as & luslim, "&

The modern Western reader is struck with the strange juxte-
positions of deep religious insight with crude fatalistic enec-
dote. It seems thet Islam, for all its spiritual strength,
could not shake itself free from the dead hend of old Lrab ideas
of dshr. The confusion - wheat and tares growing side by side -
remained. Yet even out of the thought of the predetermination
of events al-Kharrg@z can draw spiritual nourishment - awareness
of the prevenience of God - &s when he writes of a man being given
to "realize through pure feith what was elready in eternity laid

up for thee with Him - when He desired thee, before ever thou didst

o 15
desire Him. "=
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Y Conclnding Pemerk.

Perheps one of the mein results of this chepter hes been to
show the meny-sidedness of the intellectusl 1life of Islem in
the second snd third centuries, cnite epert from the Iu®tazils
who heve occupied so much of the limelight. With it elLi, how-
ever, 1t is strange thaet so meny theoleggisns whould have remsained
uneware of the clesh between theistic esnd fatslistic attitudes.
Certain &aspects - notebly the different schools @#nd trends cmong
the more orthodox - heve been touched upon very lightly, since
they were not specislliy relevent to the subject in hand.
Enough has been s&id, however, to shew tihet there wes & wery
grest degree of prepsrstion for the work of al-aAsh®aert. In
21l this the contribution of the Ahl 21-Ithb&t is seen to be of

the highest importence.
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Hote a. wuhemmed b, erb el-S=irsfl.

It seems to me probeble thet this person is none other then
Burghfith, who is aiso Muhemmad b, ¢IsZ 2l-5airsfI (spelt with sin).
He is usuelly referred to as "Muhemmed b, Herb"; "el-Sairsfi"
(spelt with ged) is 2dded only in Megalet,383. Al -Shehrest&ni
\Milael,103) end sl-Ash®erI (lisg.120) include his neme in lists of
theologieans belohging to the Kheawsrij. Along with meny of the
Al el-Ithbet he 1is reported (lac.383) to heve held thet perception
is to be escribed to God since He originstes in the senses the
neture (tebIi®e) which generates it; this is elmost identicel with
Burgnuth's view sbout genereted effects. Finelly there is &
long passage (lizcg.107,L.34 - 108,1.13) describing the views of
"meny of the Ib&EJTIya" (& sect of the Khewsrij) end in particular
thiose of Yehye b. (£bi) KEmil, iuhemmsd b. Herb end IdrIs el-IbEdi.
On exeminetion these views prove to be elmost identicel with
articles 4, 10, &, 9, 7, 1, 8, of the views of esl-Nsjjer, together
with the report on p.514. One of the more noticesble devietions
is tae sddition of few®sn in erticle 9; God is seid to be eble to

do & fevour for the unbelievers so tnet thev would believe volunt-

[40]

erily - the very voint thet Burghfith hed emphesized. (The

description of men's power to sct es 2 me®ns, "form" or "concept",

is & further exemple of the influence of Mutszmmer; the technicel

use of the term is elso found in 2 report sbout £l-Nejjér - lisg.528)
Thus dunammed b. Herb egreed in genersl with sl-Nejjgr, but

differed from him sbout genereted effects; s#nd that is exeactly

how thne views of Burghuti sre despribed. He even uses the

word jewten, walch seemed to be cﬂeracteristic of Burgnwtn.:

The only ground for objection to his identificetion with Burghtth
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would seem to be his connection with the Khewsrij. There is
edmittedly & puzzle in this to which I cen offer no solution, but
it need prove no stumbling-block to identifying the two men,
Burghtith £lso wes connected with the Khewfrij, for his neme is
included 1in the seme list in Wilsl,103 - evidently the confusion
hed occurred before the time of gl -ShahrestZni. The identi-
ficetion of Muvhemmsd bZI lerb with Burghtith mey therefore be re-
garded &s highly probsble; gt the very leest we must be deeling

with two closely releted men.
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The theolLogy of al-Ash®sri is generslly regarded as marking
a turning-point, or the completion of a stage, in the history of
Islam, and the present chapter will show thet there are good
grounds for such a view. On the other hands, modern scholars
have found it difficult to understand the exact nature of the
achievement of al-Ash®eri, and the more of his writings became
availeble to them, the less did the new picture of the man they
thws acouired tally with the preconceptions they had formed from
the desériptions of his followers. The surprise and dismay of
the Western scholar is reflected in the words of Wensinck, efter
summerizing el-Ash®eri’s arguments to vrove that God may be seen
in Paradise and quoting his profession of ellegiance to Ahmed b,
Henbal: "Is this the al-Ash®eri whose spiritusl descendants
were cursed by the Hanbalites and who is detested by Ibn lazm?
Or is el-Ash®ari & men with two faces?"=

The trouble is that the Western scholer of the last century
hes tended to be out of sympathy with al-Ash®ari from tne'very
first. From the stendpoint of the liberslism with which he hes
nearly always been infected the conflict between the luttazils
and their orthodox opponents has nearly always appéared to him as
a conflict between freedom of thought and the tyranny of absolute
dogmas ; and, since the superiority of reason in its free exercise
wes his own dogme (probably unscknowledged as such), he viewed
with extreme disfavour the men who wes primerily respoansible for

the overtiarow of the (supposedly) pure rationalism of the Im®tezila.
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-This attitude is found at leest as early as von Kremer's Geschichte

der herrschenden Tdeen des Islams, published in 1868,% and hss

continued with modificetions until the vnresent time, though Dr.
Nyberg's work on the iu“tazila marks the beginning of a chenge.
The present study is based on cuite & different attitude.
Islem is undoubtedly, whatever the ultimete judgement ebout it
mey be, one of the great religious forces of the world, and for
thaet reason he who would vnderstand it mwst approach it with a
considerable measure of humility and reverence. The theology
of al-Ash®eri and his school was finally accepted by the great
me. jority of Muslims as an adequete intellectual expression of
their religion, whereas that of the Mn®tszila was rejected;
therefore - the conclusion forces itself upon us - it is to sl-
Asn®eri and his like that we must turn if we would understand
something of the inmost essence of Islam and the source of its
strength. The very fact of his conversion from Mu‘tézili

doctrines to more traditionsl views probably helps to this end.

1. The Comversion of gl-Ash®sri.

Abu ’1-ilssan ®A1lI b, ®Ism&€il al-Ashtari was born at Bagre
in 260/873. He wes one of the more »nromising pupils of the
head of the Muttazila in Basra, sl-Jubb&’I, on occesion even tek-
ing the place of the master, eand might have been expected to become
nis succeséor, but when he was 40 he wes converted from u®tezil®
doctrines to those of the party of the Book and the Sunna, and
devoted himself to the intellectuél defence of this position.
Towards the end of his life he moved to Baghdad, and there he died

in 324/v35.%
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liore is to be learned from the stories of his conversion then
is usually supposed, even if they sre perheps partly symbolic in
cheracter. Thus his dissatisfaction with the views of al-Jubb&’I
is crysteallized in the story of the three brothers; which occurs
in various forms. It concerns the ultimate fate of three
brothers, one of wiom was pious, the second wicked, while the
third died as a child. Now, if Parasdise is reserved for those
who nave merited it by their good conduct, then the child has no
part there. If to avoid the unfairness of the child's exclusion
from Peradise (seeing it nas had no opportunity to do good works),
one says thaet God knew that the ehild would have been wicked, head
1t survived, then one is open to the retort that in fairness God
ought to have cut off the second brother before he fell into sin.
This story is commonly given in the form of 2 dialogue between
pl-Ash®srl and al-Jubba’i,® but, when the views which leed to this
impasse 2re carefully compared with those described in the lMegslat,
it is clear thet they are rather those of the Mu®tazila of Baghdad
whom 8l-Jubbs’I criticized.Z Al-Jubba*i hed given up the at-
tempt to show that all the dealings of God with men could be ex-
plained as the rewerd of merit, the punishment of disobedience, or
the indemnity of unmerited suffering; he saw that the destinies of
men could not be explained fully in terms of the Fational concepts
of justice and fairness, and was ready to admit that the idea of
tafaddul or undeserved grece and favour towards men on God's part.ﬁ
In any event, the conclusion towmrds which the story points
is that these human conceptions sre inadequate for the fects of
humen 1life. One cannot give & rational explanation of the

differences between the fate of different men; one must simply
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accept. It seems to me very likely that 2l-Jubbz’I was begin-
ning to be eware of the limitations of reeson, and thet his pupil
. was in this respect only cerrying his thoughts & stage further.
Certeinly, al-@Ash®eri’s position is to be reserded as the logical
development of the whole movement of the “n®tezils. They had
attempted to account for the complex fects of existence according
to & certain system of ideas, but, despite their efforts, there
remained glaring contradictions between the svstem snd the facts;
it then becomes naturel to turn aside to see whether some other
system will be more setisfactory. ‘

Again end egain in the Ibans it will be found thet sl-Ash®sri’s
method of eargument consists in confronting the & priori ideas of
nis adwersaries with herd fect; he is & reslist arguing witﬂ
romantics. Thus in the section dealing with God's willl- ne
argues from the facts of the excess of infidels over believers,
of the existeace of things which God fbrbids, of the existence of
humen acts which God does not will.

As this insufficiency of humesn reason was borne in upon Him,
el-Ash®eri was led to take decisions. The story of his dresms,
which likewise occurs in verious forms, certeinly hes its basis in
fact, and may very well be largely esccurate, for modern psychology
rather leads us to expect dresms a2t the crises of life.Z?

During the month of Ramed&n the Prophet appeered three times to

al-Ash®eri in dresms, evidently marking three stsges in the change
of heart and mind which took plesce in him. At the first stage
he was cleerly dissetisfied with rationslistic Kel@m, and decided

to turn to the Trzditions &nd the Qur*sn; he did not yet trust

himseif completely to these, however, but busied himself rether
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wita the interpretation of them sccording to the methods of Kaldm.
On his second cppearance some deys later the Prophet asked al-
Ash®*ari now ne nad obeyed the injunction to support what wes re-
lated from himself, the Yrophet, and, wien ne hed been informed,
simply repeated the injunction. According to snother version
gl -Ash®eri hed first studied the Treditions sbout seeing hluhemmed
in dreams (&s he doubted the reeiity of his experience), sbout
intercession and about the vision of God. It is eaiso said
_thet, et the sppesrance of Muhemmed, sl-Ash®srI said he doubted
about the vision of God with the eyes becesuse it wes contrary to
the conclusions of reason, 2nd received the reply thet it wes not
the Traditions thet were -doubtful but the arguuents of Reason.
AlL the versions agree thet after this dream he completely gave
up Kalfm, end confined himself to & study of Traditions and of
commentaries on the Qur’zan.

The final stage was reached after the third dreamn. The
Prophet again ssked for an account of his doings, but wes not
altogether plessed witin what he was told: "I did not tell you
to give up Kalzm, but to support the true Traditions." Thus
Reason, expelled from & throne, is reinsteted as the handmeid of
Revelation. The insufficiency of retional ideas hes probebly
something to do with the selection of the subjects studied in the
Traditions, for the intercession of the FProphet for sinners was &
corrective of strict justice, and the vision of God with the eyes
in the next wwrld was complementary to the inadecuscy of our
retional conceptions of Him in this. The story of the dreams

is thus thoroughly in accordance with the conclusion of the ===y
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problem of the three brothers. Together they point to whet is
probably the best description of the position of s2l-Ash®ari -

"the subordination of Reesson to Revelation."

Thnere is therefore from one voint of view considersble justi-
fication for Wensinck's asssertion that "his IbZne shows him through-
out as the stern adherent of an’én and sunne, whose arguments
consist chiefly of cuotations from these two sources" ;= but the
latter part of the remark is one-sided. There is all the dif-
ference in the world between the arguments of sl-Ash®ari and those
of Khushaish, and we need only compare the two to learn something
of al-Ash®ari’s intellectual stature and of his retention of the
use of Reason. |

Actuelly it will be found thst the bases of al-Asn‘ariis
arguments fall under foullr heads. The first two of these are
the ones Wensinck mentions; nsmely, the Qur’sEn and the Traditions,
but even in the chapter which he snalyses on the visibility of God
in the next life, these sources account for only five of the eight
srguments, and in some of the other chavters the proportion is
even smaller. = loreover, while revealed truth is the basis of
the proof, there is, by contrast with Khushaish, a very consider-
able structure of rationel ergument built upon it. He does not
simply cuote verses; he shows how those on which he relies support
his doctrines, and how those cuoted by his adversaries do not prove
what they want them to prove. Thas in regard to the point
mentioned, the objection from the verse, "Sight reacheth not to

Him," is not valid; this may meen "Sight reacheth not to Him in

this world," oxr "The sight of the infidels reacheth not %0 Him, !
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and we must adopt one of these interpretations, since otherwise we
should make the Qur®an contrzdict itself, which we know it does
not do. % This doctrine thet the Qur’zn is not self-contre—
dictory is reminiscent of the statement in one form of the story
of the dreams that, when he exsmined the sound Traditions, he

found that they constituted a rstionsl system.

The third source of the nremisses of his argnments is 1ijmg°

-or the agreement of Muslims. The final argument for the vision

of God to the feithful in Paradise is that the life of Paradise

is "as iduslims are sgreed" one of perfect delight, end the highest

of ell delights, greater even than that of seeing the Prophet,

is that of beholding the countenance of God. - Similarly in the

discussion of God's will, views sre rejected because they contra-

dict the principle, "on which the Muslims are agreed," thet whet

God wills to be, is, and whet Me does not will, is not.S The

acknowledgement of ijmB® es one of the bases of law had first

been made by el-Shafi*i (d.204), =nd appears to have been applied

to dogmatic theology not long afterwards by the Mottazile, =
Finally, there are a number of purely rational arguments.

O0f those about the visibility of God, the sixth and seventh in

Wensinck's analysis belong to this category. The former of

these is bssed on the principle that whatever exists is capable

of being shown to man by God, and of course God exists; the latter

sterts from the proposition thet perception of oneself is & nec-

essary condition of the perception of things, and this proposition

is supported by the analogous one that self-knowledge is & nec-

essary condition of the knowledge of objects. Again, inm arsu=
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ing against some of the Mutezils who denied that God mskes. un-
belief base, he asserted that "sn sct is not really an act, except
when the agent knows it according to the reaiity on which it is

based."g

These examples could be multiplied indefinitely.
It should be added, however, that there is no clear-cut distinction
between rational premisses and those derived from the sgreement
of IMuslims. It may be a matter oi common observation that
Fuslims pray to God fbr the vower of faith and shun the power of
unbeélief, but it is elso & metter on which Muslims might be seaid
to agree.ﬁ“ The truth is that sl-Ash®eri’s arguments precticelly
ell appear to have been directed sgainst specific people, snd, if
his opponents edmitted his sssertions, it wes not necessery for
him to label the mource "reason" or "egreement". Anything theat
infringes the dignity of God &nd suggests weakness, ineffectiveness
or carelessness is certeinly felse, snd this wes & point the
lu¢tezila, for instance, could not but admitfl since they masde use
oi 1t themselves.

The study of the Ib&ne thus shows thet, while al-ishf®arl
quite deiinitely geve the first plece to Revelation, he neverthe-
less sssigned & very importent pert to Reason.

In view of this it mey seém.strange that he geve his sllegi-

ance to Ahmsd b. Henbel's formule of bi-1% kaife (literslly, "with-

out how"), which is sometimes looked upon as the mark of obscur-
entism. = This is not reelly strenge when one remembers that
there had been & prominent body which had attempted to deny the
possibility of &ll knowledge of God apart from negative knowledge

(or knowledge of whet He is not); the JahmIya hed been esmong the
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prime edherents of this doctrine of t2®t1l, and in s moderate
form it had been continued by some of the anl al-Ithbat.¥ Such
e view is sound from el-Ash®ari’s stendpoint in so fer es it mesns
that Reason by itself is not cép@ble of epprehending the nsture

of God. But he hed gone on to the further position thet the
knowledge from which we ere precluded by the limitstions of our
reason is eveilable to’us through revelation. It follows thet
reason cannot even be allowed to sit in judgement on the phrases
anﬂ.conceptions in which the revelestion is conteined; man must
simply sccept them. The ellegoricel interpretetions of enthro-
pomorphic expressions, which el-Ash®sri declsasimed ageinst,g such
as the suggestions that God's hands signify "grece" or "power",
were probably associsted with the assertion of the competency of
reason apart from revelation, end this would necessitate the

re jection of them. On the other hand, when the relation of
reeson to revelation was cleerly 11nder8t00d, it would no longer
be necessary for his followers to set their feces sbsolutely
egeinst all ellegorizing.

‘Likewise gl-Ash®sri’s apparently irrastional acceptence of the
traditional eschatology, is to be understood 1in the light of the
contemporary elternatives. ‘To & great extent those who, like
the Jahmiya, denied the various picturescue events of the Day of
Judgement were trying to deny the eternsl significence of right-
eous conduct and, in eifect, to msintain that 1t did not metter
whet & man did. Even where this was not the motive of those
who rejected the traditionel conceptions, there was still the
denger of smorslism - the obliteration of the distinction

between right end wrong.
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2. The Omnipotence of God in sl-jpshteri*s Thought.

A superficial reaeding of the creeds in the Ib&Zns and the
iiecg@lat or of the body of the IbZna is enought to show thet el-
Ash'eri strongly emphesized the omnipotence of God, and even ad—
opted many of the conceptions thet I have mainteined are pre-
Islemic rether than Qux?&nic.

The fifth article of the creed runs as follows:

"They affirm that there is on earti nothing eithner good or
bad except what God wills, and thet things exist by the will
of God. Thus. it is written: 'But ye will not go will,
except it be thet God willeth;¥ sand thus the Iuslims sey:
'Whet God wills is, end whet He does not will is not.'"Z

The last remsxk is pefhaps meant to be 2 proof of the doctrine

from ijmg*, parallel to the proof from the Qur’sn. Certainly
the common belief of luslims thet "what God wills is, &nd whet.He
does not will is not" is prominent in the chapter of the Ib&na
gbout God's will. The o0ld fetelistic principle that "what
misses one could not have attainegione, and vice versg® is men-
tioned in both the forus of the creed, though in different places.g
There are slso treces of the Tradition ebout the Pen in the phrease
that "God knows whet men do, and hes written that these things

will be."% |

A cognete point, which is insisted on elmost £d neauseem in the
Ibsns, is thet the difference between the faithful end the unbe-
lievers is the result of God's differentiel treatment of thenm,
and not the result of their own independent act. This thought
underlies oll1 thet al-Ashf?rI hes to sey about Guidence, Error,

the Seeling end similer metter. It is the eorollery of God's.

omnipotence thet He must will all thet occurs in the earth.
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If 2 men's unbelief and sin sre his own work 2nd are not what
God willed, thet would imply weskness or carelessness in God;
and such 2 stete of things is unthinkeble. 80 =l-Ashferi
is driven inevitably to the conclusion that God crestes the
unbelief end sin of men.
The account he gives of humen activity is.thoroughly in
line with this insistence on the omnipotence and sll-comnprehending

setivity of God. Lie edopts the view elreedy held by a2l-Ng]jjer,

the auth;ﬁg of the Wegivet AbI Hanife and others that man's power
to act only accompeanies the act and does not exist before it,
end that it is power for only one act and not for slternetives .=
In other words, when God gives a men the power to believe, the
only act open to the men is to believe; he has no power either

to disvelieve, or even merely to refrein from Eelieving. Thus
in a2 sense the act is the man's gct since it comes sbout through
g power which hes been created in him; but it never in sny way
passes out of the control of God. There remains only the
shedow of man's responsibility for his actiors. It is not
surprising, then, that al-Ash®sri appears to reject Burghfith's
contention thet an act is not & voluntaery act when men is com-
pelled by God to do it, end ssserts that God, besides being able
to create accuisition for men, is eble to compel him to do evil, B

Al-Ash®ari’s acceptence of the conception of accuisition

(ik$isBb) is little more than lip-service. Perhaps he reteined
gl-Jubb&'i’s eversion from the idee. Besides the passeage

just referred to, there are, so fer as I cen discover, only two

occasions in the MsoZlst end the IbEns where he uses the word in
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connection with his own views. In one of these he stetes thsat
"trne mesning of iktisBb is thet the thing comes ebout through an
originated power znd is an sccnisition (kasb) for the person
through whose power it comes sgbout" - +that is, he noints to
1ts created cherascter; in the other he is primerily concerned to
insist that whatever men does by wey of eccuisition is still
within God's control - "there cannot be within the sphere of God's
euthority any iktis&b of men which He does. not will."¥

‘%Befon we condemn al-Asn®erI out of hand for his belittling of
men's responsibility for his scte it is worth looking at his
attempts to solve the "problem of evil" with which he wes now
confronted. He is quite clear that the sbsolute supremecy of
God's will implies that He nes willed sll the evil in the world;
otherwise God would be wesk or negligent. But he 1is 2lso guite
certain that God 1is good and righteous. One of the arguments
he uses'depends on the contrast between God and Iblis, whom he
regerds es willing evil; since there is'ﬁore evil in the world
then good, then, if the evil is contrery to God's will, Iblis
must be more effective then God (anfedhu), and likewise worthier
of the attributes of omnipotence(ictidsr), suthority (suijgn) end
divintty . ="

One line of solution depends on the doctrine that righteous-
ness or goodness hss no intrinsic existence but is derived from
the prescriptions of & leawgiver; as there is no lawgiver above
God to determine what is right and wrong for Him, there is no
law for Him to transgress.%? Thig is not very satisfactory,

and it is herdly to be wondered et thet it receives only brief

mention.
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lis mein solutibn, however, occurring in different pleces
of the Ib&ns, is slong the line first exnlored by men like Bur-
ghuth. This is that the relstion of God to whet He creates
is cuite different from the relation of men to his scts, =nd thet
consecuently God is not necesserily to be described by the terms
applicable to a humen agent. If & men performs & movement, he
is described &s "moving"; but when God creates & movement in one
of His creatures, He is not to be described as "moving". This,
el-AshfarI holds, spplies to God's creestion of evil.

"If they ask: '"Which is better, the good or the person from
whom the good proceeds?', the reply is: 'The person from whom
the good proceeds by wey of (unmerited) favour is better than
the good.' If they then say: 'Then which is worse, the evil
or the person from whom the evil proceeds?', the reply is: 'The
person from whom the evil proceeds by weay of wrongdoing is
worse than the evil. From God, however, the evil proceeds by
wey of creation, and He is deeling justly thereby ..."*%

One of the most interesting perts of el-Ash®ari’s argument
is where he uses humen persllels (besed on paesssges from the
Qur’an)X to show how it is vossible for e person to will folly
without being foolish. It would seem that the lm*tezils or
some similar group hed reised the objection esgeinst those who
meinteined that God could creste evil without being an evildoer
that "whoever wills folly (safah) is necessarily foolish. "

The first example is that of the sons of Adaem. When the
offering of the one was accepted and not that of the other, the
latter threatened to kill his brother. The brother, however,
mede no defensive or protective sattacks on the asssilent; "Evenif

you try to kill me," he said, "I em not going to try to kill you,

for I feer God; I will that you should take the blame and be an

immate of Hell." In other words, the brother whose‘offering
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wes accepted deliberately willed 2 course of sction which includ-
ed his brother's killing him (unless the mention of God restrain-
ed him), becsuse he considered the slternative to be sinful.
Yet though he thus willed his own murder, he could not be celled &
murderer; without his willing of the mwrder it would presumebly
not have occurred, so thet his will ked zn effective share in
bringing about the event, and yet the mvrder corld not be sscrib-
ed to him as its agent.
The second illustrstion is similar. Jogeph, after re-
peatedly refusing the solicitetions of his msster's wife, met
her threats of imprisonment with the words: "liy Lord, I prefer
the prison to that to which they invite me." Thus Joseph,
fearing God &nd desiring gbove all things to avoid sin, willed his
own imprisonment, which wes @& sin on account of its injustice.
As in the previous cese, this volition wes effective in bringing
ebout the imprisonment, since, had Joseph complied with the
women's recuests, he would not hsve been imprisoned. But,
fhovgh Joseph willed the sin in this sense, it obviously could
not be ascribed to him in such & way thet he wes in the least
degree sinful on account of it. Al-Ash®ari therefore concludes
that, elthough God wills folly, He is not necesserily foolish.
This is &n exceedingly interesting argument, end promises
to take us farther towerds the molution of these difficulties
then eny other. The relation of the humen will to the Divine.
is more likely to be understood by the analogy of the relation
of humen wills to one znother than by the anslogy of the relation

of physicel forces (which tends to underly the discussion of
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hvmen end Divine powers). The examples show how en event cen
be willed by different persons in different ways, and yet truly
willed by both; and it would seem possible along these lines to
explain how the will of God cen be supreme in the -world, and yet
not destroy the genuine responsibility of the humen wills.

.While the form of the arguvment snd its perticvler application are
doubtless el-Ash®eri’s own, it seems to be not impossible thet he
mey have received & hint from the Apology of Timothy, the Patri-
arch of the Bsst Syrian Church (deting from sbout 165/781) ;¥ it is
known thet al-Ash®ari hed studied Christiesnity, for ne wrote two
books about it.# Timothy is replying to the objection oi the
Celiph al-ilehdl thet eiQuanhriet was unsble to prevent His
crucifixion, and so wes weak, or else He willed it and taerefore
the Jews 2re not to blawme. He mekes comparisons with the fall
of Seten from heaven and the expulsion of Adem from Peradise, and
later with infidels who kill Wmslims fighting for the sake of God,
end argues that "the fact thet God hed willed Sstan to fall from
heaven and Adam to go out of Parasdise does not ebsolve Ssten and
Adem from blame and censure" snd that the slayers of those who
fight for the sske of God are blameworthy, even though they_simply
fulfil the wish of the vietims, for they did not kill them to
fecilitate their entrance into heeven,

When we return from this considersation of the actuel argu-—
ments used to the cuestion of al-Ash®eri's belittling of human
responsibility end his disrege#d of the distinctive charescter of
E= voluntary activity, our judgement must be modified somewhet.

Al-Ashtari is not driven to these positions by eny logicsl nec-

essity. Humen responsibility end voluntery action could
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eesily have been found & plece within his theology, end indeed
might almost be s2id to be there already by implicetion. The
point is rather thet ne is simply not interested in them; his
preoccupation is to coavince men of the overwhelming mejesty of
God. Even if he heas borrowed nothing from Timothy, the con-
trast in the two men's use of similer erguments is instructive.

It is not surprising, then, that el-ish®ari raises no ob-
‘jection to the fatalistic conceptions that had become traditional.
It has elready been noted that he repeets the formule, "Wheatever
misses you could not have atteined to you ...", end hss something
suggestive of the writing on the Preserved Table. In connec-
tion with the sppointed term (2jel) =nd sustenance (rizq), his
views were those of egl-Nejjdr snd of orthodoxy in generelfﬂ
In defence of the proposition thst God provides vnlawful susten-
ance as well es lawful, he argued that it was possible for God to
provide a thing without giving the ownership of it, since infants
and cettle were provided with milk end hay respectively without
being given the ownership of these things .22

Yet despite e&ll these intrusions of fetalistic views, the
outloock of al-ﬁsh‘ari is very much & God-centred one. He
cuotes several of these un-Qur?Enic traditionsfﬁ but, when he
draws conclusions from them, these have reference not to human
life as determined but rather to God as determining it; "God
knew thet what will be will be, end wrote it down, end has writ-
ten the people of Parsdise and the people of Hell. w24+ From
the somewhat fstelistic story of the disﬁute between Adem &nd

lioses he draws the inference thet God hes & foreknowledge of
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events .3 It is slweys towerds God that his thoughts move.

God is e2ll in all everything is in His hend; and since He is the
Imerciful end Oompessionete, the proper attitude towsrds Him is
petience (gabr) in the face of His judgements and loyel obedience
to His commends.e It is cleer thet 2l-Ash®eri is a determinist,
but it is just es cleer thet his determinism is throughout ner-—

vaded with the thought of God.

iz

3. The Achievement of sl-Ash®eri.

0f &ll the nineteenth-century scholers Wilhelm Spitta does
mogt justice to gl-ash®eri. Though he shows traces of the
contemporary admitaetion of the Imtezile, yet sl-ash®erI remains
his hero - "a man, who through his conception of religion hes
for centuries had o determining influence on meny millions of
people. " The conclusion to which his studies led him was
that "the whole reactionasry movement of the fourth century", in
which, of course, agl-ash®sri had the leading part, wes "a regen-
eration of the Areb religion which hed been permeeseted by inorgen—
ic foreign elements . "= These foreign elements, he held, were
the Greek and other influences in the thought of the Im¢tezils,
who hed never been populer, end indeed were s2id to have cleimed
that they had only cultured persons in their number. @ The way
in which this view is expressed hes been effected by German
racial idees, but nevertheless there is much truth in Spitta's
contentions, end they are a suitable starting-point for consider-—
ing the achievement of ol-kehlori.

It is probeble that the Im‘tazila were never verj populer.,

The sccounts of the Kihna or Incuisition (from about 218-31)
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seem to show that the favout of the people was almost entirely
given to Ahmed b. Hanbel in his opposition to the officisl
in*tazill doctrines; but too much weight should not be lajgd on
this fect eince the attitude of the celiphs was probably determ-
ined by politicel rather then by purely theologicel considerstions.
Even assuming, however, that the n®tezila had feiled to catch
the popular ear, we couvld not conclude that this was due to the
foreign charscter of their ettitude. Certeinly acousintance
with trenslations of the CGreek philosophers and contects with the
thought of Indis had opened up new vistes to the Arabs &nd other
linslims of the & lMiddle East, but sn answering chord wss struck
in themselves &nd they gave'themselves whole-heartedly to the new
studies. It wes in their own way that they set to work on the
fresh materisl, and the products, such es their Kal@m, bore their
own distinctive mark. The lNuftezila represented one sidé of
the Wuslim spirit, and because of thet they were eble to constit-
ute a bulwark of Islem sgeinst intellectuel invesion by lManichae-
ism and similar creeds. But, though they were not foreign in
eny obvious wey, in the course of this work of defence they had
become cut off from or lost touch with some of the deepest layers
of the populer mind} sbove 211 the sense of creatureliness, the
consciousness thet the circumstances of one's life are determined
for one by powers beyond and ebove humenity. In this deeper
sense the views of the utezile were foreign.

Spitte mekes much of the theologiens descent from a pillar
of the Arsb religion in earlier deys, AbU lisd al-Ash®eri, one

of the two erbitrstors after the battle of Siffin in 36,/657.
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Al-Ash®ari’s respect for his illustrious encestors mey indeed
heve made it eesier for him to return to the traditional creeds,
but the primary emphasis must be lsid on his own profoundly :
religious neture. His writings ettest him a truly spiritusl
man, wno hes drunk deep of life, and who is speaking in deasdly
earnest about the beliefs by which he himself lives. Conver~
sion does not come to the academic trifler who looks on life
from afar without testing his theories in practice. There are
meny points of kmw comparison with St.Augustine of Hippo, not
the lesst of them being the tendency to determinism es a result
of the experiences of conversion. It seems very likely thsat
el-Asn®eri was convinced that this chenge of heart (and the joy
thet we may suppose esccompenied it) had come sbout in him through
no effort of his own - God hed done something for him thet He
haed not done for other men. Thus through his own personal
experience el-Ash®sri would come back to the doctrine that feith.
and unbelief are created in men's hearts by God.

It is my opinion -~ &and in = matter of this sort it is
herdly possible to give more then an opinion - that the essen-
tigal basis of the grest influence of al-Ash®ari wes his own
spirituelity. He recovered something of the early fervour of
Islam because he attained to something of the same awareness of
the majesty and might of God. This alone, however, would not
have reised him to the eminence on which he stands. Devout
and saintly men had not been wanting in the previous century with
meny of the cuslities of el-Ash'eri - men like sl-Harith b.Asad

2l-MuhZsibi (2bout whom we are now well informed through the
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labours of Dr.Margeret Smith). But evidently the time was not
guite ripe; the Mu“tazile had not shot their bolt; the barrenness
of Reason by itself was not yet menifest. Perhaps, too, these
men were not so fully gifted as al-ishfarl in some necessary way.
Besides the suitability of the time two fectors combined with al-
Ash®ari’s piety to meke nim outstandingly influential.

Pirstly, his spirituality wes along lines which came very
close to the deep layexrs of the populer soul. Everywnere in
the Middle Eest there seems to heve been this strong sense of hav-
ing one's life determined by superior powers. The Mu¢tazila
hed tried to eradicete it, but theyy had been unsble to go suffici-
ently deep. Largely because of the experiences of his con-
version, al-Ash®ari could retein this implicit end explicit aware-
ness of being controlled by something or other, and interpret it
as 8 truly religious sense of creatureliness, that is, of depend-
ence on God Who is righteous and merciful. What might have been
and often was the ground of fear and dismay thus became the source
of confidence and strength, and 2 deep religious need of the
ordinary men was satisfied. In this way el-Ash®ari may be
seid to heve regenerated the Arab religion.

Secondly, he was able to provide an adequate intellectuel
basis. Al -Ash®ari csme to the defence of the traditional
faith versed in 211 the subtlety of the Hu®tazila. He saw
thet his own experiences, end beyond them the whole vast movement
o7 the human spirit which we refer to as "Islem", were primerily
derived from and medisted by the historic events connected with

Muhammed . Resson spoke uncertainly, he reelized, whereas the
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one thing of which one could be certain was that God had spoken
there in history. For him, therefore, God's words es set down
Iin the Qur’@n, snd whatever else tihe chosen nessenger had under-
stood of Divine truth, were the sunreme certainty. Reason
-might certeinly be given a large nlace, but wiaere Revelation

and Reason were in conflict, Revelation nust come first.

While ai-fshtari’s proninence is first =2nd foremoste due to
his leadership in this regeneration of the religion of the Prophet,
he elso ensbled Islam to reach = new level, since now for the
first time it wes a religion ﬁith the elements of a solid sub-

structure of tneology.

4, The Criticism of al-Ash®*ari by the Hanafiya.

We are fortunate in possessing three roughly contemporary
documents of the school of Abu Hanifa, the so-called .Baygn al-

Sunna wa-'l-Jamd®s or creed of al-Tehawi, the Figh Akbar II, and

the Sharh sl-Fich sl-Akber sscribed to al-Maturidi.% The last

of these contains some explicit 2nd incisive criticisms of the
"Ash®ariya"; I am here proceeding on the sssumption thet, though
probably not by al-Maturidi himself, it refllects his views with
a fair degree of saccuracy. The unicueness of his position
will best be understood if we first consider briefly these two

creeds with whnich he sgrees in so many fundsmental doctrines.

a) Al-TahswI.
Abn Jatfar Ahmed b, sujammed s1-Tehd@wi died ia 321, only
three years before al-Ash®ari, but ss ke was born in' 230, he

really belongs to the previous generation.  1In his Bayan he
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claims tq be expounding orthodox Muslim doctrine sccording to Abu
lanifa, AbH Yusuf and fuhammad b. al-Hesan al-Shaibani.

On the cuestion of Qadar al-Tehawl takes up the traditional
positions. God has power over everything, and everything has
need of Him; everything takes plasce according to His power and
His will; men hsve no will except what God wills for them; what
He wills for them is, and waat He does not will is not.H When
God created the creatures by His knowledge, "He predetermined

their fates (gzddara .. 29dfr) and fixed their terns, "9 Later

in the creed al-Tanewi approves of the Pen, the Preserved Table,
and what is written oa it, and ssserts that even if 211 mankind
were to join together, they would be unable to reverse one iots
of what is written.2 This deterministic view pervedes his
account of humsn sctivity.

"God created Paradise and Hell before the creatures, and

created a people for them - for Peradise those wuoom He willed,
out of His grace (fadl), and for Hell those whom He willed,

from His Justice. Bveryone does what was intended of him
and becomes what he wes crested to Dbe. Good and evil are
both predetermined for men. The power (istitg%a) by which

the =2ct comes into existence is nartly like succour (tewfig),
which may not be an attribute of any created being, and in that
caese it accompanies the act, and partly of the aature of sound
health, physical sbility snd strength, and good condition of
the instruments, and in this case it is before tae act...

The acts of men are God's creation and men's acquisition.
God does not impose on men any duties which he is unable to
perform, and men heve ability to perform the duties imposed.
This is tne interpretation of the ssying 'There is no might
and no vpower save through God.' We sey: No one has any
device, any move, eny shift to escape from sin except by the
the help of God; and no one has any power to achieve obedience
to God and to persevere in it except by the assistance of God.

Everything happens by God's will and knowledge, by His
decision and determination (cads’, csdsr). His will is
supreme over every evil; His v®lition is supreme over all
volitions; 1lis decision overcomes &ll devices. Nothing
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exists except what He wills. God does what He wills, and He
is never unjust. Lie is holy above every evil znd misfortmne,
and separated from every blemish and ugliness. He is not

cuestioned about His acts, but they (sc. His creatures) are
cuestioned. "4 -

Only one point here need be commented upon, the assertion
that "God does not impose on man any duties which he is unable
to perform," for this is contrary ‘to whet was held by al-AshSayi.Fa
There is no indication of How al-Tahawl would have answered the
objection that God has coumanded the unbelievers to believe, &nd .
yet they heve in fact - &nd in accordasnce witn His will -

disbelieved,

b) Pigh akbar II.

The Figh Akbzr II% comes from the seme schobl as the creed

of al-TahswI at a slightly later date, and is consequently very
similar, though the order - or lack of order—-- is different.
Besides slignt developments in the doctrine of God's attributes
214 of fdis changelessness, there is & distinct move awey from
the determinism of al-Tahswi.

There is no mention of the Pen, and thoﬁgh the Preserved
Teble is alluded to, it is expfessly stated that "His writing is

of a descriptive, not of a decisive nature" (bi-2l-wesf 13 bi-’1-

hukm) .4 lien is throughout spoken of as & responsible being;
this is sometning that goes beyond the ecceptance of such coh—
ceptions as that of the belance on the Day of Resurrection to
welgh 2 men's good and bad deeds, for this traditionsl idea had

been accepted also by al-Tehswi & The Figh Akbar II meintsins

that God "ereated the crestures free (salfm) from unbelief and

from belief," and that He "did not compel (jebara) any of His
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creatures to be iafidels or faithful, but He crested them as in-
dividuels (ashkhBs), and feith and unbelief are the acts of men. ™
A Tew lines later kasb is used to describe this aspect of man's
activity. Further, man's logs of faith may not be ascribed to
gany evil spirit; these, it i#allowed, play & certein part, but it
is the man's own act thet is orimary; thet is to say, it is oaly
, AR n) Zlpie  Feiiin

after the men himself has given up his feith thet’ Satan tekes iffc,‘-_‘ﬁ

On the other hend, the omnipotence of God is fully maintesined.
IALthough g men 1s responsible for his own scts, in so fsr ss he
accuires them, yet "God creates them, and it is by His will,
knowledée, decision and determination that they all exist"

(meshi’a, %ilm, ¢add®, csdar, or, in parallel passages, taydir).=0

Similarly, after God had created men,

" .. He eddressed them and geve them commands and prohnib-

itions. Thereupon some turned to unbelief; and their
denial and disevowal of the truth was caused by God's sbandon-
ing them. And some of them believed .. tarough the guid-

ance and help of God.,"#

To sescribe men's faith and unbelief to Ged's guidance and
sbandonment respectively in this way, however, at once raises the
ouestion: Is God not acting unjustly in treeting men thus un-
equally? - the ouestion that was said to have led to al-Ash®eri’'s
rupture with a2l-Jubba?1. There is a trace in al-Tshawi of the
doctrine that God's action is to be explained partly s grace and
pertly as justice;® &and this is now tsken up and developed.

"In His dealings with men God shows grace and justice (mute-
faddil, €&8dil). e %ives a rewerd twise as large as & man

hes deserved, by grace (teafeddul), @nd He punishes for sin, by
justice. He forgives, by grace (fadl)."=

"God guides whom He wills, by grace (fadl), and leads astray
whom He wills, by justice. His lesding astray is His
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abandonment, and the explanation of "sbsndonment" is that He

does not sssist men to do what plesses Him. This is

Justice on His part, and so is His punishment of those who
are abandoned on account of sin."

Tais doctrine nas the great advantaege thet it evoids "fixing
evil upon God." Not all of His acts, it is admitted, are in
accordance with strict justice, but those which ere not ere
better than justice recuires. Whet remeins mysterious in
God's operstions now is His apperent failure to do good in certsin
cases. In order further to uphold the justice of God's trest-
ment of unbelievers - presumsbly it wes those who had never
been summoned to Islam who were chiefly in mind here - the
theory of a primeval contract wes put forward. This was
elaborated from a verse of the Qur*sn, snd had alreedy been
mentioned by sl-Tanswi.®

"God took the posterity of Adem frowm his loins and endowed
them with intellect. Thereupon He addressed them end com~—
mended them to believe and to sbstain from unbelief,
Thereupon they recognized His lordship, and this was faith
on their part. And in this religion (fifra) taey ere born,
And wihosoever became en unbeliever afterwards, deviated from
this and changed, and whosoever believed and counted it true,
persevered in it end sdhered to it."2

There is muca in these doctrines that is not sstisfectory.
What is said suggests to us guestions thet are not asnswered.

But perhaps this was inevitable from the brevity characteristic
of & creed - al-Ash®ari’s creeds sre by no means full state-
ments of hnis position. The disorder of some parts of the
creed wonld seem to indicete thet it is not & unitary composition,
but has been chopped and changed by various nands. Perhaps
this may explain the omission of all refereace to humen power

(istitaca). Despite =ll such criticisms, however, the Figh

Akbar II is clear evidence of the growth and development of the
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thougnt of the Hanafl schools of theologisns, and ss such is of

considerable importance.

¢) The Sharh sl-Fich al-akbar.

With tnis short work from the school of al¥WEturidi, which

is probably only slightly later than the Fich Akbar II, we reach
explicit criticism of the school of al-Ashtari. The general
vosition is very similar to that of the two creeds which hsve

. S
Just been considered, but in certain points it goey far beyond

then. It is curious to note how the writer spesks of himself
and nis fPriends as the orthodox party - Ahl al-Sunns wa-?1-
Jamdta - and of the Ash®srIye as if they were one heretical

sect among the meny others.

One of the errors of the Ash®arIyas was the determinism which
was found so pronouncedly in al-Ash®ari himself. Their view
is said to be "close to Jebr, indeed to be the essence of Jabr"
principally because of the account they give of human power.

If, as the Ash®sriye hold, the power which is able to effect evil
is not able to effect good, then in doing evil man is determined
(majbir) . ¥ The corollery of this, wihich is likewise held by
t e Ash*eriya, is that God imposes duties on man, which men is
not able to periform; and this wes denied even by a deterministic
member of tne Henafiys like sl-Tahswi.

The alternstive sccount of humsn activity hes alresdy been
given & page or two earlier. The question of rewerd =nd pun-
ishment in view of God's crestion of men's acts resises the issue,
&nd 1eéds to the enuncistion of "al-lEturidi's" own doctrine,

namely, that "rewerd and punishment are eccording to the use
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(isti®mBl) of the crested act, not according to the principle of
creation, "® With this is connected the doctrine which he
ascribes to AbU HanIfs himself that "the power by wiich men per-
forms the sinful act is essentislly able to effect the act of
ovedience," This means that God crezstes a power in men, appar-
ently psyéhical or mental rsther than merely paysicel), which man
is commended to use in e certein way, but which he mey use either
in obeying or in disobeying the commend. The power in this
sense 1s along with the act, end neither before nor after it,
"since each part of the power is conjoined with eesch part of.the
act. & The view of the school is summed up ss follows:

"The creating is the act of God and consists in the origin-
eting of the power in men, but the use of the originated power
is the act of men, really and not metaphorically, "€

This effirmetion of humen responsibility is prectical as well
f
as tneoretical, for "al-HEturidi" is clearly aware of the serious
effects al-Ash'ari’s determinism is lisble to have in producing
e fata%istic attidude to life and a disregerd for moreiity.
e replies to the view of the Mujbira that men scts only meta-
phorically, and not reelly, as follows:
"Your doctrine amounts to depriving men of hope and fear;
they will not fear on account of the evil in their acts, nor
nope on account of the good in them. This is unbelief, for

the loss of hope is despair. God hss said: Do not despeir
of the mercy of God; 2nd in sznother verse: *: Fe—=ayd
; ' PEETE ! it Likewise the
loss of fear is the destruction of the spirit of service“
towards God snd the source of disregsrd of His majesty."€
"Al-IEturidi" a little lster goes on to meintain that there
o g
is no such tning as & fixed a% ineluctable destiny for the indiv-
idugl. © In commenting on some statement or tradition tast nas

somehow been omitted from the text as we have it, he says that
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the meaning of this is "the misery written on the Preserved Table
is exchanged for happiness by the works of the happy people (pre-
stmably by doing good deeds), and the happiness written there is
exchenged for misery by the works of the miserable people."&
The exact opposite of this wes meinteined by the Ash®sriye, end
therefore, in order to be consistent, they had to admit that men
like Abn Bakr end *Umear, who hed cuite definitely once been idol-
worshippers, but were guite as definitely recognized as heving
become true believers and os being in Psredise, mﬁst reelly have
been believers even at the time when they worsaipped idols.
"Al-MEturTIdi" refutes. this by ouoting 2 verse from the Qur?én:
"Sey to tihose who have disbelieved: 'If they desist, wnst is past
will be forgiven them'",% and argning that forgiveness becomes
pointless if they sre already believers; "if the unbelievers wexre
nelievers before they believed, then the sdventage of forgiveness
would disappear, the word of the Merciful would be mede void."#
Evidently the Ash®srIye (or some similar group) hed reised
the objection that, in thus &ifirming that it was possible for a
man's destiny to be reversed, the Hensfi school were countenancing
change in respect of God, since this reversal of destiny spparent-
ly involved a chenge in His decision sbout man. This wes en

ergumentum ad hominem, for the immutebility of God wes & cnaracter-

istic tenet of the Hanafiye, finding expression in their doctrine
thet the active attributes of God are eternsl. "pl-lgturidits"
reply commences by pointing out thet, while the decision belongs

to God, what is decided snd written down is en sttribute of men -

it is the men who is happy or misereble - and thet therefore
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change is being escribed only to men and not to God. In
further defence of his position he puts forward e fourfold clsddi-
fication of menkind: (1) those whose heppiness is determined or
decided from beginning to end; (2) those whose misery is determined
from beginning to end; (3)those whose finsl heppiness is determined;
and (presumably ~ for it is not mentioned, perheps owing to &
faulty text) (4) those whose finsl misery is determined. AbT
Bekr and ®Umer belong to the third cless.

The lazte writer, Abu “T'dhbe, discussing the differences

between the Ash®eriye and the Msturidiyz in Al-Rawdat sl-Bshiyse

(1125/1713), hes sone cuite acute remerks about this point.
After an exposition of the opposing views (which is zlmost cert-—

einly besed on the Sharh sl-Fich al-Akber), he concludes that the

difference is at bottom & merely verbsl one, depending on the

interpretation of heppiness. For el-Ash®sri it means what hes

been written down and known by God from ell eternity - 1in other

words, & men's ultimete fete; and this clesrly does not change.

On the other hand, AbT Henife (rezally his school) means by happi-

ness or misery the actusl state of the men which is his accident et

the present moment; and clearly this mey change before his deeth.%
Despite this well-mesning sttempt of AbT *Udhba to effect &

reconciliation, however, it would seem thet there really is e

deep difference between tie two positions. The difference is

perheps best reslized by asking the cuestion: Does it mstter what

& men does at any given moment? "Al-MEtmrIdI" enswered with

an unhesitating "Yes'. Al-Ash®srI would probably not have

answered with & direct "No"; for the most part he simply avoided
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the ouestion, but et the same time discouraged men from etteching
eny importance to their striving by repeating "You ceannot do
anything except what God wills.,"

On the other hand, "sl-MEturidi"Idifferen#iated his position
from thet of the Muttezile and Qsdsriye just as definitely es from
that of the lMujbire Eﬂé Ash*ariye. In the perticuler cuestion
Just considered it nes to be remembered that he @lso held thaet whet
e man does has been known to God snd written down from &ll eternity;
presumably ae held, like the author of Figh akbsr II, that this

and writing
knowledgenis not decisive, but merely descriptive.

His opposition to the doctrine of Qedar sppeers agein in his

discussion of article 8 of Figh Akbar I, "that what reaches you

could not possibly have missed you ...". This, he gays, is8 a
cuestion "between ﬁs and the Qsdariys and Mu®tazila"; they dgny
that God wills the zct of mean when it is sin, for they hold that
sin is from the sinner and unbelief from the unbeliever, and
further meintain thet, if God willed sin end unbelief and then
punished men for them, He would be ecting unjustly. Such &
view, he considers, is iolly, since God's ﬁill is supreme and His
volition effective; yet the sin of the sinner does not come about
through God's will in that He sllows or permits it (j&'izan) - He
guite definitely diéapproves of it, and it is coatrary to His
good vleesure.%

It has to be admitted that this pert of "al-lEturidi'’s" views,
if I heve interpreted them correctly, is not very satisfactory.
Of course, in a'subject where no completely satisfactory solution

has been given too much cennot be made of this. Yet the con-
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clusion o this pesssge is one of the weakest parts of the whole
book. He sets out to show thet evil mey not be sscribed to
God in particular (or in isolation), and the proof is thet it cen

stendneither in a "real reletion" to Him, nor yet in an "honorific

relation" (idefet taholoc, idBfst takrim); one cen o1y sscribe
evil to God "in general", thet is, as parts of a grester whole,
a8 when one says "everything is from God"; anything else is im-

proper and irreverent (mursts 1i-'l-sdab), ;just es, slthough God

is creator of everything, it is irreverent to gay "O Creator
of pigs."«

This distinction between God's will and His approval or good
pleasure is & vitel one for those who would meintain the right-
eousness of an omnipotent God (sgainst the attacks of the Mu‘taz-
ile, primerily), end "sl-MBturidi" returns to it later.¥ In
connection with the discussion sbout the relafion between God's
will and his commend, he supposes his opponent esking whether
God's will is epproved or disepproved by Him. He admits that
it is always approved, but further meintains that sin snd nnbelief
“are disapproved. When thé supposed opponent ssks, "Are you mot
nolding both thet sin =nd unbelief sre by God's will, and God's
will is slways approved by Him?," he replies, "God's will, deci-
sion, and so forth, are gll approved by [im, but the act prbceed—
ing from the man by His will may be either approved, as 1in the
case of obedience, or disapproveé, ss in the case of sin."

The conclusion of thne matter would appear to be that "el-
MEturidi" saw botih sides of the argument - God's omnipotence end

His righteousness - @nd clung to both of them, but was not able
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really to reconcile the two. The point is & tricky one, 2s &
study of what Abu *Udhbz 2and modern scholers have to say about
it will show. The point made by Abt ¢Tdhbe¥ is that, while
al-Ash'eri emphesized thet will and epprovel were two separate

things, the school of AbT Hanife regesrded them a@s two coalescing

things (muttepidsna). But mueh depends on the particulsr
portion of taeir writings which is under considerstion. In

the Ibans end the Kiteb sl-Lums! sl-Ash®ari argues, it would seem,

from the principle thet what God does not will He disapproves ;2
but in the creed in the MzoElst he savs thet God does not approve
of evil even though He wills it.Z

o Wturidin

‘he emphasis on nnity is in line with what "l —s=eksrE hes
to say sbout the distinction within God's will drewn by the €adliya
(who are probably closely relsted to the ln*tszils); on the one
hedd there is the will by which He crestes the heavens snd the

earth,2® &nd on the other hand there is & "will of delegation"

(mashi’at tafwid) by which He entrusts men witn their scts and

lecves them to themselves. mil-jsturidi" considers it gross
presumption to make & division within the will of God in this wgy.
iis own view retesins only the bere minimum of responsibility for
man; the power which the doctrine of Cadar ascribee %o man is far
in excess of this minimum 2nd plsces man to this extent on z level
with God - which is unthinkeble,

There is thwe considereble justificetion for "el-iEturidi's"
cleim that the school of A£bT Henife occupies & middle position
between the QederIye end the lujbira end is uninfected by either

Qedar or Jebr.Z = This is by no mesns en innovetion of "&l-
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Mﬁturidi's", but hes its roots in the doctrines of the school.
Al-Tangwi asserts that the true Islem is between Jebr snd (Ceder,
though# without eleboreting,@:Pmiajm verb _Jjabere is used for

"compel" in Fich Akber II.S There was slso the mysterious

group of the.Pefide mentioned in the leq8let which rejected both

jobr end tefwid; the similerity of the termg is & strong argument

for some connection with the school of AbT Jlenife, but I have no
clue &s- to what it is. Thus, wiile there sre these roots in
tre past, "sl-MEturidi's" is the first clesr stetement of the con-
ception of 2 middle position. In view of the later sdoption
of tais claim to be the vie medie by the Ash*sriys, it is note-
worthy thet "al-MEturidi" snould immedictely pess to sccusing
them of holding one of the extremes.Z

At the ssme time it must be noted that there is no instence

of the technicel use of kasgsb or iktis®b in the Sherh el-Figh egl-

Akbar. In view of the fact thet it occurs (though without
being given any orominence) in both the other Henafi creeds theat
heve been considered, it cannot be srgued thet "el-lEturidi" dis-
spproved of it zltogether; but clearly it did not cuite Fit in
with his »== conception of the "use of originasted powers'.
"het cen be m=inteined is thet the identificetion of the doctrine
of scouisition with the middle position must heve been mede by
some later thinker - possibly s1-Becill@ni.%

In the long run, however, whet metters is not so much. tern-
inology es idees, and especielly distinctions. The greet con-
tribution of the Henafiys to Islemic thought in the ﬁuestions

covered by the present study wes their continued insisternce on
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the distinction between responsible humen sction znd jebr or
Divine compulsion. In this they were cerrying on g piece of
work that hed been sterted esrlier smong the ahl 21-Ithbdt, and
the finel result of their labours wes the recognition snd =2doption
of the distinction by the Ash®erIys when they becsme predominent,
et there is an element of weeskness seemingly insensrable from
the views of the school of al-IEtnridi. Their position is
essentially one of balence, & medieting position, @nd suffers
from the defects inherent in that. Their iﬂsistencelon humen
responsibility and their opposition to fetslism are both connect—
ed with the truly Islemic conception of God's rignteousness.

But in balencing [is righteousness and [lis omnipotence there is a
loss of religious fervour. Thet 2t leest is tle impression

left when one reads the Sherh el-Fich sl-Akber efter el-Ashteri's

IbZne. And the conseguence is thet there is no enthusisstic
proclemetion of God's righteousness é&s e.counterb;ast to al-
Ashteri's fervid decleration of His mejesty snd omnipotence.
This is & suiteble point at which to end this study.
Certeinly e viste of further debates is opening up through the
oppoeitioﬁ of these two greet schools. But there is this im-
portent difference. Previous discussions were mainly with
cecteries who were, or came to be, regarded &s outside the fold
of Islem. From this time on, nowevef, the erguments are
largely egeinst sdmitted Muslims and within the freamework of ‘a

considersble number of sasccepted dogmes.
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NOTE A. The Interpretation of Ib&nsa ,p.66.

The Translation of the pessege beginning p.66,1.4 should run

roughly as follows:

"Another Question: It may be seid to them: God seid,
"If We willed, We should give to every soul its guidsnce; but
true is the saying of liine, 'Assuredly ,I shell fill Gehenna,
with jinn and men together.'" (Q.32,13). Now, since thet
saying is true, it follows that He did not will to give every
soul its guidance (for His not giving each its guidence is
dependent on the truth of the saying sbout the punishment of
the infidels); and since He did not will their guidence, He
did will their going estray.

If they say: The meaning of that verse is, "If We =& will-
ed, We should force guidance upon them and compel them to have
it;" the reply is: If He forced guidance upon them, and com-
pelled them to have it, would they be truly guided? If they
say, Yes; the reply is: Then if, when He is the author of their
guidance, they are truly guided, why do you deny that, if Ie
were the suthor of the unbelief of the unbelievers, they would
be unbelievers?y This demolishes their ergument, for they
hold that the unbeliever is the sole author of his unbelief.

Again, it may be said to them: In what manner would guid-
ance be present in men, if God were to give it to them and to
will it for them? If they-say: By compulsion; the reply

* is: And when God compels them to be guided, are they benefited
(sc. in respect of the future life) by whet they do under com-
pulsion? To those who say, Yes, the reply is: Then, since
God has snnounced thet, if He willed, He would give them guid-
ance (if it were not for the truth of the saying that He will
fill Gehenns), end since, if He compelled them, He would not
benefit them nor avert punishment from them (just as s#in-what
Phersoh szid under compulsion when drowning did not benefit
him), it follows that there is no sense in your view; for,
if it were not for the truth of His saying (sc. about filling
Gehenna), every soul would be given its guidance, eand yet
sccording to your interpretation the giving of guidance does
not avert punishment."

This pesssge occurs after seversl where asl-Ash®sri has been
showing that God wills men's folly, disobedience and unbelief.
The kernel of the srgument is the connection between +the two parts

of the verse, expressed by the words innems .. lamm&Z, which I have

translated by "dependent" (though a phrase with "condition" or
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"reason" might be better); it is precisely beceuse it is true that
God has said He will fill Gehenns, that He has not guided all, but
has in fact led some astray.

The opponents with whom he is arguing in the second and third
paragrephs presumably held that every soul had been guided by way
of precept and edmonition, and then tried to evade the difficulty
caused by this verse by # interpreting the guidance which has
not been given toevery soul as "compulsory guidesnce". In so
doing they have reslly sbandoned their own conception of guidance
as monitory and sdopted el-Ash®ari’s of guidsnce as effective for
salvation, and he proceeds to exploit this inconsistency in their
view. The point of the second paragreph is that, if men can
go to Paradise through God's operation, there is no reeson why he
should not go to Hell in similar fashion.

The third paragreph is rasther tricky. The opponents admit
thet this compulsory guidence is beneficiel; (if they did not do &
so, the whole interpretation of the verse becomes uvnsatisfectory).
Presumebly they had some confused notion of compulsory monitory
guidence. But they apparently also held the view (first pro-
pounded by Burghith) that what = man does uvnder compulsion:is not
effective (either for szlvation or condemnation). So al=
Ash'sri's srgument might be peraphresed thus: The verse shows
that guidance is gfféctive; but compulsory guidance is not effect-
ive; therefore your interpretation does not make sense.

This is primerily en srgumentum ad hominem, but it is inter-

esting that al-Ash®eri aspparently accepts the distinction between

voluntary action and whet is done under compulsion.
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NOTE B. The Text of Ib&ng ,p.76.

There is obviously something missing from the text here.
Two illustrations, murder and merriage, heve become conflated; but
as they presumebly had & sinmilar wordiﬁg, the missing portion cen

easily be restored. (Cp. 21-Baghdsdi, Usul 21-Din,142,1.14f.,

and the emendation suggested by Professor Thomson in his review in

The bMoslem World, p.259.) The passege, as emended, will run

as fdllows:

"If they say, No (sc. he is not killed &t his appointed tewm),
the reply is: Then, what is the term of this murdered men?
If they ssy: The time at which God knew that, if he had not
been killed, ((he would have died; the reply is: Then you
would sey of the woman whom God knew that, if he had not been
killed)), he would heve married, thet He knew she was his women
(wife) , even if he did not actuslly marry her.... And sihce
this is impossible, it is impossible thet the time to which he
did not ettain should be his term..#
The text, efter the words " actually merry her" in the third lest
line, has the additionel sentence: "and since it was known to God
that, if he had not been killed but had survived, he would heve dis-
believed, ((znd)) thet ke Hell would heve been his dwelling."
This seems to be psrt of some other argument, which has mistakenly
been inserted here; the "impossibility" does not apply to this as
it stands, but fits in perfectly with the point about marriage.
Since the text here is somewhat dislocated, it is perhaps
worth pointing out that the words immediately following the
passage translated ("inasmuch &s ..") would fit in better at the

end of the following parasgraph.
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VII.

CONCTLUDTING STRVEY

It remeins now to summarize snd call attention to some of
the more notable results of the preceding investigations.

(1) In ell the earliest instences studied the doctrine of

Qeder was linked with the concention of God's righteousness.

There wes no guestion of a mere acadeumic pursuit of truth, for
most of those who held the doctrine were of e fansticel 2nd
puritanicel outlook. Nor was there any reel interest in
political freedom, although the doctrine of Qader was in fact
held by many who opposed the Umeiyad tyranny . It wes through
the idea of righteousness that the doctrine became connected with
politics, for it was not the suthoritarisn character of the
Umaiyed regime that wes attacked but its injustice. The
general line of thought was that punishment by God or by man is
unjust where a man has no power of himself to act and is not re-
sponsible for his act. By way of exception the motive of
al-Hasen ol -Besri wes perheps rather ethical and religious - to
show men thet they had power to attain righteousness of life.

In every case, nowever, there is & logicel and nstural develop-
ment of one aspect of Qur?anic tesching, nameiy, the justice =nd
righteousness of God. Extreneous ideas might have been, et
most, a stimilus of the development, herdly its source; and it is
worth noting in this connection that the effective ides was not
thet of man's freedom simply, but thet of the injustice of pun-

ishing one who is not free and responsible,

(2) At 2 later time among the Muts,ils the doctrine of




189.

Qadar became associated with a rasther humenistic outlool.

This menifested itself as belief in men's pzwex self-sufficiency,
in his power to control his 1life and earn Parasdise for himself,
and it was coupled with a belief in the complete competence of
human reason. The Qur’an opposed the attitude of fatelism
which resigned itself to things as they were and disdained every
effort to improve them. But the overemnhasis of man's power
to carry out God's commends and to change circumstances led to a
denial of the Qur's&n in other ways - notably of its insistence
that man was dependent upon God and upon the Divine initistive.
When men is thus made the source and originator of evil actions,
the "problem of evil" is simplified. But all the attempts of
the Mu*tazila to show that evil could in no way be attributed to
God only served to make clear the insdequacy of human conceptions
of justice to explain every perticular of the operstions of God's
righteousness. A move swey from extreme humesnism is to be
traced in the later Muttazila of the 3rd century, especislly al-
Jubbd?’31, and the conversion of sl-Ash'sri is the culminetion of
this process rather than a fresh departure.

(3) Among the opponents of the doctrine of Qadar are to be

found motives which are just as truly Qur’anic as the zeal of the

Qadariya for the assertion of God's righteousness. To a great
extent, it has to be admitted, deterministic views proceed from
sheer conservatism and from the pre-Islamic meterial which seems
to have found its way into the Traditions; and even devout and
upright Muslims freguently seem to have felt no contradiction

between the Qur’Znic and non-Qur’&nic conceptions. But on the
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other hend the Jehmiys, for instence, were primerily interested
in the assertion of God's unity (though this in turn msy be bound
up with a desire for mysticel unity with Him). They did not
deny God's righteousness, of course; they merely pessed lightly
over it and emphssized other ssnects. In the case of al-
Ash'ari, agein, the experience of conversion s something which
had been done in him, end not which he had done for himself, led
him to look upon God as the orderer of man's life and to emphssize
those aspects of Islam as & religion which had been denied or
neglected by the Mu®tazila. Such were: God's supreme control
of all events: men's neeﬁ for His help in ell their acts, and so
their dependence on Him; the ihscrutability of God's ways. In
the latter point there is & recognition of the limitstions of
Humén resson 2nd its insbility to prescribe what God may and may
not do; reeson must rather study what God hes in fact done.

Thus sl-Ashtari’s opposition to the doctrine of Qadar is essenti-
elly religious and theistic in reaction to the humanism of the
Mu*tazila.

(4) There is, then, some truth with both sides, but both
overstated their clasims to begin with., In the course of dis-
cussion both came to sdmit some of the truth in the other's views.
Gradually certain points became clear.

a) The distinction between voluntary acts and those doue

under compulsion had to be recognized even by the opponents of

Qedar. The monistic Jahmiye in the early second ceatury hed
sttempted to deny this distinction, but by the time of al-

Bagillsni in the fourth it had become the starting-point of
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simply to be held both at once without being reconciled. But
al-Ash®erl at leest reelized thet when God crestes 2 human act
o necessarily :
1t 1s not tgbe ascribed to Him as its doer, as in the case of &

humen agent.

d) In the course of the discussions men's power to act weas

more fully analyged., but there were no clesr and generelly
accepted results by the time of sl-Ash‘ari, though there was

some advance towards & recognition of the distinction between

the mental and physical aspects of acts. There was also a
moveument towards an stomistic account of human activity, but this
was due to general considerations rather than to specific ansalysis.

(5) There are seen t0 be some curious migconcentions about

al-Ashferi. He is often spoken of as the originator of the
doctrine of kasb, and his position is described as o via media
on this point 2nd on others, but there is in fect no confirmation
of these views in his writings, rather a definite disproof.
The technical conception of kasb wes much employed in the century
before 2l-Ash®ari; he himself seems to have had little use for it.
And the via medis on this gquestion (which consists in asserting
thet kasb is the mean between gadar and jabr, or absolute de-
terminism) wes mainly claimed for themselves by the followers of
AbT Hanifa. Not till some time efter al-Ash'ari'’s death weas
g claim of this sort made by his disciples.

These, then, are the main positions which have been argued
for in the course of the investigstions; but there is s further

metter which requires some considerastion.
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Underlying nearly all the lucubrations of the esrly Muslim
theologians is one fundsmental thought, like & deep steady bass,
on which the whole superstructure of the harmony rests. It 1is
the thought of the powerlessness of men in the face of circum-
stences, of the nature of his life ss determined for him by some-
thing other than himself, and of his dependence on that other,
whatever it may be. It is not by chenge that Ghailan, when
distinguishing between primary or compulsory knowledge and second-
arq or acquired knowledge, asserted that the primery knowledge,
which no man can avoid having, is the knowledge thet the world
end the lives of the humen beings in it are "originated", the
product not of themselves but of something else. = Nor is it
by chance that this same thought of the "originatedness" of the
world 1s the premiss of most leter Muslim arguments for the exist-
ence of God; sterting from this they seek to prove that there is
one Originator end only one. This sense of being determined,'
then, this feeling of being pessive in the hands of some Other,
was a thought deep in the consciousness and, more than that, in
the unconscious of those peoples of the ¥iddle Bast to whom Islam
came. Man in this modern industrisl age is liable to a similar
sense of being a cog in a great mschine, of himself powerless;
but it would teke generations, perheps millennia, before the
feeling of determinedness permeated his inmost being as it hed
that of Muhemmed's Arabs and their neighbdurs.

In pre-Islamic times this deep underlying feeling found its
expression in the view that everything is controlled by dehr,

which is, as it were, a combination of Fime 2nd Fate. So far
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as one can tell, the genersl attitude was what might be called a
modified fetelism, rather than an sbsolute fatelism. In the
ordinary affaeirs of life from day to day men might do as seemed
good to him, but what he did wes incepable of influencing the
finel outcome. The hour of his death, and his heppiness or
misery, were already written, and, strive as he might, he could
not deflect ineluctable destiny e heirsbresdth from its path.

This veguelysdefined fatelistic philosophy was not itself the
all -pervading feeling, but was the rational form in which that
feeliﬁg found expression at 2 particular time. In the fatal-
istic attitude is ineluded the further thought that on the whole
dahr is quite regardless of human prosperity or misfortune, and
that, while for some lucky individuals its workings may be ed-
vantageous, for the most part they are rather the opposite.

Prom one point of view, then, the achievement of lMuhemmed msy be
regarded as a restoration of confidence in the powers that con-
trol humsn life. The Qur'sn does not guestion, resther it
accepts wholeheartedly, the conception of man's life s determined,
but it mekes & new and revolutionary addition. It is not by
impersonal, unfeeling Time that man's life is determined, but by
God. God is austere; He is hard towards His enemies and those
who disobey Him; but He is essentially just and righteous. By
sending His propphets ahd apostles, ebove 2ll Muhemmad, He has
given man a chence of atteining to eternal bliss ; He is ready to
help on with His succour and guidance those who are well-disposed;
He is the Merciful and Compassionate. Therefore, if one is

prepared to submit oneself altogether to God, one can look forwerd
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with confidence to the outcome of one's life.

The results of the impact of the Qur'@nic sttitude to life
upon the fatalistic one ere complex. The former did not simply
oust the latter. To a great extent Muhemmad did succeed in
trensmuting the old sense of dependence. Outwerdly, indeed,
the transformation was complete, end God wes acknowledged by the
lips of ell. But fatalism was too deep-seated (end, we might
perhaps add, was too good 2 rationslization of the laziness in-
duced by the climate) for it to be wholly eradicated. It per-
sisted, at first underground, later by producing new and hybrid
flowers in the Traditions. It wes strange how few luslims
felt the contradiction between the fatelistic teaching of many
Treditions and the anti—fatalistic teaching of the Qur'an. For
long it wes apparently the pre-Islamic rather then the Islamic
element that was foremost in leading men to defend determinism;
and in the course of time the views of Muslims seem to have be-
come more deterministic than was logically necessary. Traces
of fatalism even remained in the practice of Muslims, as in the
refusel of some to take medicines.

At this point it seems ¥ appropriste to ask whether the
doctrine of ijmd*, the coansensus or sgreement of Muslims, did not
contribute to the persistence of fatelistic thoughts and practices
Though &t different times there were verious ideas about whose
opinions were to be counted, in the cese of the theologians under
review it was tesken to be the sgreement of ell Muslims . = Now

this, it might be held, at once opens the flood-gates to the

seething ocean of the Muslim world, with all its fatalistic
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undercurrents - ‘thet world where, we may conjecture, even
among the well-educated the number of really devout Muslims wss
small, while fhat of half-converted ones, stiil clinging to the
old pre-Islamic superstitions, wes large. Is not this
sanctioning of ijma® the betraysl of true religion and its re-
duction from the level of the ssints to that of the average
sinner? Or did the rot perhsps set in with the acceptance of
the so-called "sound" Traditions and their promotion to the
renk of inspired truth?2

Such speculations are, of course, futile, unless they help
us to understand historicsl reality more clearly. These two
questions are similar, and are bound up with one another in thst,
since sound Tradition is universslly accepted, it is confirmed
by ijma*. The truth of the matter, however, is that these
things are no so much causes as symptoms. The doctrine of
ijm8* certainly cannot be blamed for what has happened. Its
formulation served rather to meke explicit existing reaiities,
such as the dominafion of the Muslim mind by the thought of man's
powerlessness. Deep thoughts of this character, uprising it
méy be from what hes been called the racisl unconscious rather
then from that of the individuel , have & tremendous power of
inertisa. They cennot be eradicated; they persist, for they
have more than a grain of truth in them; they can only be trans-
formed or sublimeted. In the long run religious progress is
the progress of a whole community; individuals only count accord-

ing to the measure of their impsct on the community, either in

their own or in succeeding generations. In the phase of Islem
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here studied these laws are exemplified. fmhsmmed did indeed
achieve a remarkable transformation of this feeling of being
determined. Those who had believed thgy were the playthings
of Time now believed (or at lesst professed to believe) that

they were the slaves of God the Werciful and Compsessionste.

The stimulus of Arsb imperial expansion doubtless helped to over-
come ingrained passivity. But there were many residusal
factors which were only graduelly eliminated. Vuheammed him-
self wes still to some extent under the sway of the old concept-
ions ; how much more those who did not heve his experiences of
communion with the Divine? The thought of God's righteousness
was certeinly present in the Qur'é&n; but it d4id not touch suf-
ficiently deep 2nd primordisl sources of power and was not potent
enough to shift the deesdweight of predestinarien feeling. Had
al-Ash*sri or some other great figure been a2 preacher of righte-
ousness things might have different. But in the wisdom of

God that was not fo be . The witness of Islam wes and is to
the mejesty and omnipotence of God; and this is a testimony of
which the man-made, self-sufficient civilization of the West
stands greatly in need.

XREXEXAR This study was directed through and beyond the
immediste subject-matter to the essence of Islam. There is
some ambiguity, however, as to what is to be understood by this
phrase; It might be cleimed that Islam is essentiglly the
totel historical phenomenon - 211 thet has been said and thoulght

and done by Muslims, snd especially what they sey, think and do in
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the present. In this sense the essential Islam consists in
the general features of that existing configuretion of life and
thought with which the politicisn or religious stetesmen has to
deeal. On the other hend, such sn understsnding of Islam is
superficial in certain respects, and fails to distinguish between
the form, the driving power or spirituel energy which hss brought
about all these phenomena in the lives of men, 2nd the metter,
the nature and circumstances of the races who received the impact
of that spiritual energy. It seems more fruitful to teke sas
the essence of Islam the epostolic proclemation of Muhemmsd and
the spirituel power which flowed from that.

There is much fatalism among those who are Muslims. But
in the essential Islam of the Qur’sn fatalism is strenuously op-
posed, even though freguent expression is given tolthe truly re-
ligious sense of dependence on God for power to ect and for pro-
tection from evil. Strictly speaking, determinism, or the
belief that man's life is determined for him from withont, is not
part of the "gospel" of lluhammad but rather = strong and imposing
feature of the background, not part of his prophetic assertion
ébout God but something built into the foundetion of culture and
civilization upon which Islam arose. Yet because this determ-
inism wes presupposed by the fresh religious message and tsken up
into it, it has, as it were, become canonized by close association,
so that the two are probably now insepsrable. Let us not, how-
ever, confuse the difference between the civilizations of the
Muslim world end the humanistic, only partly Christien, West with

the difference between the religions of Islam and Christienity.
"""’==UOU - a—
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CHAPTER T.

Die philosophischen Systeme, pessim.

ﬁlCKnell Thirty—-aine Articles (1936),p.286. Thus the
stendard “Yhristien position does not give uncualified support
to the doctrine of free will, though it is commonly supposed
to do so0.

Strothmann, see Bibliography.

wmo?l"t AT It should be noted thet sl-tsh'eri’s impertiel -
ity is not 8o greet es it is sonmetimes s2id to be. le does
sometimes criticigze Lie sources; €L, B 404,1.12ff., ; 428,3; 4%6,13;
541,53 572,14f.; 586,10, He 2lsbo thGS his own V1ewe es on
002,88, and mentions nis disesgreepents with his mester, a1~
Jubba?1, 419,7.

Cp.Mag.37f, with 493f., end 41 with 515.

lieg .94f. ; trensleted below, ch.BBI, sect.l:@.

leq.290-7; Ibens, 7-13, tr,49-55.

loslem World, XXXII (1942), 242-260, esp.257ff. Thls

erticle elso OOﬂt(an v«lupble venrrkq about sl-Ash®eri end
about the Jahmiye.

Von Mohsmmed bis Ghezeli, 49-60. " Fuller dé&ils in Dr.
Klein's Introduction to his transletion of the IbZns, 29f.
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|1, Muslim Creed, 123; translation and comment occupy 102-124.
e Milah |
| 2. Magalat,138f.; Saekr.105; al-Nawbakhti, Firaq al-Shi'a,
7510, 13.
L3 1V, 4. Mag.138f.
|5. HMuslim Creed,125-187. 16, b 8T

|7. 1b.246; translation and comment, 188-247.

{ 8. ©See bibliography.

\O

. Bayan,2; "Abl ®Abdallah o. Muh. al-Hasan'" is doubtless a
misprint for "Abll “Abdallzdh Muh. b. al-Hasan."

|
]

1C¢. HMuslim Creed,28%. %1, Ab.i2ef.

U2. E.g. al-Malati in Tanbih.

1%. Baysn,2°f. a4, 1b.35%.
Cop.
N5 'gg.arus.e and 9 with Sharph al-F.al-A.,26.

16. FEiqh Akbar II, art.3; Sharh,23; lMaq. creed art.8.

7. It is briefly and not quite accurately summarized by Spitta,
A¥¢arI, 112e4, and this has unfeoriunately been followed by
Dr.Xlein, Introduction to the translation of the Ibana,37..
There 1s a fullery and,so far as it goes, fairly accurate
summary in Horten, Systeme, 531-6. Goldziher appears to
have used it in Vorlesunﬁen?;1p§f.,112f., but strangely
enough gives no references.

18. Rawda,19; the definition of faith on p.21 referred to
Figh Akbar (it would have to be II, art.18) agrees better
with the text of the Waglya (art.t) or of al-Tahawi.

9@. Part I, quest.l (on istithna’), pp.6-8, and Shari, 14f.;

quest.2 (on change of destinyf? esp.p.9, and Sharh, 12f.; ete.

et
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CHAPTER IT.

<[ Lp Goldziher, Vor195ungen3 o8: "In religions wnere the creed
end practices ere derived fTom certein holy texts, both the
lech and the dogmatic development come to light in the exegeté

icel work upon the holy texmts. In such circles the history
of the religiun is one with the history of the interpretetion
of the scriptures, This is supremely true of Islem, whose

inner history is mirrored in the methods of interpreting its
ssecred writings."

o vuslim Creed,50f#.; cp. fnreas, imhemmed els Religiongstifter,
80ft.; etc. .

B Cp.Q.45,25 -~ cuoted p.26 below,

a, imwslim, Cedey, tred.16, ete., ouwoted from Kuslim Creed,54.
5, AbT DEwud, Sunns, b.16; from #uslim Creed ,108f.; cp. the

similer tradition in Ahmed b, Henbel, Mugned, v,517F cuoted in
lMuslim Creed,162, which is shortened thus: "Then He seid:
Write, end it wrote &t thet moment all thet was to happen till
the day of resurrection."

o

. Muslim, Geder, trad.3, from Luslim Creed, 54.

Ve Al-BukhZri, gadar, b.1, tred.1l; cp. K.97, b.28 = vol. mv, p.
469; =1-Ash®rT, Ibzns, p.66; the words "end his work (%emel)
oeccur only in the latter two; the following tredition in al-
BukhZrl hss "wnether mele or femele" #s first of the four
things, Lnd mekes no mention of"work".

8.  Al-Bukueri, Geder, b.5, summerized = IV,p.253.
9. fuelim, Qader, tred.llm from Muslim Creed, 55; the last

sentence is edded Irom.the similer +Trdlt10n in el-Bukh®ri,
Qedarxr, b.0; tred.2.

10. Iuelim, Gader, tred.1, from byslim “veed, 55 ; ¢p.el-Bukhdri,
eder, b.1, btred.l1, end others mentioned and er he ding(b).

11. AbW DEwud, Sunna, b.16, cuoted from luelim Creed,108.

12. A1 -BukhZrT, Gader, b.11, summerized; elso XK.97,b.37& = IV.Dp.
255, 485; @lso el-Ash®arl, Ib&ne, tr.p.125, twice.

13. For spperent exceptions to this, in the form of impersoneal
conceptlo in the Cur'en, see the note at the end of the

chapter.

14. JMuslim Creed ,54.

1oV b Sehremeier—in—hig—w
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15. W.L.Schrameier in his "promotionsschrift" entitled iber den
Fetelismus der vorislemischen srcber.

16. FP.26; the word "personified" hexre does not reelly contradict
the suggestion thet Danr is impersonel.

17. Article Arsbs, Ancient in Engyclopedié of Religion end Tthics
1,661b.

a8, Fad.

19. I heve ettempted to meintein this uncege throughout the presemt
study, end to speek of eterminism" where the reference was to
pure theory without £ny precticsl corollaries.

20.. Cp.Q.19,18; 23,99; 40,28; 44,19,

21. For instence, thet cuoted sbove from AbT Dawnhd.

S2. Fion Akber I, the creed of el-Tehewl and tuose of al-AshSari.

23. A notsble instence of this essimiletive tendency is s Tradition
which epperently identifies Bod with dshr (el-Bukh&ri, Adeb, no.
169 ; Tefsir, me=24E - referring to Q.45,23; suslim, Afa®, no.dA.)
"Tre Kpostle of God seid: God szid: The son of men insults Me
in bleming dehr; I am dahr; in my hends is the Commend, end 1
ceuse the elternation of dey and night." Evidently it was
felt that this nkgesiimmxwzrxpk identificsetion wes objectioneble,
for there was & veriant interpretation, wiich reed gl-dehre for
egl-dghru, snd trenslated "I em eternsl”. The point is dis-
cussed by Gofldziher, Zeshiriten, 153. *

24. It is worth noting that the idez of eternel punishment fgy.g
single grave sin is in line with the doctrines of the Khewsari].

25, Al-Bukh&ri, Qader, b.2.

26. luslim, Qadar, tred.6; cuoted from Muslim Creed,56, with Q.
92,5-10 in Dr.Bell's version.

27. Al-bukneri, Qasder, b.5, tred.5; Q.92,5-10 from Dr.Bell,

28, Muslim Creed,51.

29, GQader, 1.8

30. B.4, trad.2, summerized; b.15.

K Further wp t Ao beadibion Wdekfuats ek AL daby
Malile b. Fmas, Muwatta | Ralfm , 3 5 Ahead b Aacbk) Musend - T 737, 959
K%, KIS, 318,434 1 s Diesd, b 169 5 A-Buddar Tudid, 35
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CHAPTER ITT.

155 Meg.94f.; the following pesssge is from p.?23.

2. Al-Shaehrestani, 97, cerries this tendency further; cp.the
passage trensleted in I,2,a sbove (p.5). A -Beghd&dl re-
peats el-Asn®2ri with little waristion, Ferg,84f. The story
is probayly connected with later discussions ebout "reservetion™
(istithnd'), that is the use of this phrsse;cp.lbZas,75, Sher
al-Pich al-Akbsxr,14f.; Abu 'iTdhba, Al-Rewdat 21-Bahiye, 6,
states thet no istithns® wes permitted in confirming or annul-
ling contrects.

3. Mec.110; learbricker hes mistransleted Milel,93 through
reading sme es umme; the plural img® in Maq. shows thet the
reading must be ama.

4, Parg,264.

=

5. A smell group of todey, the Ahl sl-Sunne or Subkiys, heve
similer theological conditions for merrisge - Prof.Jeffrey in

Moslem Wowld, XXXIIT (1943), p.172. ’
6. yilel ,96; Farg,264.

7.  Cp. Wellhausen, Die religids-politischen Oppositionsparteien
im elten Islam, Part I, esp. sect.3. Many of the historicel
details in the following peges arxe from this source.

8. Cp.Milel ,86-89.
o Cp.ilel ,87.

3105 Wellhausen, op.@it. sect.8; presumably he means the sects of
the Az&rica, SiTriye, Ibs8diye end BeihesIye, though the nemes
of the founders of the three lasst ere given differently else-
where., _ 2

11. Meo.86w131 ; he mentions the Muhekkime only at the end,

18 llag.36.

13, Naalag. 116 .

14, liec.113 T3 lieg.115.
18. Meg.93; 95,1.11. The influence of Najda wes through ®Atiys.
17. lMeg.89,1.10£f, 18,  Mog.126. )
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19.‘Ut%%%ﬁ9%f %%%g%iggélzﬁ.ﬁéz?Qiiméii£;T$Z? held by his follower
20, Mso.93. 3 O Mec.97, etc.

22. wilel ,96; Yarg,264. 23, lieqg.90.
24, Mag.113. 25, Meg.114.

26. lMeg.115.

27. If this view is correct, then Becker's contention that the
doctrine of Qadar is due to Christisn influence is beside the
point (Christliche Polemik, sect.3). For one thing, John
of Demescus, if he died in 133/749, was probebly writing
twenty or thirty yeers efter the discussions sterted (about 80)
Agein, the whole formuletion of the problem in Islem is differ-
ent, since there is nothing exsctly ecuivaelent to the suto-
exousios of the Greexk. What Becker does prove is that
Christians like John of Damsscus end Theodore Abu (Qurra hed zn
extensive knowledge of Islam, and that certeinly makes some ®
interaction & possibility et e later time. In the mein,
however, "the sequence ol jdess is not of foreign origin, but
is indigenous" (Wensinck, Muslim Creed,52, discussing the views
of becker and others). g

23 . lag.933 963 1043 116. The sccount of gl-Shahrest&ni is

similar, except that he adds & bresnch of the HamziIys, the
Atr8fiya, and omits the followers of Herith.

29. iag.93; 963 97. BO® For the use of "IthbEt" see Note B
et the end of the chapter. The Ib&diya 2lso seem to have XE

tended towerds some such view (Meg.107f.), but we must speek
H.obout them with cere since those mentioned by ngme , like Yehya
b.(AbI) EBmil, belong to the third century (cp. Munys, 41, 45.)

30, Cp.above, @@ II,2,c; p.21.
2 According to el-Baghd&di, Ferq,77, Hemza seceded in 179.

B2, The view that the capzscity or power eccompanied the act was
one later teken by opponents of Qedsr, like al-Najj&r (V.4 below)

33, Meg.115; Wellheusen, op.cit. sect.11; the identificetion is
mede in lMag. Index.

34, Ileo.113; lilel,93; Wellhausen, sect.d.

55, Al -Taberi 11,1733 (quoted in Intigsr,213f.). ~ Al-Beghdadl
(Faxcg,194) o0d @l-ShahrastanT (uilel ,107f.) merely remark thet
Gheilsn held the Qaederi doctrine and then pass on to give his

Views sbout faity,
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64. Muslim Creed, 22-24, 34, 37, etc

’

69. nilel ,103. 66, See ebove.
67. ?1v iste degll Studl Orienteli,VII (1916-8),461-67 "Sul Nome
di ""Qederiti’n. For the use of Qadsr, see note B et end of ‘ch.

68, PSSt chr. 118 = epperently the besis of HMilel,29.

69. Cp. Note B below.

70. Mag.228, 539; for the ettribution of the former cp.195,1.4-6.

71. By the time of sl-Beghd2di (d.429) snd sl-Shehrasténi (d.548)
t@ey heve been sgsimileted to the mu‘t zile (Ferc,lB,QSf.;
ﬁlial,EQ; cp.Milel ,b where they are seid to be one of the four
chief sects of Islam.

i Muweghide here is & conjecture of my own instead of mawjuda

in the printed text. Cp. Intigs8r, Index, s.v. huwahhida.
75, Milsl,103 - Knawdrij. Gheil&Zn is & Mu*tazili in Intigar,

127, Mun 8, 18, etec.; Abu Shlmr, as & follower of al-ilazz®m,
in 4ilel ,41; see also Br.lyberg's note, Intigdr,211-3.

74, Pp.5 (Ahl al-Qadar), 6, 7, 32, 56, 6
= tr. 46, 47, 49, 74, 96, 107, 111, 113
80
7. biey, tr.125.

76.  lieq.489,1.9; 37; 490,1.10; etc. ForSaldaaliins see Noti C, p. 66.

37, 72, T3L., 85, 87
s 185, 128.

sl Ib2neg,6; tr.47. It might be en attribution to them of
Christian idess; John of Damascus held that "evil is due to oar
weakness and the wiles of the devil" (cp. Becker, Christliche
Polemik, p.184. Or it might be besed on en idea current
among tne Khawsrij that wrongioing is wvnbelief, and @nbelief
the worship of Satan; cp.lec.118.

»8. IbBne,32, 56; tr.74, 95.
79. In sl-lieletT, TenbIh, 126-135,

&C. F,126. 81. P, 133,
62 . P, 134.
83. These cennot be the sezme es the Mufswwide emong the sects

of the Shitse (el-Newbekhti, 71), since the the tefwig the latter
were concerned with wes politicel.

84. lag.93f. 85, Q.40,47.
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86 . Iheang 855 tr.125, Cp.ch.V, sect.?.
87. Ibn Cuteiba, le®@rif, 301, pleces him et the heed of the

list of (ederiys. The story of SUsesn is from Wensinck,
iyslim Creed, 53, cuoting from Ibn He jar el-CAsgaleni,

Tendnib el-Tehdhib, X ,225f. H.Ritter (Islem,XXI(1933),p.5Bf.)
guotes Ibn “As@kir, Te’rTIkh Dimsshcl es seying: "The first

to discuss (edar wes an “Irscl ceslled STsen, & Christisn who
became Muslim, then returnsed to Christisnity; lls®bad sl-Juheni
derived from nim, end Ghsil&n from lia®*bed."

88. lieg,98; in Milal,98 he is called "M=®bad b. ©Abd £l-Rephmen";
¢p.®erg,80. Ritter says that the information sbout lia®bad
al-Juhani in Ibn SAsfkir, op.cit., is to found under the heed-
ing "Ma®bad b. ®%AbdellZh b, ®Uwaimir" or "M=%bed b, Khelid".
The volume with these articles is unfortunstely not accessible
to me.



CHAPTER TIV.

1y III.787B - 795A; his lntwoduction snd notes to the KIKitEb
gl-Intis®r are also velusble.

2 Cp.EI, ert.liuttszils.

3. There sre verious reports of the dste of his desth (cp. liunysg
28) ; the choice is mainly between 227 and 235 (ggg.lndex , and
I have little hesitation in choosing the former of these; the
statement of el-MalatI (TeabIh,3i) thet three celiphs honoured
nim, el-le’min, el-ln®tesim end 21-Wothiq, presumebly mesns
thet they gave him a stipend, snd =s there was no resson why
al-lmtawekkil should elter his ettitude towerds =2 very old men
between 232 end 2385, it would seem thet he mst have been dezd
before 232.

4.4 )4 Munya ,28.

i - = ; 1 e AL
O. Al-lieletl says he gave &n orsl refygtion of Hish&m al-Fuwatl
when he was old &nd infirm - Tenbih,31.

6. They were both pupils of Bishr b, S2%*id &nd Abu *Uthmen &l-
Ze *ferani, azccording to sl-lslatl, TanbIh, 30f.

i liunysa ,30; al-ielatl,Tanbih,30. pishr wes presumsbly im-
prisoned on politicel grounds, since he hed strong €Alid sym-
pathies; there wes not the same reeson for imprisaning Abu *1-
Hudhsail.,

8. Cp. Hunys end al-lielati®s TanbIh pessim.
O Al-Malatl, TanbIn, 31.

10. Cp. Dr.FPines, Atomenlenre, 124-133; glso chepter V below.

. They ere given this epithet by Bishr b. sl-Mu®temir in 8 poem
in lunysa, 30. The group sssociated with Gheilen seems to
have continued to exist, and Abu Shimr is reckoned 2 contempor-
ary of Abu ?1-Hudheil by Ibn sl-llurtedd (Munye,33), while
Muhemmed b. Shebib end Muweis ere assigned to the following
generation.

18 There is an occesioneél mention of Kheriji risings both ebout
the time of H&8xTin end leter (cp.lmir, Celiphete, 470, 515, etec.);
the lutekallimtn of the khewsrij (lMeq.120) were active about
this time, but dv not seem to have been very influential except
perhaps in spreading u®tezill views emong the Iva8dIye of North
&frice (cp.Nellino, Rivista, VII,455-460). Burghuth, even
if reckoned emong the Khewsrij (cp.p.134 below), wes later,

13 . lll?‘: . 485 .
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: Pfgfessoy Gui@i, Le Lotte tra 1'lelem e il Menicheismo; end
the discussion of this by Dr.lyberg (OLZ.AXXII,425-41) entitled

14.

Zum Xompf zwischen Islsm und MenichZismus.

15. This is the argument of Dr.Pines in his Atomenlehre.

15. Ibn gl-ilurtedd in his Munya carries the process right back
to the sge of the Compenions.

j.?. 2221”.

18. See Pines, Atomenlehre, 125ff.; cp.Mea.276f., Abu?l-indheil.

Lo Cp.Hyberg, art. on Mu'tagzile in BI; also lunys, etec.

200, Perheps we should speek of Mutekallimun (? = speculetive
thologiens! rather then of the Mu tszila (28 2l-Ash®ari some-
times does in the MscFlat), for there were prominent thinkers
wno did not belong to the latter. Qur sources are, if any-
thing, weighted in favour of the imttezila, owing to such
factors as al-Ash®eri’s connection with them and the extent of
their litersry output. The very neme "Mu®tagila" does not
seem to nheve been stebilized till well on in the third century,
since the KitEb el-Intig8r is still occupied wita discussions
gbout who wes 2nd who wes not & lm*tezilI.

21 He tesught Bishr b, el-ju*temir, lunys,51.

28, Dirdr, too, seems to heve lived long enough to criticize
gl-Negzdm - M20.328.

iy, Zum Kempf zwischen Islem und Menich&ismus, OLZ.XLXIT,p.427.

24. Wag.363; 277,

B Op. Heol66 , Al-Kheiy&t rebuts the cherges t??t various
members or the Muttezile hed gone beyond the 1 jma”, Intis®r,47Q

26..: liac.200. 28, A1-Bsghdsdl, Ugfl el1-Din,143.

23. Meq.297,

29, liec.259; cp.ch,II.1,d (p.18f.) sbove.

30. See esp., uec.260-06; most of the views &re given snonymously.

Bl hag.243f. ;cp.204,

32. Loo gEE 874f.; sccording to Milel ,36 Abu ?l-Hudheil neld
some such view as this.

33, UB¢.356; cp.Milel,37,40f. (first and twellth points).
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34. li20.280,1.13. 35. 243,153 267,7%

36.  Cp. the use of the phraeses cliwet £1-Imfn end olUwat el-kufr
in cqnnecthn with the views of the Ahl =21-IthbEt in lieg.209,9;
262,6; 263,6; 265,6. W

e - ' - o -

5. t?5911.12. This pessege sctuelly conteins two words
if ﬁtf a Tnd"n?dyaﬂ_wnlc? might be distinguished in transletion
as "cepacity" =nd "power', So fer es I em eble to meke out,

hqwever, these words, and likewise ¢Uwe, ere used without any
dlffezgnoe of meening; I think an exemination of Weo.230-33 (or
of IbZne,69) will beer this out; thus, on p,232,1,14f, both

quwe and gudre ere used in & pessege where the heading esnd pre-
vious pesseges Heve istifgte. I have therefore mostly trens -
lated 211 of them by "power". There is certainly e difference
of usage, however, in thet igtitg®e is al-Ash®sri’s own word,
doubtless -favoured by him and by the upholders of the Divine
Qeder for its suggestion of submission (es the root TW® means
"obey"), wheress gliwe end cudre were used to describe the omni-
potence of God end so could not fittingly be applied to the
creceturely operetions of man. s :

38 . ligg.235; 443,

39, dilel ,35. - This interpretation seems to fit the verious
uses in ZZE liec.R32-42, A confirmetion is found in the more
elaborate znelysis of "moments", msde presumaebly by later
thinkers of sifniler views, but never of much importance, One

form (p.238) hes four moments; the first is, as before, the
moment of power (for "power", cudra, corresponds to "eble',
oBdir) ; the second is that of will, irBde; the third of imegin-
ation (in the sense of forming en imege - temthTl); and in the
fourth the movement or outwerd sct comes into being.

40 , Nag.284 .,

41. 415-8. Al -Isks8fT edds thet where the volition does not nec-—
essitete the object, the object occurs "in the thi®d"; presum-
ably he is thinking of an end which reguires means ; the mesns,
the immediste object of volition (confined to the sgent's body,
probebly) , occur necessarily in the second moment, tut the end
mey not follow the means with absolute necessity. Cp.p.89.

42. 232. The stetement on p.230 that he held that the power
endures probably only mesns thet he did not hold the stomism
of al-Katvifsee p.92below). Cp. elso p.232 where he is said
to hove held thet knowledge =nd willing could not accompany
death.

43. 237 44, Cp.230.

45, 555; 200; cp.o77; the seme srgument 1is used by el—gaggém .
(576) snd with & slight varietion by Lupemmad b. Snabib (2C1).
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46. 240,076. : 47, Q.5%7,3; Mog.542; cp.1481,
163L, ,474; elso Pines, Atomenlehre, 124.
48 Cp., Meg.576fT. 49, Milel ,57; cp.lizc.555,

50, Milal ,3%3 ep.Mac.595, 576,

o1. Khewegtir, pl. of kh8tir, something occurring to the mind;

@27 goQt, 209 gtc. _ (I em not ouite certein sbout this inter-
Pret?tloq, g8 there is more then this ian some of the views which
mention it.) Cp. tradition cuoted ebove, p.31: "There is no

celiph who does not heve two courtiers ..." (8l-Bukh®ri, Ceder, 8)

og. Cp. 1};8.c;.42.8f. ; 8l-Begndzdi, Ughl, R6ff.,154f. -~ here the
point is seaid to be derived from the Indian Bargdhime.

O Meg.378.

e

H4 . 3893 he seid one thing wes siter snother without interval
(bi-12 fagl).

D8 weq.190; Hilal,45. 56 . Mag.401.

57. lfunyaz31. 58. Maq.331f. ,408f, ; Wilal,46.

59. 1ieq.401-15. Dr.Nyberg suggests thet Bishr did not mean so
much as he is commonly seid to have meant, Intigdr,194fF.

60 . NEC :329 .

e,

61. 229; spperently derived from Gheilen.

62. See Note A (p.102). 63. Msg.233% 415.
64, 248, 65. 250,1.11.

66 . 2463 cn.573-7; elso the views of eol-lejjdr (V.4,b below, p.
121), which are very like thoge of 3isir.

o7, Cp.Mag.262 where Ja‘far b. larb speeks of tawfig e2nd tesdid
s lutfin min altaf Allsh.

68 . Milal ,41; Jafar b, uubeshshir is said to have been & pupil
too, but saows less trace of Fts

69, 246f.,573&.

mo.  Jatfer uses tae distinction ikhtiysr )( 1d{irdr (40f., cp.
248f.,262), waich mey be derived irom dish&n b. al-tskem, whaose
view he reports in tue [irst passsage. The pers}lel pesseges
246f. =zud 5o3f . have ikhtiySran and jaw‘an-re@pectlvely; tewen
wee used by Burghita cp.DD. 126,149 below).

Pk The point is perheps clearer when the

480,576 ,ete .
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uorg %eréegt is used, since strictly spesking when & thing is
pg; ?C'to 1t? xind there is nothing beyond, more perfect, to
walica 1t cen asplre; on the other hend, there mey be other

‘th_i l’lgs W ;li(}:"}_ are 11 ["emriqe 1. o as ‘]
i L kewise perfect, snd these may be inf
in annmber. ’ me infinite

el ﬂac1247; the snonymous pa ge, 248,1.11-15, expresses the
same view, and mey indeed be Jalfar's own, since it uses his
phrese 2%la l-menszil.

3. He8g.232,418. 4., leo.429.

7. 2017T. 6., unya ,42.

i ilac. 240, 78. 232; cp. & view on p.231.
it 409.

80. 415; cp.419, where he suggests anotiner refinement. [@n P

827 tais view of Ja®fer's is said to be tnet of the Mu<tezila
in genersl apsrt from ©AbbEd; but on p.513 2ll the MuCtezile
are said to oppose Ja‘fer

81, 515t .3 eps191; 82. 356 .
83, 255,1.11E%, 84. 200 51 7
SH 253T. 86. 254fF.
8%7. 038, 88. 537,

89. 249; cp. note 41 z2bove. 90 250,832,
91. 404.

92. 238; the report is from Burghfth (ep.V.4,c below) end can
nerdly be leter than 250 A,

98 406f. ile was one of those, probasbly influenced by Gheilzn,
who combined some doctrines of the Murji’es with those of the
Muttezile.

94. Usml,50,etc.

95. Some suggestions are mede in Note B (p.103).

96. Wieo.554; cp.b548fL. Co. A . 127 seheso

S This is an inference from leg.199 and 549f. which is perhiaps
not eltogether justified. Yet the distinction was used Dby
those of the school of Beghdsd wio criticized sl-Shaphsm,
Cp. my article on Acouisition, par.3.

A
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98, 201.
290 ailal ,b61; Parqg,147.
100. 8g.22871. ; cp. note 82 above.

0l o087E. 5 cp.246,
102, 205,15,

103. N 2?3,}.7f._ = presumebly €Abbdd’s ia view ol the phrase
18 1i-*illsatin.

104. 258,

105, | 25051.%.

1086. leq.199,549f.; for Dir8r see below, V.4,e.

107, Al -BeghdBd1,(Farc,163) is horrified et the suggestion, and
explains it ia the second sense. But the very fact thet he
does so tends to suggest thet sl-Shahh&m meant the opnosite.

108. Al-Ka*bi, according to PFarg,163.

109.  Meg.549f.

110. 1S9ES ., Ohls

il 5 194,531.

112 Hec.542 - completely rejects the technicel use of

muktesib, etc.; uhe &lso rejects the similsr taeory of the "use"
(istitmsl) of powers, 235.

IEAIE S 195,539;3 c¢p.p.57 above.

114. 033-41 - mostly eamong Anl sl-IthbEt; cp.p.186 below.
EdD. ool,

116, 263,

2 5 537.

1ia8. Cp. Milel,55 foot.

1189. liag.247£, ,570; Milel,58 foot.

120. 42q.247,575; alt8f are recognized, lpc.261,263; a list is
given, iilel ,55 Toot. The stetement shortly before, @ppar-



CHAPTER V. ;

1, Even the Mu®tazile found support for its views from the time

/gg;yﬁgfrpompanlons; cp.Munya, first three tabacsdt.
2. | Indeed all the theologians probably belonged to some sect,
ithough ;hpse later considered "sound" doubtless avoided the
_r_4segts w%tn_extrgme views, Al-Newbakhti, writing from the
[ |polnt of view of the Shi®a (Firao al-Shi¢s,?), includes Sufyan
_ |@l-Thawri, Ibn‘Abi Laili, Melik b, sAnas and al-Shefi¢€i, all
[ pillars of orthodoxy, emong the fourth sect of the Murji'a,
- iEPe Shukak, which is also known as the Hashwiya.

[ 3. Close study of biographicel notices, etc., and comparisons

with views on figh, may yet lead to greater clarity on these
matters. i

4. B.8. & group of the Rawafid, whose principal figure wes lish&m
b. al-Hakam (Mzg.30-64, etc.); the Zaidiya ?ﬂgg.65—?5); tne
mutakallimiin of the Knew&rij (Mag.120); the group of Murji’a
under AbU Sanimr snd Muhemmed b, ShabIb, who stood very close to
the Mu®tezila; the JahmIya (see sect.2); Dirar, al-Najjar,
Burghlith and all the Anl 2l-Ithbdt (sect.3). Al-Baghdadi
gives a list of the mutekellimtin of the Ahl el-Hadith (Ugul,254)
which comprises: ®*AbdallZh b. Sa2%id (gg. el-Kullabi), el-Harith
(b. Asad) 2l-Muhssibi, “Abd alfziz sl-Mekki, sl-Husain b. al-
Fadl al-BajallI, Ablu %Wdelldh al-Kerabisi, Abu *1-*Abbas al-
Q2l8nisI; some of these are aiso mentioned in Milal,635. In
the sphere of figh the chief exponents of the use of reason
were the Ashs&b al-Ra’y, associated mainly with Abu Hanifa.

The prominence of the Mu®tszila in our sources is probably
due to & cowbination of causes: (1) the continued existence of
their school, while others disappeared or were swallowed up in
orthodoxy; (2) al-Ash®ari’s connection with them, reflected in
the Magalat, and the fact that seversl other early writers on
sects, like Zurcen snd al-Ke®bi, belonged to them - cp.Ritter's
list of "luhammedsnische i&resiographen"; (3) the numbers of
books they wrote.

D. Cp. the arguments flor the createdness of the Qur'an from al-
Tabari's History in Patton's Ahmed b. danbal and the Minna ,
57ff. and 65ff.

2% Or even denied - as al-Baghdsdi denied the connection (which
certainly existed) between the views of Abu Henifa and Ghessén,
the heretic of the Murji’a (Farg,191).

8. See ch.I,2,c, "Sources for the Hanafiya".

i Cp.Muslim Creed,108; and above p.22.

8. Cp.Figh Akbar I, article 2.
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9, Iﬁ is not fgund in the Wagiyat AbI Henifa or the Figh Akbar
Ll;tlt_oqcurs in the creed of al-Tahawi and in those of al-
Ash®ar in the Mag8l&at end the Ibana.

107 Sharh sl-Figh sl-Akbar,4f,

11, Milal,63. 12, Cp.sect.4,e below.

13. Cp. Goldziher, Zahiriten, 5-17,

15.  Milal,50. 16.  Parg,328.

17.  The one exception is the creed of al-Tehawi (ch.VI, sect.4

below) , and the instance from Mac.41 mentioned in the next
sentence.

]

18. The mention of "Dschabriten" in the translation of al-
Ash®ari®s K. 21-Luma® (Hell: Von Mohammed zu Ghezdli, 57) was
apparently erroneous, since it was aitered in the second edition.
The Jabariya are mentioned in the closing sentence of the creed
of el-Tahawil; as he also mentione the Jahmiya, he is probably
using Jebariye in much the same way as Mujbira is used in the
Sharp al-Figh al-Akbar.

19, Farg,328. 20. 430,1.2.

21 144,1.11 - not in the index; it is in the creed ascribed to
“Abdellan b, al-Mubzarak.

22. 67, 23. sl b=

24, 18; 26; 49. 25. 24.

26. 6'7.

£, See next section; the first point %= (from p.11) is specielly

connected with al-Najjér (as is noted in Intigar, Index under
"Mujbira"), and the lest with Dirar,

28. 69,
23, This point was formulated especially by Burghuth.
30. Mag.279, accepting Ritter's conjecture in line d.

31. Farg,200.

32. Only one of them is given any semblance of & neme - the first
is said to belong to the Mu‘aggila, who are eiso a sect of the

Zanadiga (p.75).

38+——dd='Agide—eal-Homewiye
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acquisition, like the knowledge that the originstor and control -
ler of the universe is not two or more (ilag.138).

55, Meg.359f, ; 281, etc. 56. 281; 407f.
57. Intigar,29. o8. Mag.216, 339; Intigar,133.
59. Milal,63, 60. iag.206.

61. Milsl,83.

62. Mag.166 ,281,487; an anonymous view on p.174 is probably slso
his.

63. In meny respects his views show 2 stage of development be-
yond those of Dirar; and in Mec.415 he is given as the source
of reports about Abu ’1-~-Hudhail, 21 -NagzzZm end later theologi-
ans, (taough not all the nsmes in the list were necessarily
mentioned in his report); he is sa2id to have had disputes with
al-Nazzem, and even to heve been his disciple (Fihrist,179;
el-Maqrizi, 350; quoted from Dr,Halkin's note to Farg,195).

64o E&EL00283"‘5v

69, Art.12; cp.Meq.514 - willing; repetitions in 182, 807.

66. Art.14; cp.lag.R16.

67. Intigar,133. Sume observations of his asbout the different
ways of knowing & thing (Msq.392) have a bearing on this ques-
tion, and aiso seem to link up with th? M;élzgiya and ﬁ?ﬁ Me j-
huliye of the Khawarij (Mag.96; cp.391). > 2

el by ol futin' " g 575, Sy

68. This may be’swrmised from srt.1; the word kasb is used in
dealing with his views on p.o66.

69l Cv.Mao.3353. 70. Implied in art.Z2.

ﬂﬁxxxxﬁxxxxﬁzﬂxﬁixxixmiEixxﬁhgxﬁﬁﬁxﬁgnﬂﬁix

7l Arts.N,5,7. _

2. Art.¥; e view parsllel to that of Bishr b. al-Mu‘tamir.

73 . trtodil. 74. Arte. 15,1668

75, Art. 8.

76. Arts.3,4 (istitd%s); Mag.330 (cuwe).

77.  Meq.359f.,330; 305f.,317, etc.

H?B—:‘_E%L_B&gﬂdaéi
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78.

21.

Al-Baghdadi, Farg, 197;

Milﬁl 63 S CD. 1\4'18, X 284. I he o
assume that Burghiith is to be ige y Cp.Mag

e tha t be identified with Muhemmed b. *Isa
el-Sairafl al-Nazz&mi (who reports IMutammar's view of knowledge -
Meg.168,488), wuhemmad b, *Isa =1-Nazzam (who reports a story
gbout fbu *1-Hudhail - iunys,27,1.15), and Abli €Abdallsh si-
Seirsfl (a2 pupil of Mu®ammery maligned iike his mester for

view about God's knowledge - Intighr,53,1.10); Burghiith's use

of the conception of a2 thing's nature (feb¢) ergues = connection
with i ‘emmer. See elso the note on Muhammed b. Herb el-
geirafi (st end of the chapter). X X

79.  Meg.235,238. 80.  Meo.284.
e %%f%ﬁ%ﬁ;m%m bl ol Poritet & bt
83. Q.29,16. 84, Fara,197; cp.p.92 above.

85. Mag.552. 86 . Cp. p.§4 above.

a7. Mag. o3,

89. The latter only on p.488,1.2.

90. Cp. el-Ash®ari's use of ithbst -~ ch.III, Note B at end.

9l1. E.g. in connection with "leeding astray" (idlZl) three sub-

divisions ere mentioned (Mso.262).

92. 408; cp.p.488 where he says that Dirar’'s

import of the Divine attributes is the view

view of the negestive
of the "generality

3.
25,
9.
P8

RO

102.

of the Emthbita".

540; or al-Kusani, 262. 94, 541.

583; see Hote A at end. 96., 259265,
488.

552 ,554.

98.
100.

408.
383,

A further smell point is the connotetion of the term "Ahl
al-Hzqgqg" ("the people of truth"). Besides the single reference
given in Meg.lndex, nemely, p.472,1.9, the term occurs p.430,
l.2, p.539,1.3 end p.549,1.5, while on pp.550f. mention is made
of views held by "Ahl el-Hagg wa®l-Ithbat". It mey be that
Ahl el-Heqo is simply another nsme for Ahl al-Ithbat; on p.430
they appear to be interchangeable. If there is any differ-
ence, the distinction between kh&lig and muktasib pn p.539
suggests that the Ahl el-Haqg 2re the suecessors of the Ahl

al-Ithbat.

Art.1; Msg.550. 103. o561.
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104. 408, etc. 105. 259-265, etec.
108. 551, 107.  552.

108. 573, etc. 109.  537f.; 577.
110, 554.

it BF They themselves mey have been mainly Henafis; Bishr e1-
Marls}, seid to heve been the tescher of al-Nsjjsr, is given
& notice in IBn Abi *1-Wef8®, Al-Jawahir sl-Mudi’s (T,2647,
8 blographical dictionary of Hansfis.

112. lieo.32; in view of the fect that Dir8r hed the majlis in
Basra before Abu '1-Hudheil, he and HishZm were possibly about
the seme ege; et leest it is wunlikely thet Dirdr wes younger
ves I suggested in The Origin of the Islemic Doctrine of
Accuisitiony.

113, 401, ,4=f. Sebeb is perhaps rather the "motive" or "pur-
pose" for the sake of which the sct is done.

114. Both Abu ’1-Hudheil and Ja®fer b. Herb wrote about him;
Je“far uses the word ikhtiysr (lac.246).

1155 38,1:15; 221,1.8; 492,1.8.

11 6. Meg.228,512.

IR Tekhliya wes said to constitute men's power by some of the
Ibadiye who were criticized by Vahye b. AbI Kemil end
buhammed b. Harb (Meo.107).

118.  Ibane,85; Khushaish in s8l-MslatI, Tenbih, 133; ep.ch.III,3,b.

15 825 Meg.489,1.9. 120, Meo.494,1.4.

121. Meg.41,1.4.

122. Transletion in Wensinck's liuslim Creed, 1258131,

123. P.18%7. 124, P,186.
125. vea. 140. 126. Intigar,164ff.
127. 141.

128. In view of the verietions of the text of art.13, and its
Proximity to other erticles gbout human activity, it is just
conceivable that it was originelly about "ecquisition" in the
technicel sense (perhaps rejecting it), since the first word

1s kesb (Wensinck here transletes this "gein", At
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"acquiring" for a completely different word.

129, Arte.9,18,20; cp.27. 130. Muslim Creed,181.

131. IXEFIRyBx  Goldziher, Zeniriten, p.70.

132. Milal ,65., S5 Arts. 2,8

134. hm@ammag b. &l -Haszn &l-Sheibani (d.187 or 189) wes & pupil
of both Abu Henifa and MElik b, Anes; he edited the letter's
suwatta’ . The ilenaflye regerded him es their third great
imém after Abu Henifa and Abu Yusuf. See Ibn Abi '"1-Wefad?,
I,p.42 (no.139) end Ibn Cutlubugh&, p.40 (no.159).

135, Arite.6,11. 136, Cp.I1I,2,a, gbove; Q.54,52.

157, The transletion of the concliuding words should read: "not

in accordence with His intimete swereness, but in eccordance
with His writing on the preserved table."

138. This distinction was seid to be 2 point of difference
between el-Ash®ari and the Hanafiya.

139. Cp.III,1,2, above.

140. Cp.Massignon, Recueil de Textes, 211f.; Sven Dedering,
Introduction to the Tanbih, esp.p.X.

121. 127 foot. 142. 128.

143. Q.76,1-3; 2,28-31; Tanbih,128.

144, 155, 145,  Meog.244f.

146. 135, =&, ep.alro p. V34 bote.

147, Goldziher, Z8hiriten, 103ff. notes how 2l-Bukh@ri depesrted
from strict objectivity by iuntroducing titles 2nd headings
which tended to belittle re'y end giy8s.

148. Edited end trensleted by Prof.A.J.Arberry; cp.Bibliogrephy.

148, 42, 150, S0LS

151. 22 and Q.57,19; 26. 152. 45; cp.Philippiens,1,237T,

155, 31f,; ouotetion below from p.33; tradition is non-cenonical.
154, 42. 185, S5
186. 9.
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13.

15.
16,
18,

CHAPTER VI.

Muslim Creed,91.

Cp.pp.xvi, 35ff, =nd esp. 249f., where he regerds ik as
elmost the depth of intellectusl degredetion thet luslims
should openly admit thet the besis of Islem is "Revelstion
stends higher than Reeson." Steiner's liu'teziliten is
earlier - 1865 - but the writer hes not the scholarly gresp
of von Kremer, has little interest in religion, and is apt
to be contemptuous of Islem end ¥mslins. '

__See Spitte, Zur Geschichte fbu >1-Hesen sl-Adsri's; von
liehren, Expose de la FPEforme de 1'lIslemisme ; Klein, Intro-

duction to the trenslstion of the lbane, pv.25-38.

Cp.vers;on transleted by Klein, 1l.c,,p.87; the best is thet
from Ibn Khelliksén (no.618), which Spitte gives slong with
severel others (l.c.,p.42).

Cp.ch.IV, sect.4 end & sbove.

120 R49; ad o W .G, b above. 7, Pp 60ff., tr.100ff.

Besides tue sources in note 3, cp. kiecdonsld, Religious
Attitude, 88-91.

Muslim Creed, 91. 9. 1ib.88f.
G.6,1035 Ibgns, tr.60. Ite  db.5ls Gr1e9.

lieg.267,1.2, Abu ?1-Hudheil; 877,1.1, el-NagzZm; these ere
still on thne border line of lew snd theology.

89, tr.130. 14. 69, %r.109.

Cp.8, tr.50; eiso the corresponding pessazge, Meg.290,1.11.

Co. . X, ek 4 abeve, B A7-54, te. RB-94-.

Mso.291. The creeds ere to be found in MNag.290-7 &nd IbZns,
=13, tr.49-55, and ere very similer. I heve adopted the
numbering of the erticles in the convenient trasnslation by
Dr.Klein in the Iantroduction to the translation of the IbZne,
pp.31-35; this follows the parsgrephing in Ritter's edition
of the legZlst. The differences between the two creeds are
so small thet there is no difficulty in regardéng sl-Ash®eri
gs suthor of both. Thet in the lMisgglst is probably the
leter. If there is any difference in standpoint, the
MecBlat is slightly more deterministic; it alone mentions that
men's zcts are written down beforehsnd (Art.JXXBX), end it
omits the stticle of the IbBng wnich made the fate of the
children.ofkhe negathen dependent on tneir own sct, end insteed
hes one which commits the fete of children sbsolutely to God
(XXVIII); there is 2 slight difference in VI. On the other
hend the Msooldt edds ert.XIV, distinguishing between God's
will and good plessure, so thet the differences are perheps
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not significent. It is noteworthy, however, that the legBlet
omits the mention of ijmE¢ in srt.XVI &and edds en orticle
declering thet the Qur’En does not abrogete the Sunna (XRVEL),
which suggests that Tradition wes coming to have more of a
hold on al-Ashtsri.

19.  Meg.X+4 Ibane, in what corresponds to £rt.VII of lac.

20. Meo.XXIX; not in IbZna. 21, Meg.oxrt.VI.
22 . Meag.592. 23. Mao. 542, Ib&ne,63, tr.103.
24. Ibane,61f, ,tr.101%. 25, ib.656, tr.104f,

26. Ab GBSl 18,
27, Q.8,;31%. ; 12,3%; cp.Ibeas, 64Ff, ,tr.104,

28. Op. K. el-Tums®, tr.Hell, p.57.

A Transleted by lingena in Woodbrooke Studies, vol.II. The
mein pessege in question is pp.43-46.

30. Spitte, sl-Ad®syi, 64,74.

31, Arts XXIV ,XXV of creed in Meg., and similar position in Ibensg;
arguments in support in Ibon 76-8, tr.115-8; for text of p.
76 see additionzl Note B &t e eud of cncpter.

%2, Ibsns, 77, tr.i1if7. 33.  Ibsns, B4ff.,tr.124ff.
34, n o gr, tr.i27. 35. n . 85, tr.125,

36 . Meo.296, srt.,XXIX of creed.

37, Zur Geschichte .. sl-Aé'eri’s (1876), p.vi.

8. ib.p.7 - "eine regenerstion der von Unorgaﬂquhe susléndischen
elementen durchsetzten srsbischen religion."

395 ib. p.8. 40, Cp.ch.I, sect.2,c, pp.8-13.

41, Bayan, p.d. 42. ib.

43. ByG. 44. P.9 foot - 11.

445, IbsBng,71; tr.1ll.

45. Trenslated by Wensinck, Muslim Ereed, 188-97; I refer to
erticles by his numbering.

45 . Art. B 47, Art.21; cp.sl-Tehswi ,Bayén,9.
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48. Art.6. 49, Art.88.
50. Art.6. 51 AT .6
o2. Beyan, Pdyl.9Ff, 93, Art. 39

54 . BEG 22,

59, C.7,171; Beyegn, p.5,1.10; cp,Muslim Creed, 215.

o6, Art.6. 87, Sharh sl-Fich al-A,,12,
58, Lhe a0 59. Ib.

60 . Ab.d1 Foot. 61. Ib.11; Q.39,54; 19,87,
62 . Ib.12. 63. Q.8,39.

64. Blags 69, Rewds, p.10.

66 . Sharh sl-F.al-A.,4, 67. 1Ib.©.

68. Ib.24. 69. Rewda, 17-8.

0 Ib8ne,62, tr.102¢word is ksrsha); K.al-Tume®, tr.Hell, 56.

1. Magq. (art.XIV).

72. This is celled meshi'at khabar (p.10f.), but I cennot trans-
late oY explaein this, and em inclined to cconjecture meshi'et
jebr, in view of contrests between tafwid =nd jebr elsewhere.

2Bs 11 foot - 12.

4. Bayen, p.13,1.7; he 2iso speaks of the Jebariye lower.

?8. Art.6 (p20).

76. This cleim is found in al-Baghd&di, Farg, 328 (cp.p.108 above)
A leter writer (cuoted by Spitta, 105-110, with text 1%O—§2
extends the claim to twelve different points in el-Ash eri s
theology.

T Cp.&el-Shehrsst&ni, X.NihByet sl-IgdZm, 73.

CHAPTER VII.

1 . :1180 . 136 .
2, Above p.157; cp. Goldziher, Vorlesungen-,o3.

J' Jom Circeq Maﬁl -gr.umz. ‘.zégw (j?“ff-fi’u i%‘d[é&f /,/Z)*
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T INTRODUCTION.

ik The gim of the study is to describe the erguments about
"free will and predestination" ian IslLam from about 80 A.H.,
when they sterted up to the time of sl-Ashfsri, sbout 330 A.H.

2 A discussion of the main sources.

1 THE OPPOSING TRENDS IN ISLAM.

1z The Qur’én emphasizes both Divine omnivotence and human
responsibility.

2. Fradition conteins meny conceptions not present in the
Qur*zn.,

3. There is a contrast between the theistic conceptions of
the Qur’Z@n and the impersonsl and atheistic conceptions of
Tradition; this is to be trasced to the continuing influence in
Tredition of pre~Islamic fatalistic ideéas, since the Qur?sn
firmly opposes the fatslistic sttitude, whereas many Tred-
itions are thoroughly fatslistic.

IIT. THE BEGINNINGS OF THE DOCTRINE OF QADAR.

HIE The doctrine of-Qader was held by the Maimtnlya snd the
Ash3db al-Su’8l among the Khawsrij towsrds the close of the
first ceatury of the Hijra. It is a logicel development
of the Kngrijl emphasis on righteousness in God and men,
througnh such questions as that of the punishment of children
and others who ere not responsible for their actions, The
opposition to the doctrine emong the KhewsSrij seems to spring
not from belief in God but rsther from & conservative attitude.

P The doctrine of Qadar as held by Ghsildn end others of the
Murji’s is agein connected with the conception of righteous-
ness (which likewise brought some of them into confliect with
the Umeiyads). Some of these men stand close to the
Qadari sects of the Khawsrij.

D The little thet is known about the Qadariys &s & separate
sect and sbout Me'bad al-Juhani, the reputed originator of
the discussions 1n Islem, suggests that they belonged to the
same cirecles as Maimun snd the others.

Iv. THE MU*TAZILA.

5 The Im®tezila reglly begim with Abu ’l-Hudhail.
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2. _qu sm~tezila, fer from being pure retionelists, were thor-
guggly suslim in many of their conceptions ; but they believed
1n Reeson end in retiomsl idess.

5. Abu ?l-Hudheil =nd the eesrly school of Besres were concerned
more with the phiyeicel sspects of met?gnysicé then with purely
‘religious issues; yet they contributed to these by their ena-
lysis of humen ectivity and by their generel erguments to prove
Q?d does no evil. Al-Nezzgm mede God subordinste to retionsl
ideeas.

4. Bishr b, el-Wm*temir, founder of the school of Beghd&d, wes
neive 1n some ways, but stimuleted thought by his theories of
men's power over genersted effects =2nd of the infinity of good-

¥ Z _ X ness.

D the followers of Bishr, influenced by Besrs, were more
retionslistic then their mester. They might be said to be
working out the rationslism of sl-Negzzzn.

Bl In Begre *AbbEd criticized the’ school of Bsghdzd and began
to meke clesr the inadecguecy of their rationel conceptions.
This process culminated in 2l-Jubbf'i with = growing reslig-
etion of man's incepascity and God's omanipotence. Al-Ash*eri
mede what wes logically the next step, wheress AbU HEshim
turned back rather to older views.

Vs THE UPHOLDERS OF THE DIVINE QADAR.

i Quite epert from the Wm®tazile there was considersble and
diversified theological activity before the time of al-Ash®eri.

27 bt .[fenife is typicel of meny who united theistic 2nd non-
theistic conceptions without feeling sny inconsistency.

3. The threefold classificetion of Qeder, Kesb and Jabr wes
only begianing to sppesr sbout 300 K.H. Before thet time
Yesb and Jabr were not distinguished. The Jehmiya, who
were subsequently regerded es the chief exponents of Jabr,
were originelly upholders of the Divine Qadsr whose primery
eim wes to essert the unity asnd mejesty of God.

4, Tnere wes & close approximetion to orthodoxy in the Ahl &l-
- IthbEt. Of their three mein members, DirEr wes probebly
the suthor of the conception of Kesb (ascquisition), zl-Najjsr
of the doctrine thet the power sccompsnies the ect, and
Burghfith of the distinction between voluntery ects end those
done under compulsion. They seem to heve explained evil by
seying thet God wes beyond men's comprenension,

. Hish®m b. sl-ifekem slso worked et the enelysis of humen sct~
iwity, 2ad made a distinction between choice &nd compulsion.

6. The WegIya or Testsment of AbT [Jenife conteins third-
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century Henafl views, similsr to those of el-Nazjj&r but slight-
1y more conservative, yet theistic rather then fatalistic.

Yo _Ehusheish is representative of the anti-intellectusl pos-
1?19n ?f Ahmad b. Hanbal and his followers. He combines
theistic and non-theistic conceptions without sny misgivings.

S. The practicel rather than the theoreticsl side of religion
is illustrated by al-Kharriz. His mysticism mekes him
spmpathetic to fatalistic resignation. He shares in the
common confusion, but is able to derive truly religious, snd
therefore theistic, ideas from unpromising fatalistic materisal.

VI. AL-AGBART AND HIS CRITICS.

1% The essential point of his conversion was the recognition
that Revelation snd not Resson is the vltimate source of

religious truth. Yet he continued to use rational methods
of argument.
2% He emphasized the omnipotence of God to the neglect of the

sspect of human responsibility, but insisted thet evil is not
to be attributed to God although He wills it, defending this
position by verious sublle arguments.

Ds He was a leader in the revivel of Islam ciniefly because of
his deep spirituality, with which he combined a keen lantellect
end participation in the typical Muslim mentality (the sense
of dependence).

4, Al-Ash®ari was criticized by the school of the Hanefiya.
The divergence of view, which is apparent in the creed of al-
Tahawi end the Fich Akbsr II, becomes explicit criticism in the
Sharh sl-Fioch al-Akber (attributed to al-MBturidi). These
deal more =decuately with humen responsibility, and so are
more balanced, but they lack the spiritual fervour of al-
Ash'eri.

VII. CONCLUBING STURVEY.

The deterministic outlook of Muslims belongs to the frame-
work of civilization and culture in which Islam developed,
rather than to the prophetic proclamation. The religious
impulse did something to transform that background from fatal-
ism to @ more theistic determinism, but in other respects the
background hes largely persisted.
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(The references in the notes apply to the editions nemed
here. Works of a generel nature are not listed except when
referred to. The following works are sometimes cited by the

title of the book (or & contraction of it) without the nsme of
the author:

BOVER e S . See al-Tshawl

Farg [CX= e =L O 0 : al-BaghdZdl
Fich Akbar (I znd II) s o N AbT Hanifs
EHERE N ] o & (P Sl (S T al-Ash®*sri
Intigar e A L, e S al-Khaiyaj
Mag. or Magdlat e T iy gl-Ash®sri
Milal _ : i L (i Sy al-Shehraestant
ilunys ey o Ibn al-lurtadsa
Sharh or Sharh gl-Figh al=Akbar sl-lMzturida
Tanbinh _ sy i i ] al-Melatl

Q. is used as an abbrevistion for Qur’sn.)

ARABIC WOREKS

el-Ash®ari: Ibanas = X. al-IbZns “on Usfl a2l-DiyZna, Hydersbad,
1321 (elong with works ascribed to al-Maturidi, etec.

- Trenslation of the Ibgns by Dr.Walter C.Klein, New Haven, 1940.
into German
- K. al-Tuma': & section is translated by J.Hell in Von lohammed bis
Za Ghazali, q.V.

~ Meg8lst = K. Mec®lst =1-Islamiyin wae-khtilef sl-Mugellin,
ed. by H.Ritter, Istenbul, 1929, (Two vols. with continuous
paging; elso an Index, published 1933).

al-Baghd@di: Farg = X. al-Farg bein al-Firaq wa-Bayan al-Firga
al=Najiya min-hum, ed. by Muhemmed Badr, Ceiro, 1328.

-~ Translation of the second half of the IParg, under the title
Hoslem Schisms and Sects, by Dr.Abrshem S.Helkin, Tel-Aviv,19385.

- Mukhtegar K. sl-Fergq bain sl-Firaq, en ebridgement by ¢Abd al-
Razzaq al-Res®ani, ed. by Dr.Philip X.Hitti, Ceiro, 1924.

- Usil = K. Ustl el-Din, Istanbul, 1346/1928.

al-Bukhari: Al-Jami® al-Jehih, ed. Krehl and Juynboll, Leyden,
1862-1908 ("Le Recueil des Traditions Mahometanes par ...
el-Boukh8ri.").(Rejetnas & "WGHL" a-d "bxb"; o tenakiines £ velun, od P=ae.)

ibn Hajar al-®Asc2l3ni: Tehdhib a21-Tahdhib, Hyderabad, 1325-7.

Abtu Hanifa (ascribed to): Figh Akbar (I); text is embedded-in
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Sharh el-Figh al-Akbar, ascribed to al-Maturidi, q.v .

- Bich Akbar (II); text is printed slong with a commentary in the
volume published at-Hydersbsd, 1321

- K. al-Wagiya; also printed with a commentery in the volume named.

- Translations of these three works by Wensinck in The Muslim Creed

ibn Hazm: Figel = XK. al-PFigal fi ’1-Milal wa-'1l-Ahws® we-'1-Nibal,
Cairo, 1317-27 (in five volumes).

al-Kheiygt: Intigdr = K. al-Intisar wa-'1-Radd ®ala ’bn al-
Rewandl al-Mulhid, ed, by H.S.Nyberg, Cairo, 1344/1985 ("Le
Livre du Triomphe ..1)

ibn Knallikan: K, Wafayat 21-A*y3n, ed.De Slane, Paris, 1842.

el-Kherrsz: K. al-9idq, ed. and tr. by Prof.A.J.Arberry, Oxford,
1937 ("The ﬁooﬁhngTruthfulness“)

Khushaish: see al-Msleti, snd cp.ch.I,2,s above.

al-Malati: Tanbih = K. al-Tanbih we-'1-Radd “sla Ahl gl-Ahwa’
wa->1-Bad®, ed. by Sven Dedering, Leipzig, 19386.

al-MBturidi (ascribed to): Sharp al-Fich al-Akbar, Hyderabad, 1321
(along with the Ib&ns of al-Ashfari and various other works;
see under Abu Henifa).

ibn al-lurtada: Munga. = chapter sbout the Mu*tazila from the
K. sl-lMunys wa-1-Amsl fi Sherh K. al-Milel we-?1l-ilihal, ed.
by T.W.Arnoid, Leipzig, 1902 (entitled "Al-Mu®tezilzh").

Muslim: Al-J2mi* a1-3ahih, Constantinople, 1329-1334; etc.

sl-Newbakhti: K. Piraqg sl-Snhi®a, ed. by H.Ritter, Leipzig, 1951,

Qur’dn: Translation by Dr.Richard Bell, Edinburgh, 1937. (ALL
quotations are from this translation, with occasionsl slight
modifications, except where otherwise stated.)

ibn Qutaiba: Al-Ikhtilaf fi Y1-Lefz wa-'1-Radd ®sla *1-Jshmiye
wa-?1-Mushabbiha, ed. by Muh. Z8hid el-Kewtharl, Cairo, 1349.

- XK. al-Ma®srig, ed. by Wuastenfeld.

ibn Qutlubughd: T&j sl-Terdjim fI Tsbacat a 1-Henafiys, ed. by
Gus tav Fliigel, Leipzig, 1862 ("Die Krone der Lebeasbesanrelbungy

gl—Shahrestaniy s Milsl = K. el=Milal wa-’l—Nihal,_gd: by the
Revd. William Cureton, London, 1846 ("Book of Religious and
Pnilosophical Sects").

- Germen translation of the Milal by Theodor Hearbriicker, Hallie,



Bibliography.3. (22)
1850 ("Religionspartheien und Philosopnen-Schulen"),

- K. Nihayet al-Igdsm fi *Ilm 21-KelZm, ed., and tr. by Alfred
Guillaume , London, 1934.

al-Tabari: Te’rikh al-Rusul wa-’l-Muluk, ed. by de Goeje, Leyden,
1879-1901.

el-Tah8wi: Boysn al-Sunnas wa-’1l-Jemd‘s, ed. by lMuh. Raghib 2l-
Tebbakh sl-Halabi, Halsb, 1344,

ibn Taimiya: Al-CAcide gl-Hemewiye; part of this is printed in
Schreiner's BeitrZge, 120ff,

AbT *Udhba: Reawda = K. al-Rewdaet 21-Behiys fi-mé bain 2l-Ash®er-
iye we-' l-d5turidiys, Hyderabad, 1322.

ibn Abi *1-Wefd® (¢Abd 21-QFdir): K. el-Jewshir 2l-Mudi'a fI
Tabeget el-Honafiyes, Hyderebad, 1332.

EARLY CHRISH T AN “WRIPHER.S

St. John of Damascus: Opers, ed. by Migne in Patrologia Greeca,

Timothy I, Patriarcia of the East Syrian Church: Apology, ed. and
tr. by A.Wingana.in Woodbrooke Studies, Vol.II.

MODERN WRITERS

Ahrens, Karl: Muhemmed als Religionsstifter, Leipzig, 1935.

Arberry, A.J. - see gl-Kharraz.
Arnold, T.W. - see Ibn al-Murtsadz.
Becker, C.H.: Christliche Polemik und islamische Dogmenbildung,

in Zeitschrift fur Assyriologie, XXVI (1911), 175-195; also
in his Islamstudien, I, 432-49.

Bell, Richard - see Qur’an.

de Boer, Tjitze J.: The listory of Philosophy in Islam, tr. by
Edward R. Jones, London, 1903.

Gelland, Henri: REsdai sur les hMo®tezelites (Les Rationalistes
de 1'Islam), Paris (1906).

Goldziher, Ignaz: IMuhemmedanische Studien, Helle, 1889-90.

- Die Richtungen der islamischen Korsneuslegung, Leyden, 1920.
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- Vorlesungen iiber den Islam, second edition, revised by Dr.
Franz Babinger, Heidelberg, 1925.

= Digaiahlrltenl inr Tehrsystem und ihre Geschichte, Leipzig,

Guidi, Michelengelo: Ta Lotte tra 1'Islsm e il Menicheismo,
Rome, 1927.

Guillaume, Alfred: Philosophy and Theology, article in The
Legacy of Islam, 239-83, Oxford, 1931.

- see &lso al-Shahrastini.
Haarbriicker, Theodor - see sl-Shahrastani.
Halkin, A.S. - see gl-Baghd&di.

Hell, Joseph: Von Mohammed bis Ghez&li, Jena, ivl5 (first edn. -
there is also a second revised edn.). Contents: trans-
lations from the Qur’dn, the whole of Figh akbar (II) and
the creed of al-Tahawi, and portions of K. al-Lume® by al-
Ash®ari, Asr5r by AbU Leith al-Samesrqandi, and Badaxat al-
Hidaya of al-Ghaz&lI; with introduction and notes.

Hitti, Pailip K. - see al-Baghdddi.

Horten, Mex: Die philosophischen Systeme der spekulativen Theo-
logen im Islam, Bonn, 1912.

- Wses bedeutet "ma®*na" als philosophischer Terminus ?, ZDMG,
64, 391ff.

Klein, Walter C. - see al-Ashtari.

von Kremer, Alfred: Geschichte der herrschenden Ideen des Islams,
Leipzig, 1868.

Mocdonald, Duncan B.: Development of Wuslim Theology, Juris-
Prudence and Constitutional Theory, New York, 1903.

— The Religious attitude and Life in Islam, Chicago, 1909.

- Al-MBturidi, erticle in EI, III, 414f.

Massignon, Louis: Ls Passion d' .. gl-Halld], Mexrtyr Mystique
de 1! Islem, Paris, 1922 (2 vols. witih continuous paging).

- Recueil de Textes Inédits concernant 1'Histoire de la
Mystique en Pays d'Islam, Paris, 1929.

von Mehren, A.F.: Exposé de la Réforme de 1'Islemisme commenceée., .
par .. el—Ash®ari .., Leyden, 1879; in Travaux de la
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IITe Session du Congrés Internstionzl des Orientalistes,
St.Petersbourg, 1876, Vol.2, pp.167-332.

Mingana, A.: Woodbrooke Studies, II, Cambridge, 1928; contains
the Patriarch Timothy's Apology.

Muir, Sir Williem: The Celiphate, its Rise, Decline and Fall,
second edition, London, 1892,

Nallino! Carlo A.: Sull' Origine del Nome dei Mu¢taziliti, in
Rivista degli Studi Orienfali, VII (1916-8), pp.429-54.

- Rappprti fra la Dogmetica Mu®tazilite e cuella degli Ib8diti
dell' Africe settentrionsle; ib.pp.455-60.

- Sul Nome di "Qedsriti)'; ib.pp.461-6.

N6ldeke, Theodor: Arabs (Ancient), erticle in Encyclopedia of
Religion and Ethics (1908) ,I,5659-73.

Nyberg, H.S,: Al-Mu®tegils and Al-NegzZm, erticles in EI.

- Zum Kempf zwischen Islam und Menichéismus, in OLZ,XXXII(1929),
pp.425-41; review of work by Prof.Guidi above.

- see glso al-Kheiyet.

Patton, Walter M.: Apmed b. Henbel and the Mihna, Leyden, 1897.

Pines, Salomon: Beitrége zur islamischen Atomenlehre, Berlin,1936.
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