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AL-ASHARTI’S
“KITAB AL-HATHTH ‘ALA L-BAHTH’*

by
R.M. Frank

The text which I shall present here is not that of a hitherto unknown work
of al-Ash¢ari. It has been published several times under the title Risalat Istihsan
al-khawd fi “ilm al-kalam, first in Hyderabad in A.H. 1323 and again in 1344,
and subsequently republished by the late Fr. Richard McCarthy, S.J. in his The
Theology of al-Ash‘ari (Beyrouth, 1953, pp.87-97) together with an English
translation (ibid., pp. 119-134).

The new text of the Kitab al-Hathth “ala I-Bahth is furnished us by aba 1-
Qasim Salman ibn Nasir al-Naysabiiri al-Ansari (d. s12/1118)" in his al-Ghunya
fi I-kalam, which is found in MS III Ahmet n°® 1916. Cited in full, the Ash€arite
text forms the bulk of a subsection of a chapter devoted to “the obligation to
[theological | enquiry ™ (wujitb al-nazar). Having first examined the question in
a general way (foll. 5v°f.), al-Ansari then takes up the thesis that to carry out
formal, theological speculation is an obligation of the community (wujiib al-
kifayah ), not one which is incumbent on each individual Muslim (wujib al-
a‘yan) (foll. 6r° ff.). The text of al-Hathth ‘ala I-bahth, following an in-
troduction of some twelve lines, constitutes virtually the whole of the next and
final subsection of this chapter, in which he deals with the contention that “to
occupy one’s self with kalam is an innovation” (fol. or® ff.).

Besides the text contained in al-Ansarl’s al-Ghunya (A) and that of the
Hyderabad edition (H), we have utilised in the preparation of the present
cdition of al-Hathth that contained in Landberg n° 1030, foll. 4v°-6v°
(= Ahlwardt n°2162) (B)? and that contained in Feyzullah n® 2161/2, foll.

d I wish to express my gratitude to Manuscript Institute of the League of Arab States, which
furnished me the copy of al-Ansari’s K. al-Ghunya and also to the directors of the Siiley-
maniye Kiitiiphanesi and the Staatsbibliothek preussicher Kulturbesitz, who supplied me
with photocopies of the texts of al-Hathth held in their collections and who kindly granted
permission for their publication.
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49v°o—52r° (F). Witnessed in these four copies, however, are two distinct
versions of the work, which I shall refer to as T—-1 and T—2. The former is
contained in A and the latter in B, F, and H. Where T—1 and T—2 are essen-
tially identical I shall present a single text; where they differ the two are

presented in parallel columns.

Regarding the title of the work, that given in A is confirmed as original
by its occurrence in Ibn ‘Asakir’s supplement to Ibn Farak’s list of al-Ash¢ari’s
writings and in that of Ibn Farhiin.® The title given in the Hyderabad edition
is plainly spurious, a descriptive pseudo-title made up by some one, a copyist
or perhaps the editor, who was either ill acquainted with the vocabulary of al-
Ash‘ri and his followers or was fundamentally opposed to the position set
forth in the tract and wished to label it in a disparaging manner. The ex-
pression ““istihsan’’ would never have been used by al-Ash‘ri in speaking of
something of which he approved nor likely ““al-khawd’’ either, since both have
essentially negative connotations for him and for most of the tradition.* The
catalogue entry for F, ““Risalah fi l-radd “ala man zanna anna l-ishtighal bil-kalam
bid“ah’’ is interesting in that it closely parallels the wording employed by al-
Ansari at the beginning of the passage in which he presents the text of al-
Hathth, but it is not found either at the beginning or at the end of the text
in the manuscript. In B likewise the work is untitled.

Since we have the work in two different forms there is a question as to
which of the two is primary and in what sense. Does one form represent the
author’s own revision of an earlier writing presented by the other or is one of
them a recension, produced by one of his disciples?

Fot T—2, F and H furnish an almost identical isnad according to which the
F text is based on a copy executed in Rabi¢ I, 677 (August/September, 1278)
by the Malikite mugri’.

1. abii I-Qasim ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Abd al-Halim b. “Imran Sahniin (d. 4/
X/[695 = 6/VIII/1296) from a copy of

2. abfi Sadiq Muhammad, the son of the famous Malikite traditionist abd I-
Husayn Yahya b. ‘Al1 I-Rashid al-‘Attar (584/1188 — 662/1264 ), which was made
from a copy of

3. abii I-Hasan ‘Ali b. Ibrahim al-Qurashi, made on 8/X/6o0 = o/VI/
1204 from a copy of the Shafi‘ite mugri>,

4. abl -Maali I-Mawsili (539/1144-5 — 621/1224), made in $§73/1177-8
from a copy of
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5. abli Mansiir al-Mubarak al-Baghdadi, made in 542/1147-8 from a copy
of the Shafi¢ite traditionist,

6. abii 1-Fadl Ibn al-Ukhuwwa (d. s47/1153) from a copy of
7. abii 1-Fadl Muhammad b. Yahya 1-Natili from a copy of
8. abii Nasr ‘Abd al-Karim al-Shirazi from (a text transmitted by)

9. “Ali ibn Rustam from (a text transmitted by)
10. abt 1-Hasan ‘Ali b. Muhammad b. Mahdi 1-Tabari, a direct disciple of
al-Ash‘ari.

H lacks the first two names of this isnad. It is explicitly stated for numbers
1—7 that each copy was orally collated with the one from which it was made.
Though no date is given for al-Natili’s copy, it was executed at dictation in
the residence of al-Shirazi, wherefore it is apparent that between this and the
time of Ibn Mahdi 1-Tabari there is a span of at least four generations —
maybe a century and a half — for which we have only the name of ‘Ali b.
Rustam, whom I have been unable to identify. The presence of this gap does
pose a problem,® but one need not, on this basis alone, impugn the validity of
the isnad altogether. There is, that is to say, no prima facie evidence on which
to doubt that Ibn Mahdi is the first transmitter of T—2, at least as represented
in F and H. Even so, however, the question remains as to whether this text
represents the primary and original form of the tract or a secondary recension,
and if so by whom.

The A text, copied in Rabi¢ I, 592 (February, 1196) bears no isnad. It is,
however, given to us directly by abt 1-Qasim al-Ansari, a disciple of abi 1-
Ma‘ali al-Juwayni and so belongs to a line of transmission which lies within
the tradition of the foremost masters of the Ashrite school. In this the A text
stands in sharp contrast to that of FH, none of whose transmitters, after Ibn
Mahdi, is a recognised Ash€rite master. As we shall see, in addition to this
there is some evidence to suggest that more than one copyist of the manus-
cripts representing T—2 was not in the habit of copying kalam texts. Nonethe-
less, even though the association of the A text with the leading theologians of
the Ash€rite school would indicate that it has a pedigree such as to claim
considerable respect, it is yet not sufficient to indicate whether it represents the
original form of the work or not.

With respect to T—2 the A text contains several clear additions which were
inserted by al-Ansari and are plainly indicated as such, being introduced by “I
say”’ (as contrasted to “‘the master, abt I-Hasan said™"). Besides these, T—1 has
one short paragraph (§2.225) which is not found in T—2. In general, however,
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T—2 is longer, fuller in its expression, and more detailed than T-1 and in some
places very conspicuously so. On the principle that the simpler and shorter
form of a text is generally the primary one and the longer secondary, we
should take it as likely that T—1 is primary. General rules, however, do not of
themselves allow any certainty concerning particular individuals, wherefore we
shall have to look more closely at some of the differences between the two
text forms. I shall examine several of the more notable elements in which T-1
and T-2 differ from one another and which would seem to confirm the
hypothesis — some of them more clearly than others — that T—2 does in fact
represent a secondary revision of T—1 or of a text closely resembling it. Fol-
lowing this it will be opportune to look briefly at the relationship between the
three witnesses to T—2.

T—2 shows a number of elements which appear as additions with respect to
T-1. In several cases these additions are relatively long. One such passage,
found in §2.2131, would seem unquestionably to have originated in a gloss,
possibly brought in from the margin of the archetype.® By contrast with this,
the long sentence which stands at the end of §2.323 in T—2 seems in no way
out of place. It forms a kind of coda which sums up the argument of §2.23, if
not of §2.22 and §2.23 together, and anticipates the issues raised in §2.31. One
may, therefore, plausibly suggest that this sentence (treated as a separate
section or paragraph in McCarthy’s edition) most likely was introduced as a
part of a more general effort of redaction, evidence of which we shall look at
below.

We find an awkward intrusion into the text in §2.223 where, following
the sentence
’ihsa’u ma la nihayata lahu ), T—2 adds

and it is impossible to enumerate an infinity” (wa-muhalun
“and it is impossible that a single thing
be divisible, since this requires that it be two things” (muhalun an yakina I-
shay’u l-wahidu yanqasimu li’anna hadha yijibu *an yakina shay’ayn). The
addition of T2 is clearly out of place, since the following sentence, “‘but He
has made it known that they are denumerable” refers to the earlier citation of
Q 36.12 and 72.82 and has, for coherence sake, to follow the statement ‘it is
impossible to enumerate an infinity ”. The inserted sentence would seem orig-
inally to have stood in the margin of the archetype of T—2, where it was to be
read after the “wagaa I-‘adadu alayha’’ which concludes the paragraph. In
order to adjust the syntax HF has altered the final ‘alayha to “alayhima, making
it agree with the dual, shay’ayn, but the conclusion, even with this, remains

meaningless.”
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An insertion of analogous material is made in §2.221 where, following
“and no day but that it is preceded by another day” T-2 adds ‘“‘and the
discussion against those who say that there is no particle (juz>) save that it has
a half limitlessly . The context, however, deals with the question of the denial
of an infinite temporal regression and the added element is wholly out of
place. The hadiths cited in the refutation of the position of those who hold
that the world is eternal are read as asserting God’s absolute initiation of the
being of things, not as having to do with infinite divisibility. Here, as also
with the insertion in §2.223, it would seem that at least one copyist involved
in the formation and transmission of T—2 was not well schooled in kalam and
was not used to copying kalam texts.

In §2.2132, following “al-diddahi la yajtamiani “ala mahallin wahid”’ (two
contraries cannot be conjoined so as to qualify a single substrate), T—2 shows
an addition to the text which is corrupt in all three manuscripts. In its original
form it would seem to have read “wa-la ‘ald l-jumlati wa-1a fi l-mawjidi la fi
mahall’’ (nor so as to qualify the composite whole nor in what exists in no
substrate). The addition is pointless in the context, since the argument involves
the possibility of the bodily resurrection of the dead and specifically an objec-
tion which claims that to posit such a possibility requires that one posit the
possibility of the conjunction of contrary properties or accidents (dry and
damp, hot and cold) in one and the same material substrate. The sense of the
addition, in fact, if its original form is as I have suggested, is not immediately

13

clear. The phrase ““al-mawjidi la fi mahall”’ could, in principle, be a description
of the atom, but if this is the case it stands here redundantly with the preceding
“mahallin wahid”’.® It could, on the other hand, be a description of God, but
such a reference makes no sense at all in the context.® Again, the phrase “wa-Ia
‘ala [-jumlah’’ might reflect the teaching of abii Hashim, but this would seem
pointless in the context, since (a) al-Ash¢ri, together with all the Ashrites of
the classical period, denies that any accident can qualify more than its single
substrate and (b) though abli Hashim does recognise a class of accidents which
effect a quality (or state) which belongs to the composite whole (sc., a living
being as a unitary whole), he denies that accidents such as those mentioned
belong to that class.'® It would seem, therefore, that this pair of phrases
originated as a marginal note which perhaps meant to generalise the statement
regarding contraries so as to make it cover all conceivable cases, even ones
which would not be considered conceivable by al-Ashri, and was sub-
sequently copied into the body of the text.!!
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Apart from these elements, which seem more or less clearly to be ex-
traneous additions to the text, the most general and conspicuous characteristic
of T—2 with respect to T—1 is that it is longer, whether the lengthening be by
addition or simply by the employment of more expansive forms of expression.
In a number of places T—2 has filled out the text by stating explicitly what is
merely alluded to or implied in T—1. Thus, for example, in §2.221 T-2
supplies the contextual detail for a hadith which in T-1, evidently under the
assumption that the reader both knows it and knows al-Ash€ri’s exegesis of it,
is only alluded to. Again, for example, in §2.212 and §2.2131 T—2 explicitly
indicates the arguments which the Ash€arite exegesis discovers in the verses cited,
while T—1 feels no need to state them. Likewise at the end of §2.321 T—2 adds

3

‘which are themselves derivative matters that are accessible only through

S

revelation and [God’s] apostles”, making fully explicit a thesis which, though
important to the overall argument of §2.31, is a commonplace for the

mutakallimin and so is left unstated in T—1.

In other places T—2 tends to give more explicit and formal indication of
the divisions of the work and its topical structure. Thus in §2.20 the simple
“dhalika” of the A text is represented in T—2 by “ma dhakartumithi mina I-
kalami fi l-jismi... wal-tarfah’’, recalling by outright repitition most of the
terms found in §2.12, which are only alluded to in T—1. At §2.211, then, with
“wa-amma l-harakatu wal-sukin...””, T—2 not only recalls some of the terms
previously mentioned in §2.20, but structurally introduces, as it were, a formal
heading where none appears in T-1. The same sort of thing occurs again in
§2.221, the beginning of the next major section of the second response, where
he introduces “wa-’amma ma yatakallamu bihi l-mutakallimina min “anna lil-
hawadithi >awwalan...”’. Analogously, T—2 introduces a formal parallelism of
“heading™ in both §2.223 and §2.224 by means of ““’amma I-°aslu”’, which is
taken up from §2.231 and §2.232, where it occurs in T—1 as well.

It should be noted that the effect of this rhetorical “tidying up’ or, if you will,
literary formalisation of the text is not entirely neutral. If one considers the first
threc subsections of the second response, they involve by way of example
I. the proof for the existence of God (§2.211) 2. the thesis that there is only
one God (§2.212), and 3. the thesis that the bodily resurrection of the dead is
possible (§2.213). The topical sequence is identical to that found in al-Ash¢ari’s
al-Thaghr (pp.82-84) and his K. al-Luma® (§§3-9).'? By the introduction of
the “heading” at §2.211, T2 tends to narrow the focus of the reader’s
attention; where T-1 focuses on kalam arguments in general and, by impli-
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cation, through the examples chosen in §§2.211-3, shows that they are foun-
dational to Islamic belief, T—2 at the outset focuses narrowly on a set of formal
concepts and argues their particular validity through the examples. The head-
ing in §2.20, moreover, partially vitiates the function of the section as an
introduction to the entire second response, since a wider diversity of topics is
in fact discussed than is suggested in the “heading”. Again, T—2’s introduction
of the phrase “wa ’amma [-’asl’’ in §2.223 and §2.224 tends to mitigate the
rhetorical effect of its occurence in §2.231 and §2.232, about which we shall have
something to say later in the structural analysis of the tract. Similarly, the
continuation of the second person address in §2.332 diminishes the rhetorical
effect achieved by the shift to the third person in T-1.

Analogous to the introduction of introductory formulae in §2.223 and
§2.224 so as to parallel §2.231 and §2.232 is the parallelism introduced in
§2.313, where T—2 inserts the words “’usilu I-‘aqli I-lati tariquha’ so as to

parallel the preceding ““ *usiilu I-shar<i I-lati tariguha’.*3

This apparent work of expansive redaction in T—2 is perhaps most con-
spicuous in §2.322 and §2.323. In the first of these sections the author raises
the question of one’s attitude towards erroneous and unseemly descriptions of
God. This is treated simply and succinctly in T—1, where the question is
introduced by “And one says to them: If some one were to say ‘God’s know-
ledge is created’ or were to say in describing Him anything which is in-
appropriate to Him, then would you...?”. Here, however, T—2 divides the
question so as to present two distinct questions, each with its own answer and
response. The first is introduced by “Tell us, if some one were to say ‘God’s
knowlege is created’ would you...?”" and is followed by the opponent’s answer
and the author’s response, which are virtually identical to those found in T-r1.
The second question in T-2 is, by contrast, much longer and is formally
different from that of the first paragraph. The introductory “If some one were
to say’’ presents a lengthy list of rather preposterous descriptions of God
which is followed immediately by the author’s response, ““then it would be the
case that you ought to... or you would...”. Several things should be noted
here. Firstly, the pattern according to which the author responds to the op-
ponent’s answer to the question, found in the first paragraph as also in §2.323,
is not followed here. Secondly, in the first paragraph the author’s opponent is
addressed in the plural, “Would you all refrain from taking a position on the
matter? If they say...”” and this plural is implicitly carried over into the state-

ment of the second question in the “your’” (pl.) of “your Lord™ (rabbukum )
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and is, moreover, continued in §2.323. In the second paragraph, however, the
opponent is addressed in the singular in both verbs, “you ought to remain
silent” ( yanbaghi “an taskuta) and “you would not remain silent” (kunta la
taskutu ). The singular would here appear to follow and to agree with that of
the introductory “law qala qa’ilun’’, just as does the second person singular of
§2.3212, where the context involves al-tawaqquf. Here in the second paragraph
of §2.322, however, the singular is not contextually coherent, since the
section begins with a plural address to the author’s opponents (khabbirina...,
>a-kuntum... ), which ought to be carried over across the “so also’” which
introduces the second paragraph. It would seem highly plausible that this
second paragraph of §2.322 may perhaps have been originally composed as a
substitute for the first, in which case the inconsistency is simply the result of
the redactor’s failure to eliminate the first paragraph. Also consonant with the
hypothesis that the second paragraph is here intrusive is the fact that the
author’s second ‘“‘response” (the second alternative in the apodosis: “or you
would not remain silent...””) would seem to suggest that in taking a position
the opponent will give a theoretically reasoned argument for his position. To

9

the extent that this is implied the second “‘response’” would appear to be out
of place in the present context in that it formally goes beyond the scope of the
immediate question in such a way as to anticipate and, to a certain degree, to
pre-empt the author’s response which will be given in §2.331. It certainly tends
to mitigate the rhetorical force of §2.331. Thus again it would seem that T—2 is
a secondary rewriting of T-1.

In what follows, T—2 is again considerably expanded with respect to T-1
and once more the sequence of questions and responses is not without some
problems. Here the topic is takfir, the author’s opponents’ contention that
certain heretics, particularly those who hold the Qur’an to be created, are
“unbelievers”. As in the preceding section T—1 raises the question (§2.323) in
the simplest terms and gives a response which is at once brief and effective. In
the statement of the problem, the phrase “kaffarna I-qa’ila bi-khalgi 1-Quran’’
is ambiguous, since it can be taken in two ways. It can be read, “we hold

’

those who say the Qur’an is created to be unbelievers” in the sense ‘‘we
consider them unbelievers in the strict and formal sense™, i.e., as having the
juridical status of unbelievers: they are not Muslims. On the other hand, it can

‘

be read to mean simply “we call them ‘unbelievers’”, i.e., we use the term
‘unbeliever’ but do not mean by this to ascribe the juridical status of non-
Muslims to them. The former position is characteristic of the Hanbalites, while

the latter is that of some Shafi‘ites.’* Accordingly, the general context of the
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work, sc., that it is composed against al-Barbahiri and the Hanbalites, would
suggest that it is the former reading which is correct. This would seem more-
over to be confirmed by the author’s response, for after having noted that
there is no precedent in the documented teaching of the Prophet for any such
takfir against those who hold the Qur°an to be created, he goes on to cite as an
analogue and precedent against his opponents the Prophet’s attitude towards
the mundafigin. It will be recalled that in the Qur’an (63.3) it is stated that
. This notwithstanding, the

3

“they believed and afterwards became unbelievers’
Prophet accorded them the status of believing Muslims (hukmu Il-muslimin ),
i.e., he treated them not as unbelievers but as members, not perhaps wholly
respectable but nonetheless legitimate members, of the Muslim community.
Since it occurs in the Qur’dn, ‘unbelievers’ may be used to describe them, but
it is not used in a formal, juridical sense, but rather as a term of opprobrium.
By citing the precedent of the Prophet’s action with regard to the munafigin,
thus, al-Ashari implicitly takes the position of some of the Shafi‘ites with
regard to those who say the Qur’an is created.

In T—2 this section is introduced by “fa-’in qali’’, where the plural picks
up the plural (wa-yuqalu lahum..., fa-’in qali) of §2.3211, which is continued
in the ““ °a-tatawaqqafiuna’ of §2.322.

In the treatment of the question of takfir, T—2 once again presents a pro-
blem, since it consists of two distinct paragraphs which are not wholly con-
sistent with one another nor with the overall context. It begins “If some one
says, ‘I shall refrain from speaking about the matter and shall give him no
response’ or ‘I shall shun him’ or ‘I shall get up and go away from him’ or ‘I
shall neither salute him [when we meet] nor visit him when he is sick nor
attend his funeral when he dies’,...”". In this one has to hear the pronouns of
“askutu “anhu’’, “la *ujibuhu’’, etc., as referring contextually to the question
and to the holder of the heretical theses suggested in the preceding paragraph,
the first alternative of whose response it apparently takes up but qualifies.'’
Consistently thus the author’s response here continues to employ the second
person singular: “One replies to him, ‘Then it follows that in all these forms
of action which you have mentioned you are an innovator and in grave error,
for the Prophet neither said... nor did he say anything at all of this”. At this
point, however, the text continues in the second person plural: “So you all are

9

innovators since you all do this”. This last sentence, as it occurs here, is not
altogether coherent in the context. It appears to pick up and to continue the

second person plural of the first paragraph of §2.322, but there has been, up to
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this point, nothing to suggest that the opponents there addressed do in fact
take such an attitude towards those who hold the position mentioned in the
immediately preceding paragraph. The sentence containing the plural could be
read coherently with the preceding statement concerning the Prophet, bu not
when the latter is taken as integral with the opening portion of the section.

Plainly something is amiss.

Moreover, the second person plural is continued immediately by a pair of
questions which introduce what is clearly a new paragraph, in which the
question of takfir is taken up anew: “So why have you people not kept silent
with regard to those who say that the Qur’an is created? Why do you consider
them to be unbelievers?”. In his edition of the text Fr. McCarthy here inserts
an introductory “wa-yu%a‘lu lahum’’, but there is no support for this in the
manuscript witnesses to T—2; nor, indeed, would its presence solve the larger
question of the origin and relationship of the various elements. Because of the
plurals, this new paragraph clearly belongs with the preceding sentence (fa-
Yantum. .. fa‘altum ) and is most likely another element of the redaction which,
like some of the others, was never fully integrated editorially into the whole.

Whatever may be the textual problems concerning the redaction of T—2
the first paragraph dealing with takfir is concise and follows the simple pattern
of question and response found earlier in §§2.3211, 2.3212, and the first para-
graph of §2.322. The second paragraph. by contrast, presents a much more
elaborate ““dialogue”, in which the argument is drawn out at length through
the dialectical repetition of the question with a series of responses which
progresses backwards through four generations of religious authorities begin-
ning with Ibn Hanbal and ending with the Companions. Since the rhetorical
strategy of the polemic is different from that employed elsewhere in the tract
it will be instructive to look at it more closely. The sequence of questions and
responses is as follows:

Q. 1: Why do you not keep silent with regard to those who hold that the
Qur’an 1s created?

R. 1: Because Ahmad ibn Hanbal didn’t.
2: Why didn’t he keep silent on the matter?
2: Because al-‘Abbas al-‘Anbari, Waki¢, et al. didn’t.

3: Why didn’t they keep silent?

RO FLO

3: Because “Amr ibn Dinar, Sufyan ibn “Uyayna, et al. didn’t.
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Q. 4: Why didn’t they keep silent?

R. 4: It is impossible that all the Companions have done so. (Le., though
we connot cite any particular authority, Ibn ‘Uyayna and the rest must have
been following the usage of some of the Companions).

Q. 5: Why did they not keep silent, since they had no warrent from the
Prophet for doing otherwise?

The argument here is plainly focused on the Hanbalite doctrine of taqlid,
drawing out by concrete example their notion of each generation’s imitation
of the belief and practice of the one preceding until the series rests finally on
the foundation of the Companion’s imitation of the Prophet. The sequence of
questions and responses terminates not in a formal statement or conclusion by
the author but by posing to the Hanbalite opponent the simple query of why
those Companions who allegedly spoke against the thesis that the Qur’an is
created, accusing those who held it of unbelief (kufr), did not keep silent on

13

the subject “given that the Prophet neither discussed the matter as such nor
said ‘call those who hold it kafir’”’. To this question there is no response because
there is no report that the Prophet had anything to say on the matter. Not
only is al-AshrT’s Hanbalite opponent vanquished by his inability to respond,
but by implication all the pious forebears on the authority of whose teaching
and practice the Hanbalites found the validity of their own are “‘innovators”,
for they do not follow the practice of the Prophet in this matter. The Han-
balites, in brief, are mugqallid to men who are guilty of precisely that which
they consider the root of all religious error (and of which they accuse al-

Ash¢ari), namely innovation (bidah ).'®

We should note here that McCarthy’s division of the text would appear to
indicate that his understanding of the structure of this passage is different from
that which we have presented. He indicates the beginning of a new paragraph
(his §27) whith the words “If they say that it is impossible” (the response to
the fourth question in our analysis) and includes in this section our §2.331,
beginning “And if they say, ‘the learned have to...””. As McCarthy divides
the passage, the fourth question is left without any response on the part of the
opponent and the section is terminated before the series of religious authorities
is exhausted. Given the formal significance of the sequential pattern of ques-
tions and answers to the argument, however, it would seem clear that one has
to carry the series one step further into the generation of the Companions, and
this is precisely what is done when he says “If they say that it is impossible...”.
This answer, which involves on “their” part an assumption gratuitously made



94 RICHARD M. FRANK [Ezh]

without any historical evidence, is essentially inadequate from al-Ash€ari’s
standpoint and so leads up to the final question at which, unable to find any
response at all, the opponent is reduced to silence.’” Furthermore, the topic
continues

2

under discussion in the sentence “If they say that it is impossible...
to be that which was introduced at the beginning of §2.323 (McCarthy’s
§26), viz., the claim that those who hold the Qur’an to be created are to be
considered as unbelievers. This is clear enough from the end of the response.
Finally, if one follows McCarthy’s division, the passage beginning “If they say
‘The learned have to...””” will stand as a distinct alternative to “If they say that
it is impossible...” and this is inappropriate. That is to say, the assertion that
the learned have to take up such “recent questions” and deal with them by
means of formal, systematic reflection could not be understood as a reason or
explanation for why it is not conceivable that all the companions have re-
mained silent on the issue of the unbelief of those who hold that the Qur’an is
created (in which case one would require li’annahu or fa’innahu in place of ’in
qali), but it cannot be understood as an alternative response within the con-
text. As an alternative response, §2.331 is an alternative not to the fifth and
concluding question of §2.323 but to §2.32 as a whole.8

The basic recensional differences between T—1 and T-2 are clear enough.
As one might expect, there are also, even in passages where T—1 and T—2 are
substantially identical, numerous variants in which T—2 differs from T-1, e.g.,

L2 al-jfismi wal-“aradi wal-harakati wal-sukun A
= al-harakati wal-sukiini wal-jismi wal-aradi BFH

1.222  tamassaky A = ihtajju BFH
o8 bi-tadlilikum A = wa-dallalturn BFH
2.311  fi l-kitab A = fi I-Qur’an BFH
It remains to examine briefly the relationships between B, F, and H, the

witnesses to T—2. F and H belong to one and the same basic line of trans-
mission and so show frequent agreement against B. For example,

2.2130 nahwa hadha I-kalam HF: + al-ladhi akhbara llahu ta‘ala bihi “anhum B
2.2130 f1 I-Qur’an FH: + al-azimi “ala dhalika... |-“aziz B

2.222  yanqasim FH = mungasiman B

2.224  yaquli bi-hujjah FH = yuqawwimi I-hujjah B

2.232  ila qawlihi khasimin FH: + wa-hadha nassun... B
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2.223  fa-qawluhi ‘azza wa-jalla FH: + wa-"ahsa... qawluhu B (lost in FH by
homoiotel.)

2.232  ta“yinuha FH = mu‘ayyanan B

2.313  al-‘aqliyyati wal-mahsisati FH: + °an taruddaha °ila *usili... wal-qiyas B
(lost in FH by homoiotel.)

In passages where T—1 and T-2 are fundamentally alike one finds a num-

ber of instances in which FH stands with A against B; for example,

I1.10 ta’ifah AFH = qawman B

1.21 *ilayhi hajah AFH = hajatun ’ilayhi B

1.222  fi tarki l-nazari fi I->usul AFH: lacking in B

2.0 thalathati *awjuh AFH = wujithin thalathah B

A wa-takallama AFH = ’aw-takallama B

2.2132 ratbatan harrah AFH = harratan ratbah B

2.222  ’ashbahahu AFH = ‘ashbahaha B

2.222  yakana l-muhdath AFH = takina l-muhdathat B

2.222  al-makhliqat AFH = al-makhligin B

2.231  ilayhim... yw’minu... ya’tiyahum AFH = ilayna... nu’mina...
ya’tiyana B

2.311  mu‘ayyanah AFH: lacking in B
2.313  yarudda hukmaha AFH = yaruddaha B
There are, on the other hand, a number of instances in which we find A
and B in agreement against FH; for example,
TFIAT wa-rushdan A(B) = wa-rashadan FH
2.0 qala l-shaykhu abit I-Hasan radiya llahu anhu AB: lacking in FH
ST yuqalu lahum AB = yugalu FH
2.2131  wa-bi-qawlihi AB = wa-qawluhu FH
2.2132 al-diddan AB = ’inna I-dikkayn FH
2.2132  al-‘ahdari naran AB: + fa-idha *antum tigidin FH
2.222  al-shabah AB = al-shabih FH
2.311  al-nabiy AB = rasalu llah FH
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2.312  kulli wahidah AB = kulli wahid FH

2.312  al-nabiy AB = rasuli llah FH

2.312  bi-jtihadihim AB = wa-jtihadihim FH

2.3212  man qala bi-khalgihi AB: + wa-man qala bi-nafyi khalgihi FH'®

There are a few places in which it would seem that B is witness to a
corruption which appears corrected in FH. For example, we find in § 2.2131,
where A correctly reads filan la “ala mithal that B has lost the negative la,
probably by haplography with the lam alif of fi‘lan. In FH, then, the phrase
was corrected by introducting ghayr so as to read filan ‘ala ghayri mithal®°
Similarly at §2.313 where A correctly reads ’usili [-shar®i [-lati tariquha, B
reads usili [-sharSi |-lati tariguhu, which is then made grammatically coherent
in FH were we find usili I-shari I-ladhi tariquhu.

In several places, again, it would seem that a corruption of the text wit-
nessed in B likely underlies the reading of FH. For example, in §2.232 B reads
fa-qara®aha l-nabiyyu sl°m, while H reads fa-qara’a I-nabiyyu sl°m dhalika and F
fa-qara®a I-nabiyyu slm “alayhi dhalika. Here it would appear that the ha of the
original reading was lost in the succession of three alifs, following which
dhalika was added in order to supply an object for the verb and then the
‘alayhi inserted for good measure. In §2.232 B reads ’aslun land wa-huwa huj-
Jjah..., while FH read ’aslun lana wa-hujjatun lana.... Here it may be suggested
that the huwa was lost following the preceding waw and lana then introduced
in the archetype of FH.

B and FH are in some places independently corrupt and in §2.2132 this
would seemed to have happened because the copyists were not used to dealing
with kalam texts. Here B has introduced, following yushahidinahii, the phrase
lil-shajari I->akhdari “ala buridatihi wa-rutibatihi dalilan “ala harriha wa-yabasiha.
The first part of this is a phrase which occurs towards the end of the section,
but the line is corrupt and makes no sense at all in the place it is inserted in.
Following this, the copyist has managed also to loose the words al->ila dalilan
‘ala jawazi l-nash’ati because of the homoioteleuton with jawazi I-nash’ah. The
archetype of FH, on the other hand, has lost fi manaha wa-jaala fi mujawarati
I-nari “ala harriha wa-yabasiha lil-shajari I-’akhdari “ala bardihi wa-rutibatihi,
changing then the following dalilan to dalilun in order to restore the grammati-
cal coherence of the sentence. By contrast with all this, A, whose transmission
took place in the circles of the leading masters of the Ash¢rite tradition,
manifests no confusion at all.
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Where T—1 and T-2 are the same [ have, in almost all places preferred the
reading of A, even when it is unique. So too, where they are substantially the
same, [ have, unless there seemed good reason to do otherwise, followed the
indication of A, particularly where the reading of A is supported by any of the
witnesses to T—2. Given the relative independance of B from the archetype of
FH it is clear that where T—2 differs from T-1 a reading supported by BF or
by BH is, barring solid grounds for the contrary, to be considered the better
witness to T—2. Where, as witness to T—2, B reads against FH I have tended,
for reasons indicated above, to follow the reading of B.

The assumption that for T—2 the combination BF is prima facie a better
witness to the original form of the recension than is H and BH than F, when
the readings thus diverge, presents us with a difficult problem in §2.232,
which is worth citing as a likely example of how corruptions may become
hidden. In the first part of this section the author recounts an incident in which
‘Abdallah ibn al-Ziba‘ra came to the Prophet and argued with him. In the A
text the argument is very briefly put and begins, “He [Ibn al-Ziba‘ra] said,
‘the angels are worshipped ( ‘ubidii) and so also Jesus; do you then, Muham-
mad, say that they are the fuel of Jahannam (Q 21.98)?” The Apostle of God
was silent...”’. In the corresponding portion of T—2, H reads, “he said, O
Muhammad, do you not claim that Jesus and “Uzayr and the angels are
worshipped (‘ubidii) ? The Prophet was silent...””. In B, however, we find a
very different form, one in which Ibn al-Zibara’s statement is much longer
and in which the text is plainly corrupt. “He said, ‘O Muhammad, do you
not claim that Jesus and “Uzayr and the angels are righteous worshippers?” He
replied, ‘Indeed’. He said, ‘But the Christians worship Jesus and a group of the
Jews worship “Uzayr and the Banu Ljm [sic, lege Luhayy?] here worship the
angels, they be the fuel of Jahannam’. The Prophet was silent...”. Here not only
is the form of the dialogue very different than in A and in H, but a sub-
Jjunctive, “they be” is introduced which has no connection with the preceding
sentence.?! In F, following “‘do you not claim that Jesus and ‘Uzayr and the

EE

angels” there is a blank space encompassing the end of one line and the first
part of another, in total about two thirds of a line — enough for maybe a
dozen words, not all of B’s addition — at the end of which the text recom-
mences ‘“‘that they be (’an yakinii) the fuel of Jahannam’. The prophet was
silent...””. Here the subjunctive is governed by the particle, but still we do not
know what preceded it. It is evident that the copyist of F (or his archetype)
had before him something which either he could not read or which made no

sense to him and which, on the evidence, we should assume should have
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represented something like what we find in B. On this assumption, then, H
will present a corrected text, one in which the copyist restored the sense of the
text by omitting or cancelling much of the plus of B and inserting ubidi
either conjecturally and on his own or on the basis of something like the A
text. The H form of the text will, thus, albeit it reads coherently against B and
F, represent a secondarily corrected version of T—2. It is not unlikely that, like
some of th additions found in T—2 which were noted earlier, the longer form
of this ““dialogue” shown in B and partially represented in F, stood originally
in the margin of the archetype of T—2 and was not coherently incorporated
into the body of the texte.?? The problem of the H reading remains, however,
since it is difficult to see how, given the association of H with F and their
relationship to B, it might be possible that H have independently preserved the
pristine reading of T—2. W-Allah a‘lam.

We may summarise the evidence regarding the text and its two forms as
follows. The A text is given us by abt 1-Qasim al-Ansari and presumably
derives, directly of indirectly, from a copy belonging to his master, al-
Juwayni. On this basis we should reasonably assume that T—1, as we have it in
A, was transmitted through a series of leading Ash€arite masters. This is
confirmed in that the title under which al-Ansari presents the work is found in
the lists of al-AshCari’s writings. Compared to T—1, T—2 manifests a number of
aspects (even excluding those elements which are plainly intrusive) which
would indicate that it represents a secondary redaction or revision of T-1.23
Concerning the transmission of T—2 there is some uncertainty.

Of the transmitters of T—2 other than abh I-Hasan al-Tabari named in the
isnad of FH I have managed to identify only four: 1. abu 1-Qasim Sahnin,
who was a Malikite muqri® (see al-Dhahabi, al-Qurra’, p.sss), 2. aba Sadiq
Muhammad, the son of al-Rashid al-‘Attar, who was one of the most famous
Malikite tradimonists (see, e.g., al-Suyuti, Tabagat, p.s0s and al-Tinbukdi,
Nayl, p.354), 3. abli -Ma‘ali I-Mawsili, a ShafiCite jurisconsult and muqri® (al-
Dhahabi, op. cit., p.489), and 4. Ibn al-Ukhuwwa (al-Dhahabi, Mizan 2,
p. 124 and al-Zikirli, al-Ayan 3, p. 343). We have, thus, to do with a series of
important scholars and it is apparent that at least from the copy made and
collated by Muhammad b. Yahya al-Natili, probably in the last quarter of the
sth/rrth century, through that of Sahniin, in 677/1278 the text was transmitted
with considerable care. The variants between F and H will, consequently,
derive from a date posterior to 600/1204. Passages in which B contains material
lost in FH (certainly those lost by homoioteleuton, since the others may
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perhaps be additions in B) indicate that the immediate antecedent of BFH
must antedate the copy belonging to abti Nasr al-Shirazi, from which al-Natili
worked and it is to this period (the century immediately following the death
of Ibn Mahdi) that the major corruptions of T—2 must derive, e.g., the in-
sertions of extraneous material found in §§2.2132, 2.221, and 2.223, which, as
we noted above, were most likely incorporated into the body of the text from
the margins of the archetype. These additions are somewhat curious.?* One
thing, however, they do indicate clearly, sc., that since they are common to
BFH and since their incorporation into the text would hardly have been the
work of a specialist, or of any one well versed in kalam, Ibn Mahdi was not
himself responsible for the nearest common ancestor of BFH.

In conclusion, then, we may suggest, even if with some hesitancy, that
minus the intrusive elements of which we have spoken (and however the
corruption of §2.232 is to be resolved) the text presented in BFH substantially
represents the original of T—2 and is likely the text of abti 1-Hasan ibn Mahdi
al-Tabarl. The question of whether it was Ibn Mahdi or was al-Ash¢ari himself
who is ultimately responsible for the revision of T—-1 which resulted in T—2 as
witnessed in our manuscripts and that of what possible sequence of steps the
process of revision may have taken we shall not address; the available data are
not such as to give firm support to any conclusion in this regard. It would
seem, however, that the work of revision was never completed.

* * *

The Kitab al-Hathth “ala I-Bahth is more subtly constructed and more
thorough and rigorous in its polemic argumentation of the author’s position
than many of the scholars of al-AshCari’s writings seem to have been aware.
All too often, indeed, the formal structure of kalam works is neglected, with
the result that secondary theses and arguments are treated as if they were
primary and the systematic character of their reasoning consequently ignored.
It will be useful therefore to present a schematic analysis of al-Hathth outlining
its main topical divisions and their subsections.?> Following this I shall present
a few remarks concerning the rhetoric of the work and its structure. It was
written against al-Barbahari, one of the foremost Hanbalite masters of the
period, after he had preémptorily refused to accept al-Ash¢ari’s Ibana fi usil al-
diyana as evidence of its author’s claim to follow the doctrine of the ahl al-
sunna.*® Even a brief consideration of the rhetorical structure of the tract is
sufficient to reveal both how sharply al-Ashcari was stung by the Hanbalite’s
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refusal to accept him as a supporter of traditionalist orthodoxy and to de-

monstrate the masterful skill with which he was able polemically to counter

their attack and argue his own attachment to the sunna.

1.220

I1.221

1.222

2.2

2.20

A Schematic Outline of ‘“al-Hathth”’

INTRODUCTION :
THE OPPONENT’S POSITION
One should adopt the Principle of Taqlid in all Matters of Religion.

Those who formally (i.e., rationally) investigate the basic articles of
faith are guilty of innovation (bid%ah) and of grave religious error
(dalal ), because to discuss in formal, speculative terms a) the nature of
created beings and b) the nature of God is an innovation and grave

religious error.
ARGUMENT ADDUCED BY THE OPPONENT IN SUPPORT OF §1.12:

If kalam were an authentic element of Muslim practice (al-din) the
Prophet would have practiced it and would have made it known to
the community; but he did not do this.

It must be the case either that

The Prophet knew kalam but kept silent on the matter, in which case
a) we need not practice it and b) it is not an authentic element of al-
din; or that

The Prophet did not know kalam , in which case a) we need not
practice it and b) it is not an authentic element of al-din.

THE AUTHOR’S REFUTATION: THREE RESPONSES

THE FIRST RESPONSE: The Prophet did not command that one consider
those who practice kalam to be innovators who are in grave religious
error; therefore, given the principles on which you base your argu-
ment (§1.21) you are yourselves innovators who are in grave re-
ligious error.

THE SECOND RESPONSE: That the Basic Principles, Theses, and the
Practice of kalam are authorised by the Qur’an and the Sunna:

General Statement: Individual elements of kalam and the discussion of
particular questions are found in the Qur’an and in the Sunna, though
only in a vague or general form, not in formal detail.
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Examples to show that the basic principles and theses and practices of
kalam are witnessed in the Qur’an and the Sunna:

That no corporeal being can be a God.
That there is only one God.
That the bodily resurrection of the dead is possible:

General Statement: a) Presentation of Qur’anic formulations of pagan
opposition to this thesis and b) that the Qur’an’s counter arguments
emphasise rational grounds for asserting the thesis against two classes
of opponents, viz.,

Against those who acknowledge the original creation ‘of the world
but deny the possibility of the resurrection;

Against those who hold that the world is eternal.

Several Theoretical Principles and Theses Found in the Qur’an and
the Sunna:

Against the thesis that there exists no motion which is not preceded
by another motion.

The Principles of similarity and dissimilarity: the rules of analogical
reasoning.

Atomism.
The formal connotations of ‘create’.

That all contingent events (including human actions) occur in confor-
mity with God’s determination and will.

The Basic Methods of Disputation and Argumentation are Sanctioned
in te Qur’an:

Demonstration of the counter thesis (al-munagadah ).
Showing the fallacy of an opponent’s argument ( al-mughalatah ).

THE THIRD RESPONSE: Concerning Problems and Questions which are
not treated either in the Qur’an or in the Sunna.

That to Deal with New Theological Questions is Juridically
Authorised.

The elements needed in order to deal with the problems mentioned in
§1.12 are found in the Qur’an and the Sunna, even though the ques-
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tions were not explicitly and formally discussed as such during the
lifetime of the Prophet.

The Companions and their successors did investigate, dispute, and
argue their own solutions to juridical problems whose treatment is
not attested in the Qur’an or in the Sunna.

The sources and principles of juridical reasoning are distinct from
those of theoretical reasoning; the former are discovered exclusively
in revelation while the latter are founded in reason.

If the questions of the creation of the Qur’an and the questions men-
tioned in §1.12 had arisen during the lifetime of the Prophet, he
would have dealt with them explicitly.

On the Condemnation of Recently Formulated Heresies and their
adherents.

The opponent holds that the Qur2an is uncreated, a thesis which is not
authoritatively attested either in the Qur>an or in the Sunna;

If they ascribe this thesis to one of the Companions or Successors,
then such a Companion or Successor is guilty of innovation.

If one a) explicitly refuses either to affirm or to deny the thesis that
the Qur’an is created but at the same time b) condemns those who
affirm it as unbelievers, neither a) nor b) is explicitly authorised by
the example of the Prophet.

There is not explicit warrent in the teaching of the Prophet for taking
any position with regard to the truth or falsity of any particular,
erroneous or misleading description of God whose initial formulation
is subsequent to the death of the Prophet.

If the opponent says that in condemning those who hold the Qur>an
to be created he follows the example of earlier religious leaders, it can
be shown that such leaders did not follow the example of the Pro-
phet, wherefore the opponent’s action has, on his principles, no
authoritative warrent.

CONCLUSIONS

That kalam is necessary 'in at least one case, sc. that the community
know the truth with regard to questions which have arisen since the
time of the Prophet.
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2.332  In his condemnation of kalam the opponent is mugqallid to one whose
action is not based on sound juridical reasoning.

2.333 On the opponent’s principles the foremost masters of Jurisprudence
will have to be judged guilty of innovation.

* * *

The divisions between the various sections and their subsections may not in
every place appear so sharply drawn in the rhetorical flow of the author’s
discourse as they seem in this schematic analysis of the text. The analysis does,
nonetheless, represent the elements and structure of the text quite exactly.
Since al-Hathth is not a didactic work but is essentially polemical, its formal
organisation and rhetorical structure deserve particular attention. Upon exam-
ination, indeed, the work appears to be much more carefully structured, more
carefully crafted in the ordering of its parts and in its use of language, than are
most of the polemical writing s of the mutakallimin. It is important that one
keep in mind the intentionality of the tract and of its arguments. Nowhere is
the purpose to demonstrate as such the truth of any theological or philosophi-
cal thesis taught by the mutakallimin. The focus of the work is, rather, to refute
the Hanbalites in their denial of the juridical legitimacy of kalam and of the
need for it within the Muslim community. In §2.2, thus, he cites various texts
of the Qur’an and the hadith not to prove the truth of the theses which they
may be employed to support but simply to demonstrate the precedent for the
kalam’s reasoning and argumentation with regard to those theses. Similarly in
§2.321 where he introduces by way of example a question his treatment of
which is at variance with that of the Hanbalites, he avoids the discussion of the
substance of the issue, even though he does allude to their doctrine.

The overall symmetry of the tract is conspicuous. In the final sections of the
conclusion (§§2.332-3) he deals with the opponent’s insistence on taglid,?’
mentioned in §1.11, noting in §2.333 that if it is rigorously followed the
Hanbalites will have also to condemn the leading juridical authorities and in
§2.332 that the taqlid they claim with regard to the basic doctrinal tenets of
Islam (usil al-din)?® as justification for their condemnation of those with
whom they disagree (§1.12) has no sound juridical basis. In §2.331, following
the arguments of §2.23, he asserts the counter thesis to their contention that
kalam contains no element of right guidance, stated in §r1.21, while §2.2 is
employed to answer the argument of §1.22. Al-Ashri’s justification for the
procedures employed in the tract occurs at the very center, in §§2.231-2.
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The first response (§2.1) is a summary refutation of the Hanbalites’ con-
tention that those who investigate matters commonly treated in kalam are
“innovators” (mubtadiiin) and that they are “in grave error” (dullal).*® The
argument of this section is purely dialectical and intends to indicate a kind of
paradox in his opponent’s reasoning, viz., that his argument is based on and
explicitly enunciates a principle which, if accepted as universal, must exclude
the legitimacy of the thesis it is meant to support. Al-Ash¢ari will return to the
same basic form of argument in the third response where he argues for the
validity of his own position against the Hanbalites. Lying between these two
responses §2.2 forms the central element of the text. Here he presents the
evidence to show that the argument put forth by his opponents (§1.2) in
order to support their condemnation of kalam is based on a fundamental error
of fact. He argues, that is, that the constitutive principles and elements of kalam
are witnessed in, and therefore sanctioned by, the Qur’an and the Sunna. This
section of the work is not theoretical; it does not proceed by means either of a
theoretical or of a dialectical argument but simply calls attention to the mat-
erial evidence of the Qur’an and the hadith, citing a series of texts and reading
them in such a way as to insist that th Hanbalites ignore or misconstrue the
historical facts and thereby fail to recognise their significance. The witness of
specific texts (nusis ) is central to the nature of the overall argumentation of the
tract, since it is on the texts of the Qur’an and the Sunna that the juridical
validity of any judgement must ultimately rest. At a later point al-Ashart will
make a point of his opponent’s inability to cite an authoritative text (nass) in
support of the Hanbalite position. Here in §2.2 he cites spedcific examples of
various elements that are constitutive of kalam theology and which appear in
the Quran or are documented and authenticated as belonging to the teaching
or to the practice of the Prophet. He begins by citing arguments concerning
major theological issues (§2.21) and proceeds then to cite arguments concern-
ing more detailed theses and principles on which arguments are based (§2.22)
and closes the section by citing texts which furnish canonical precedent for the
methods or argumentation employed in kalam in order to refute erroneous
theses (§2.23). In this way §2.2 serves both to demonstrate the canonical
precedent for some elements of kalam and to supply the foundation on which
his final argument for the validity of kalam (§2.3) will be based. It is to be
noted that, accepting the binding authority of the Qur’an and the Sunna, al-
AshCari validates in §2.23 the dialectical procedures he employs here against his
opponents and so justifies the writing of the tract. Noteworthy here is the
rhetorical emphasis placed on this section by the “’amma ‘asluna’ which



[23] AL-ASHCART'S «AL-HATHTH “ALA L-BAHTH» 105

stands at the beginning of both §2.231 and §2.232.

The third response (§2.3) presents the main point and climax of al-
AshCari’s attack and with this his sharpest polemic against his Hanbalite op-
ponents. Although the third response does recall (in §2.324) the formal argu-
ment presented in §2.1, it remains nevertheless fully distinct and as such is
essential to the purpose of the tract. In §2.1 he points to the inconsistency of
the opponent’s reasoning and in §2.2 exhibits some of the precedents which
authorise formal reasoning concerning theological questions and formal ar-
gumentation against erroneous doctrines. The science of kalam, as a formal
discipline, however, is relatively new. It was not known or practiced during
the lifetime of the Prophet. Some of the topics and questions with which it
deals are, moreover, themselves of recent origin and so are not witnessed as
such in the canonical sources. Most importantly, within the context of this
tract, the question of taking a position (of discovering, formulating, and
arguing for a thesis) with regard to theological questions which are not trea-
ted, either directly or indirectly, in the Qur’an or in the hadith is a materially
distinct issue from those mentioned in §§2.1 and 2.2, and it is this which forms
the focal point of §2.3, as the proper supplement and completion of the first

two responses.

The third response, like the second, is complex both in content and in
structure. It is divided into two parts. In the first (§2.31) he argues that the
exercise of independent reasoning in order to resolve new questions is valid in
theology, just as it is in jurisprudence. With this he notes that as the two differ
in the subject matters they treat, so also they differ formally in their principles,
since the principles appropriately employed in the one are not the same as
those which are appropriate to the other discipline. These differences, he
insists, must be recognised and respected in their legitimacy. In the second part
(§2.32), then, he argues a) that the formal theology (kalam) condemned by
the Hanbalites is not only legitimate and valid but also necessary to the re-
ligious life of the Muslims and &) that to describe those who practice kalam
and hold that the Qur’an is created by the name ° , as do the

)

‘unbeliever’

Hanbalites, is canonically illegitimate and so invalid.

These two sections (§2.31 and §2.32) are rhetorically more subtle and
more thorough in their argumentation than may appear on first reading,
wherefore some further analysis of them may be useful. In §2.31 the fundam-
ental argument is that just as the use of ijtihad (the independant use of reason
in order to achieve conclusions or judgements not already presented authori-



106 RICHARD M. FRANK [24]

tatively in the canonical sources) is legitimate and valid in jurisprudence, so
also an analogous ijtihad is legitimate and valid for dealing with theological
questions which had not been explicitly posed (ta‘ayyana) or were not clearly
resolved in the Qur’an or in the documented teaching of the Prophet. Accord-
ingly al-Ash€ari distinguishes in §2.311 and §2.312 two kinds of ‘“‘recent
questions”,*° theoretical (theological) and practical (juridical). Specific exam-
ples of the former are alluded to in §2.311 simply as “‘these [aforementioned ]
questions”’, referring to the list set out in §1.12 and later to be recalled in
§2.314. Examples of the latter are detailed in §2.312, sc., al-‘awl, etc.*! Both
kinds of questions are ‘‘pertinent to the religious life”” of the Muslim com-
munity (lahu taallagun bil-din ).3> Concerning the first set of questions al-
Ash‘ari notes in §2.311, which forms the introduction to the section, simply
that though the Prophet was fully cognizant of them they had not been
thematically posed during his lifetime, wherefore there can be no question of
his having said something about them or not having said something about
them ( ...fa-yatakallama fiha >aw-1a yatakallama fiha).?* Where no precedent can
claimed there can be no question of following the example of the Prophet
exactly or not following it. By this he expressly denies the assumed foundation
of the Hanbalite argument stated in §2.21. When, at the end of the paragraph,
al-Ash€ari says with regard to ““these questions” that their “principles ( usil)
are found in the Scripture and the Sunna” he plainly means to indicate that as
the “principles of jurisprudence” (usil al-fikh) are founded in the canonical
sources, so analogously are those of kalam, its elements (concepts) and meth-
ods, as was shown in §2.2. The second kind of questions, sc., those of juris-
prudence, are dealt with at greater length (§2.312) because the facts are
uncontested and he wishes to bring the full weight of their significance to bear
when he applies the analogy. Here al-Ash‘ri notes that his opponents and
other universally respected legists employ systematic reasoning in a rigorous
way in order to come to conclusions concerning problems which are not
witnessed and authoritatively dealt with in any canonical text (nass). Both
“qiyas
The implications are clear enough. The sources and foundations (usil) of

9y

and “ijtihad”” occur here (§2.312) as terms for systematic reasoning.3*

juridical science are the Qur’an, the Sunna, the consensus of the Muslims
(’ijmac), and systematic reasoning according to specific rules (al-giyas). The
list is not explicity given but is implied where he mentions the “’usil al-
shariah’’ at the end of §2.312. By implications within the context, then, the
same is true for theology. The sources of religious knowledge, in short, and
the order of their priority are analogously the same in both disciplines, figh
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and kalam. Because of the essential differences in the two disciplines, however,
the role of rational understanding as well as the basis and the mode of reason-
ing differ in the two, wherefore in the °usil of theology one substitutes ““al-
‘aql”’ (the mind’s understanding, theoretical reasoning) for “al-giyas’’ as the
last term in the list when giving the “sources” of theological knowledge and
science. The significance of this substitution, its origin in the intrinsic, formal
differences of the two disciplines, will be made fully explicit in the following
subsection.

The opening of §2.313 appears initially to be simply a more explicit
statement and summary of what was said in §2.311, made in the light of
§2.312: as al-AshCari’s opponents deal with recent and secondary questions of
law by the rigorous application of the °usil al-shari‘ah, analogously the theo-
logian (al-mutakallim ) deals with recent and with derivative and secondary
questions of theology, such as those alluded to in §2.311, on the basis of
principles analogously founded in and authorised by the revealed texts. The
expression ‘‘’an yarudda hukmaha *ila jumlati I->usil’’ (that he determine their
character and status by considering them in the light of all the principles/
sources) directly reflects the wording of §2.312. Rhetorically, however, al-
Ash€arl makes a very decisive move at this point. In the preceding paragraph
he referred to “the secondary matters” (al-furi®) of the law and to the
“primary elements and principles of the law” (usil al-shari‘ah). Contex-
tually, then, one hears the implication that kalam questions of the nature of the
atom and of accidents, of motion and rest, etc.,3> are secondary matters
(furi®) with respect to others not mentioned.*® Like the juridical questions
mentioned in §2.312, they too are “‘recent” (hawadith). He speaks in the
opening of §2.313, however, of “new questions which have arisen concerning
the usul”, “the usil” tout court, simply and without qualification. What al-
Ash¢arl means by

“>

usitl’’ here is, of course, the usul al-din, the basic tenets of
Muslim belief, which form the principle subject of kalam. By his omission
of the qualifying “al-din’’ he plainly suggests that these ’usul, dealt with in
kalam, are ’usil in some absolute sense; they are as such prior to any question
of jurisprudence or ethics.®” To put it conversely, all juridical matters are furi®
with respect to the basic theological dogmas of Islam; jurisprudence (figh)
itself is secondary, posterior to fundamental theology and its sourses, as the
sources of juridical knowledge, are as such posterior to the sources of theologi-
cal knowledge as such. It is only after one has appropriated the truth of the
basic doctrines concerning the nature of God as creator and judge, of the
~world and mankind as creatures, and of the status of the Prophet as God’s
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Apostle to mankind, that he recognizes, and recognizing submits to, the
authority of the Qur’an and the Sunna and so finds himself in a position that
he must consider the questions of the fundamental principles of the Shari‘ah as
ethical and juridical principles. One must, in brief, believe in God as the one
who reveals himself in the Qur’an before he can reasonably recognise God’s
commands as binding; jurisprudence is an element, one of the constitutives of
the totality of al-din, but not as such of its usil. Kalam as such is prior to figh.
This is not the primary topic of the work and so is not spelled out here, but
merely suggested. Subsequently (§2.32) al-Ash¢ri will bring up the thesis of
the uncreatedness of the Qur’an which, though a “recent” topic of debate, is
nonetheless a fundamental tenet (as/) for the Hanbalites as it is for al-Ash¢arl
himself.

The main point of §2.313 is to distinguish the domains of fundamental
theology and of jurisprudence and most particularly to insist on the difference
of the principles (usil) which found and govern the reasoning appropriate
to and characteristic of each. Both are religious sciences and for the one as for
the other the significance of the Qur’an and the hadith is recognised and
accepted. Both, moreover, are “‘new” disciplines: neither had been known to
the community or needed during the lifetime of the Prophet. (To this he will
return). Disputed questions (masa’il) of law arise and are dealt with systemati-
cally within a context which not only presupposes the authority of revelation
as such but begins from the authoritative data of revelation as such. Its prin-
ciples which are required in order to make appropriate distinctions and to
arrive at valid judgements are presented and discovered exclusively in the texts
of the revelation (al-sam®). The basic distinctions and principles are them-
selves initially presented in the revelation; the rules of systematic reasoning and
inference (al-giyas) simply allow the fagih to apply these distinctions and
principles validly to particular cases. In fundamental theology the situation is
different. The principles of the fourth source (al-‘aql) required in order to
make appropriate distinctions and to arrive at true conclusions are prior to and
independent of the revelation as such. These distinguishing principles ( usil)
consist in ‘‘the principles universally accepted on the basis of reason, sense,
immediate intuition, et cetera”.®® It is on the basis of these ‘principles” that
kalam grounds its recognition and acceptance of the truth and the authority of
the revelation and, having thus recognised the divine origin of the Qur’an and
the Sunna, it proceeds systematically to the theological exegesis of these sour-
ces on the basis of the same principles. It is incumbent (yanbaghi) on every
adult Muslim of sound mind to understand these sources on the basis of these
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universal principles. In essence, what al-Ashari does here is to specify the
distinctive foundations which underlie the difference of al-‘agl as the fourth
“source” of theological science from al-giyas as the fourth “source” of juridical
science and thereby to characterise the fundamental difference of the two
disciplines. In each it is the fourth source which allows one to recognize and to
appropriate the truth presented in the other three sources, sc., the Qur’an, the
Sunna, and the consensus of the Muslims. Al-Ashari concludes §2.313, then,
by insisting that matters which are properly the subject of theoretical inquiry
(al-Cagliyyat) must not be confused with those which can be known, under-
stood, and elaborated only on the basis of authoritative report (al-sam iyyat),
viz., through the teaching of God and the Prophet as authentically and pub-
licly witnessed in the canonical sources. It belongs to the very nature of the
latter (al-samiyyat) that a kind of rigorous adherence to the teaching and
practice of the Prophet and his Companions and of the religious authorities of
earlier generations is necessarily required from the outset and at every level in
studying, elaborating, and extending their application; the contrary is true of
the former (al-‘aqliyyat). By implication, al-Ashari’s opponents, since they
insist on faqlid in matters of theology, fail to distinguish the two kinds of
questions. Because of this error they are unable to deal properly with “new
questions”” which arise in the area of theology. This will be the subject of the
ensuing section (§2.32).

In §2.314, then having asserted on the evidence presented in §2.2 that the
“principles” of kalam are found in the Scripture and the Sunna and that they
were known to the Prophet (§2.311), and having indicated the characteristic
difference between theology and jurisprudence (§2.313), al-Ashari concludes
by stating that ““If the discussion (al-kalam) of the creation of the Qur’an and
the question of atoms and bodies, etc., had arisen in the time of the Prophet,
he would have discussed them (la-takallama fiha) and made the matter
clear...”. The basic assumption which underlies the argument and is presumed
to be conceded by al-Ash¢ari’s opponents is that the Prophet left the com-
munity every thing which is necessary to, and constitutive of, ““the [ Muslim ]
religion™ (al-din; cf. Q 5.3), both with regard to belief and to action. That is
to say, what was left by the Prophet is complete as containing every thing
which the community then needed and that it would need in time to come in
order to meet and to deal with whatever contingencies might circumstantially
arise with regard both to belief and to practice. The assumption is not, how-
ever, that the Prophet left to the community in the Qur>an, in his words, and
in the example of his action specific instructions and explicit formulations as to
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how to deal with every contingency or to resolve every dispute which would
eventually arise. It is rather that the perfection and completeness (al-kamal) of
what he left them are that it embraces all of the principles needed to deal with
them and to resolve them. Taking, then, the primary focus or topic of the
tract to be the juridical legitimacy of kalam, al-Asharl’s argument is fundam-
(usul) of kalam in

)

entally this: he establishes the presence of the ‘“‘principles
the Qur’an and the Sunna. His opponents recognize (concede) the legitimacy
(sanctioned by consensus) of drawing new judgements in juridical matters by
the exercise of systematic reasoning. Given this, al-AshCari proceeds to set forth
the evidence in order to draw a conclusion by formal rule of analogy (giyas)
for the legitimacy of kalam.

By mentioning the question of atoms and bodies and saying that the
Prophet “would have discussed them” had occasion arisen, he alludes directly
to §2.311, thereby closing the section. By raising the question of the creation
of the Qur’an he anticipates the following section (§2.32). The function of the
expressions ‘“al-kalam’’ and ‘“takallama’’ which occur in §2.311 and §2.314 we
shall examine later.

In §2.31 the argument was focused on al-Ash¢ari’s own position; he set
forth a positive argument to show that the practice of kalam is in fact juridi-
cally authorised by the canonical sources according to a validly drawn juridical
judgement. In §2.32 he proceeds to show that the practice of kalam is further-
more necessary to the religious life of the Muslim community. In contrast to
§2.31 the argument here follows a kind of reductio, as he shows the internal
inconsistency of his opponent’s position. The same negative element of the
reduction is repeated in each of the four subsections, as he moves from a
particular case to the generalisation of it as a type. The first two subsections
(§§2.321-2) could be read as being materially focused on three theses all of
which were condemned by the Hanbalites as ““Jahmite”, sc., I. that the Qur2an
is created, 2. that one should refuse to assert either that it is created or that it
‘is uncreated, and 3. that God’s knowledge is created. Though this is obviously
not without significance for the rhetorical force of al-Ash¢ari’s polemic, it
would nonetheless secem more appropriate to analyse the section in the follow-
ing way.? In §2.321 he raises as an example the question of the createdness of
the Qur’an, taking up in §2.3211 both a) the *“‘Jahmite” (and Mu‘tazilite)
thesis that it is created and b) his opponents’ (and his own) thesis that it is
uncreated; in §2.3212, then, he considers ¢) a third position (that of the
“wagifah’’) which refuses to affirm either a) or b). In §2.322 he generalises the
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issue by considering any “‘inappropriate” description of God’s attributes
which, not having been explicitly proposed during the lifetime of the Prophet,
is not authoritatively dealt with either in the Qur’an or in the canonically
authenticated teaching of the Prophet. Finally, in §2.323 he takes up the
contextually correlated issue (already adumbrated in §2.321) of the Hanbalite
thesis according to which those who hold either a) or ¢) are validly called

’

“unbelievers”. This is appropriately treated here, by itself in a separate sub-
section, since the matter of names and status is properly juridical and is accord-

ingly distinct from the material issues considered in the foregoing subsections.

The argument is founded on, and re-inforces, the dichotomy between the
juridical and the theoretical, al-sam¢iyyat and al-‘aqliyyat, set out in the preced-
ing section (§2.313). If taqlid, as strict conformance to the teaching and
practice of the Prophet, and his Companions, is a principle that must be rigidly
adhered to in forming judgements concerning theoretical or theological mat-
ters, then both the “‘Jahmite” theses and their condemnation must alike lack
legitimacy.

Al-Ash‘ari’s polemic is not directed at the *‘Jahmite” positions mentioned
in §§2.3211-2 and the argument, accordingly, is not ordered to them but to
the denial of the difference between juridical and theoretical reasoning and the
principles on which they are founded. In §2.3211 he addresses his opponent’s
position in holding that the Quran is uncreated. Pointing to the lack of any
clear authorisation for this position either in the Qur’an or in the attested
teaching of the Prophet, he addresses the Hanbalites directly (i.e., in the second
person plural) for the first time in the tract saying “So why do you people
hold that it is uncreated?”.*® To a reply which, presuming the principle of
taglid, claims the precedent of ““certain of the Companions and Successors”, al-
Ash€ari insists that, since there is no documented authorisation for holding
such a position, any Companion or Successor who said that the Qur’an is

3

uncreated is “according to your view’ himself “an innovator and is in grave
religious error” (mubtadi’un dall). The expression ‘“mubtadi®un dall’’ hearkens
back to the “bidatun wa-dalalah’’ of §1.12 and §1.21 and so turns the charge
directly against the Hanbalites: if one follows their principles rigorously, then
those on whom they rely for their opinions are heretics. This will be repeated
in more explicit and more forceful terms at the end of the section (§2.323)

and again at the end of the tract.*!

In §2.3212 al-Ash€ari takes up the tawaqquf, i.e., the position which refuses
to assert either that the Qur’an is created or that it is uncreated but does
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nevertheless condemn the thesis of its creation and call those who hold it
“kafir’’ and “dall’’. Here again, the context assumes that the opponent holds
taglid to be a principle to which one is obligated to adhere strictly and accord-
ingly al-Ashari’s response is essentially identical to that which he gave in the
preceding paragraph: there is no canonical authorisation for the opponent’s
position regarding either the Qur’an or for the status of those who say it is
created. This section (§2.3212) is somewhat curious, however. The formal
address is to the “Wagifah”. By the contextual assumption that the opponent
holds faglid as a universal principle in religious matters (theoretical as well as
practical) and by the implication that he describes those who hold the Qur’an
to be created as “‘unbelievers”#? the real address is to the Hanbalites. That the
explicit and formal address is to the Wagifah is not without rhetorical effect
here. It occurs as a matter of course, given the question and the form in which
the fictive “dispute”
‘You...".””). The effect of this, in view of the direct address to the Hanbalites in

is presented (“If some one says..., then we reply,

the immediately preceding paragraph, is rhetorically very sharp: the Hanbalites
are put on the same level and are addressed in the same terms as the Wagqifah,

>

whose doctrine they condemn and whom they term “unbelievers”.

As we noted earlier, §2.322 is employed to generalise what has been said in
the two foregoing subsections. Here al-Ashri formally addresses the Han-
balites once again, as is clear from the form of the introductory expression
“wa-yuqgalu lahum’’ (**One says to them” — plural in contrast to the singular
of §2.3212), which parallels that of §2.3211: “If some one says, ‘God’s know-
ledge is created’ or describes Him by any predicate which is inappropriate to
Him, will you people refuse to say either that it is true or that it is false?” ( ’a-
tatawaqqafitna fihi)). In conclusion al-Ash‘ri says that if they answer in the
negative, i.e., as the Hanbalites in fact do, and will condemn any such de-
scription of God, their reply has no basis in the canonical sources: neither the
Prophet nor any of his Companions said anything to support it*3 Here al-
Ash‘ari is doing more than merely repeating in a more generalised form what
he has already said in the previous paragraphs. In passing from the particular
case presented by the class of questions-which it represents he implicitly raises a
point — the principal point at issue — which will be more directly indicated
in the conclusion (§2.331). If, as needs must be the case, one is able to
recognize that a newly proposed description of God (or of one of His at-
tributes) is in fact such that it is inappropriate** or false, then there must be
some criterion or means by which it can be known to be inappropriate or
false; there must, even in the absence of any direct or explicit indication of the
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Qur’an and the Sunna, be some means of discovering the appropriate or true
proposition in contrast to which that which is inappropriate or false can be
manifestly seen as such.

One returns thus to the distinction between the modes of reasoning in
jurisprudence and their foundations and the modes of reasoning in theology
and their foundations, made earlier in §2.313. If one refuses the validity of the
latter, arguing that it is not juridically authorised in the canonical sources, then
he cannot consistently hold that any description of God which has been re-
cently formulated is erroneous or heretical, however absurd it may be; one has
no authorisation to say anything at all concerning it if he practicises taqlid as
the Hanbalites insist.

Al-Ash€ari proceeds then (§2.323) to focus directly on the question of
calling those who teach that the Qur’an is created by the title “unbeliever”
(kafir).*> His Hanbalite opponents claim that one is authorised to consider
them as unbelievers by the practice of ““the leading religious authorities of the
earlier generations” (a’immat al-salaf). One notes that here the description of
those to whose authority al-AshCari’s opponents bind themselves is not the
same as at the beginning of the section. Whereas in §2.321 they claimed the
authority of “certain of the Companions and Successors” he has them here
claiming the authority of a category of individuals which extends beyond the
first two generations. This is important to the sense of the argument. The
question here posed is not theological or theoretical, but rather judicial: what
names (descriptions and titles: asma’ wa->ahkam) are to be applied to what
sorts or classes of people; what judgement is juridically authorised in the
canonical sources according to the principles and procedures commonly re-
cognized as valid for their interpretation? In such juridical questions the auth-
ority of the Companions and the Successors is universally recognised; but
what authority has the practice of such “leading religious authorities” as here
are referred to when that practice has no foundation in the Qur’an and in the
teaching or practice of the Prophet and in the documented practice of the
Companions? There can be no claim of consensus ( ’ijma®) in the present case.
Accordingly, al-Ash€ari notes first that “no judgement (hukm ) is transmitted
from the Prophet concerning this”. Given, then, no positive precedent con-
cerning those who hold the Qur’an to be created, al-Ash¢ari turns to the
Prophet’s practice in another matter as a valid basis for arriving at a judgement
by analogy (giyas), citing the Prophet’s silence with regard to whether the
munafigin were or were not really unbelievers, i.e., to his treating them
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publicly as formal members of the Muslim community rather than as un-
believers. The example is apt and in conclusion al-Ash®arl comes by ijtihad to
the decision (hukm) that what the “leading religious authorities™ cited by his
opponents ought to have done, “what was incumbent upon them” (al-wajib)
given the precedent cited, ““was to imitate the Prophet”, sc., by keeping silent
with regard to the name to be applied to those who say that the Qur’an is
created and with regard to their status. By implication the Hanbalites bind
themselves to the authority of individuals who have no authority of their own
and whose practice in this case is plainly an innovation (bidah) which, since it
is at variance with the action of the Prophet in an analogous situation, is also

religious error (dalalah ).*®

One should note here how the subsections of §3.2 are linked to one
another and to the general context of the tract by the repetition of analogous
phrases which reinforce the author’s polemic: ““There is no valid tradition
from him [sc., the Prophet]” (lam yasihha ‘anhu hadithun: §2.3211), ““because

”

God’s Apostle neither said... nor did he say...”” (li’anna rasila llahi lam yaqul...
wa-1a qala...: §2.3212), “God’s Apostle did not say...” (lam yaqul rasilu llahi:
§2.322), and “‘since no decision is transmitted from the Prophet...” (2idha lam
yurwa Sani l-nabiyyi hukmun...: §2.323). The expression “lam yurwa’’ of §2.323
directly recalls the wording of §1.21, where the Hanbalites are cited as saying,
“So since no discussion (kalam ) is transmitted from him concerning anything
of what we have mentioned, we know that to discuss it is an innovation and
to investigate it is a religious error”’*’ It is within this context that al-Ashri
states his major conclusion (§2.331). Since I.no conclusion regarding
theological theses which have been first proposed only since the death of the
Prophet and have become topics of controversy can be drawn by following
the rules and procedures of juridical reasoning or by adhering strictly to the
stated principles of the Hanbalites and since 2. it is evident that the Muslim

3

community has to take a position with regard to whatever
8

‘new’” theological
questions may arise,*® one must conclude that not only is kalam juridically
authorised, as was shown in §2.31, but that it is also necessary for the religious

life of the community.

As we have noted, the argument of §2.32 is directed to the fallacy, i.e., the
internal inconsistency, of the Hanbalite position with regard to kalam: the
procedure is juridically authorised by the precedent cited in §2.232. In the
conclusion (§2.331), then, al-Ash‘ari presents what is in effect, and what he
explicitly claims as, his own position: the religious scholars (al-Sulama ) have to



[33] AL-ASHCART'S «AL-HATHTH °ALA L-BAHTH» 115

employ kalam in order to deal with theological questions that have arisen since
the death of the Prophet and which will subsequently arise in order that the
ignorant — the unlettered and unlearned of the community — may know the
truth with regard to them.*® Al-Hathth was not, however, composed simply
in order to demonstrate the legitimacy of kalam. It was written chiefly as an
attack on the intransigency of the Hanbalites in their doctrine.®° This becomes
clear in §2.331, for al-Ash€ri does not terminate the discussion with his quod
erat demonstrandum. On the contrary, the ‘‘this is what we wanted you to
admit” leads directly into a question: “So why then do you people shun the
science of kalam and prohibit it?”. The discourse, in brief, passes on through
the assertion of the author’s own position in order to continue the polemic
against his opponents’ positions set forth at the beginning of the tract. We
have already noted how the concluding paragraphs of the work pick up
symmetrically the elements of the introduction. Before examining them more
closely, however, it will be opportune to consider briefly the range and usage
of the word ‘kalam’ and of the verb ‘takallama, yatakallamu’ and to note the
rhetorical use to which al-Ashari has here put them.

As a formal name for fundamental theology, the expression ‘al-kalam’ is an
abridgment for ‘‘ilm al-kalam’ (the science of kalam), just as ‘al-figh’ is for
“Cilm al-figh’ and ‘al-nahw’ for ‘“ilm al-nahw’. In this sense ‘Silm al-kalam’ is
synonymous with ‘ “ilm usil al-din’ (the science of the basic articles of faith),
a more properly descriptive expression already used in al-Ashari’s time. The
occurrences of ‘al-kalam’ by itself in their formal sense are generally such that
the specific sense is clear from the context. So too is the use of the verb
“takallama, yatakallamu’ in the formal sense “‘to practice theology™ (kalam)
. This is not
inevitably so, however, and al-Ash®ari employs the potential ambiguity of
these terms with great rhetorical skill in al-Hathth.

and of its participle, ‘mutakallim’ where it means “a theologian

The verb “kallama, yatakallamu’ means basically to speak or to talk, to talk
(with another) about (fi) something, and so also to discuss something.
‘kalam’ is commonly employed as the masdar or nomen actionis, though not in
all contexts (one has, e.g., to employ ‘takallum’ where the full verbal force has
to be retained). Contextually the meaning of ‘takallama, yatakallamu’ is often
more closely specified with particular connotations as it is used in the sense of
“to discuss something formally” or “to enquire into a matter and reflect on
it” or “to debate a question” or *“to carry on a formal disputation”. It will be
useful to begin with several examples which do not involve theology as such,
in order to illustrate these usages.
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1. ‘Takallama’ is frequently employed in the sense to express and explain
one’s opinion or considered judgement. A story is told, for example, that
Jamila (a famous singer of the early Umayad period) contemplated giving up
her profession since poetry and the singing of it (al-ghina’>) were held by
many to be contrary to the religious ethic of Islam. She told this to a large
assembly of her friends and admirers whom she had invited to her house
expressly for this purpose and a lengthy discussion ensued. Finally “a sheikh

51 and experience said, ‘The

among them, an elderly man of learning, wisdom,
gathering have spoken [takallamati [-jama‘ah: have expressed their opinions |
and each group (hisb) is happy with their own views (ma ladayhim ). Listen
now to what I have to say (gawli)...’. The assembly fell silent and the sheikh
spoke (takallama)...”. Le., he gave them his considered view of the matter,

explaining at length why she should not give up her art.>?

2. The terms refer to a learned discussion and inquiry where we are told of
an encounter between abti Hashim al-Jubba’i (the MuC‘tazilite theologian) and
abt 1-Hasan al-Karkhi (a Hanafite legist, d. 340/952) in which they had a
heated discussion concerning ritual prayer (al-salah). “They began to discuss
( yatakallamani )... and went on discussing until abG 1-Hasan claimed that the
discussion (al-kalam ) had reached a point of agreement” (ijmac).5® Here
plainly “takallama’ indicates a serious and learned dialogue, i.e., an inquiry in
which disparate views are resolved.

3. So also we find the noun ‘kalam’ employed in a slightly more formal
sense. It is reported that some one said to Yahya b. Khilid al-Barmaki in-
troducing Sibawayh, who wished to be presented to the scholars of the ‘Ab-
basid court, “The outstanding grammarian of Basra here is very eager to have
people hear what he has to say” (ishtagat nafsuhu *ila sama“i kalamihi).>* That
is, he wants people to give his grammatical theories a hearing; he wants them
to listen to a formal presentation of them as he expounds and argues them.

4. Even closer to a formal use of the verb is that which we find where al-

e

Nashi> says that the science of medicine at first “simply happened piecemeal
and afterwards was brought together (jumi‘a) and made the subject of formal

discussion” (tukullima “alayhi), i.e., of formal study and scientific enquiry.>3

5. Finally, “takallama’ is sometimes used in the sense to debate or dispute.
Thus the grammarian, al-Mazini (d. 248/862) says, ‘I was present one day in
the company of al-Mutawakkil and Ya’qab ibn al-Sikkit (d. 243/857) was
there too. Al-Mutawakkil said, ‘you two debate (takallama) concerning a
grammatical question’. I said, ‘I'll ask the questions’ and he said, ‘you as the
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questions’, so I said,...”.%® Here we have to do with what is clearly a formal
disputation.®’

In (1)—(3) the terms plainly refer to and describe the formal presentation
of the speaker’s opinion, his view or judgement, as presented in dialogue
with others who hold differing or contrasting views. In (1) and (2) a re-
solution of the question is achieved. In (3) the ensuing dialogue takes the form
of a disputation; this was expected, given the situation and the custom, though
“kalam”’ here refers to and describes only the formal presentation of one
speaker’s position, i.e., his own grammatical theory, which would be debated.
In (4) and (s5) different connotations of the foregoing become primary so that
“takallama’ takes on more specific senses as determined by the contexts. In (4)
the presentation of points of view is understood as a process of deliberation
and takes on the sense of formal inquiry or investigation (bahth) in order to
know and understand. This is closely akin to (3), since ““kalamuhu’’ there
indicates a formally elaborated theory. In (5) it has unambiguously the sense
of formal disputation, not in order to resolve an issue or question but in order
to see who wins: for sport. Albeit the precise historical background may not
be altogether clear, it is nevertheless certain that the formal use of ‘kalam’ to
name a specific discipline originates out of these uses of ‘kalam’ and

“takallama’.>®

Usage of ‘kalam’ and ‘takallama’ semantically analogous to that of (1)—(3)
are also found where one has to do with theologically very conservative
contexts.

6. In his notice on al-Barbahari, Ibn abi Ya‘la cites the following from the
former’s Sharh Kitab al-Sunna: ‘“Consider with particular care (God have
mercy on you) every one of your contemporaries to whose discourse (kalam )
you listen and do not go along with any of it until you ask and see whether
one of the Companions of the Prophet (God’s prayer and peace be upon him)
or one of the learned has had anything to say on the subject” (takallama
fihi).3°

7. So too in al-Ashri’s Ibana there is a reported conversation between al-
‘Abbas ibn ‘Abd al-‘Azim al-‘Anbari (d. 246/860) and Ibn Hanbal concerning
the controversy over the createdness of the Qur’an, more specifically concern-
ing the position of those who refuse to say either that it is created or that it is
uncreated. In the course of the discussion, after Ibn Hanbal has condemned the
doctrine of the Wagqifa as more pernicious than that of the Jahmiyya, we read
the following: *“Al-‘Abbas said ‘abii ‘Abdallah, ‘What is your own position?’,
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to which he replied, ‘What [ believe and hold and about which there is no
doubt, is that the Qur’an is uncreated’. Then he said, ‘And who has any doubt
about this?’. Then abii ‘Abdallah [ibn Hanbal] spoke (takallama) stating that

to doubt this is a very heinous thing...”.®°

“Takallama’ in (7) refers to and describes the formal expression of the
speaker’s view or judgement, set forth at length in the dialogue, the substance
of which was that it is a grave and, indeed, heinous thing (azim) to have any
doubt in this matter. (He continues, in al-Ashrl’s account, to present his
argument for the Qur’an’s uncreatedness). The “kalam ’’ of (6) refers, again, to
the expression of theological views or doctrinal position encountered in dis-
cussion (and by extension, in writing), while “takallama’’ there refers to the
formally expressed views of the Companions and of “‘the learned” (al-
‘ulama’ ), viz., those experts in tradition who follow the Sunna.

‘Takallama’ is also employed in similar contexts with the preposition ‘bi-’
with the sense to speak for a given doctrine, to set it forth as one’s own or
arguing for it.

8. Thus we read in Ibn Sa‘d’s Tabaqat that ““Asd ibn Zurara and abi I-
Haytham al-Tayyihan spoke in Yathrib in favor of the doctrine that there is
but one God” (yatakallamani bil-tawhid ).®' That is to say, in Medina prior to
the Hejira they spoke of, and tried to make others believe in, Islam and the
teaching of Muhammad that there is only one God.

9. Al-Barbahari is reported as saying, “‘Between a man and his being a
believer there is nothing prior to his becoming an unbeliever save his rejecting
something of what God has revealed... or his denying something of what God
has said (gqala) or something of what God’s Apostle (God’s prayer and peace
be upon him) has taught” (takallama bihi).%?

In both (8) and (9) the term describes a speaking as the expounding of a
doctrine in dialogue in order that others shall appropriate it and undertstand it:
to set it forth, expound it, teach it, urge it.

10. Finally, al-Barbahari is reported to have said, “Know that discussion
about the Lord (He is exalted) (al-kalamu fi l-rabbi ta‘ala) is an innovation
(muhdath ); it is a heresy and an error (bid“atun wa-dalalah). One speaks about
the Lord (yutakallamu fi I-rabb) only in those terms by which He has described
Himself in the Qur’an and which the Prophet made clear (bayyana) to his

Companions. ®?

In its basic sense, thus, the use of ‘takallama’ and its noun, even by the
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most conservative authors, does not necessarily carry any prejudicial con-
notations with regard to the legitimacy of presenting one’s view (or teaching)
or concerning the soundness of the view expressed. The verb is used with the
Prophet and with his Companions as subject as also of Ibn Hanbal.®* This
remains true also of “al-kalam’’ in (6): since the speaker of this kalam has no
authority of his own, the view expressed has to be scrutinised in order to
verify its conformity to the authoritative statements of the Companions. Con-
textually one hears in (6) that in a time when many heretical doctrines are
being taught one must be cautious, but there is no automatic condemnation or
rejection of this kalam. When, however, we get to (10), “al-kalam’’ plainly
has a surcharge of pejorative connotations which are not wholly explained by
the compliment ‘fi l-rabb’’, though this does clarify the context. On a more
general semantic level the use and sense of the word here may be compared a)
to that in (3): “al-kalam’’ here denotes the dialogic discussion and exposition
of one’s own understanding or theory, the result of his own systematic inquiry
and reflection. This al-Barbahari will condemn as bid“ah wa-dalalah precisely
because, in his view, such reflection and theory cannot, by definition, conform
appropriately to the tradition. Or b) it may be compared to (4), in which case
“al-kalam”’ denotes the dialogical examination and consideration of differing
views so as to arrive at agreement on what is correct. This al-Barbahari will
condemn since the limits of what can be known and correctly stated concern-
ing God is definitively presented in the Qur’an and the Sunna and about these
there can be no debate. Or, finally, ¢) it may be compared with (s), in
which case “al-kalam’’ denotes the formally speculative investigation of the
nature of God which is beyond the reach of human understanding save
insofar as it grasps what is authoritatively presented in the canonical sources. It
were idle to attempt to restrict the sense of the expression in (10) to one of
these three; we should, rather, hear all of them. “Al-kalam’’, in brief, here
refers to and names that activity which is constitutive of ‘‘the science of

)

kalam”. With this look at the background of the terms we can now examine

al-Ash€ari’s rhetorical exploitation of ‘takallama’ and ‘kalam’ in al-Hathth.

Al-Ash€ari begins his tract by speaking of his adversaries as a group of
people who find “systematic reasoning and investigation™’ ( al-nazaru wal-
bahth) about theological questions too difficult. The association of kaldm with

3

“systematic reasoning and investigation” (and the association of the ex-
pressions) is immediate in the context, wherefore, by implication, they are
incompetent in, and uncomprehending of, kalam, i.e., of theology as a formal

activity and discipline. In (§1) the usage is plain and in accord with what we
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find in Hanbalite sources. “They allege that the formal discussion of bodies,
accidents... (al-kalamu fi l-jismi wal-‘aradi...) is an innovation and a religious
error” (§1.12). Here “al-kalam’’ not only denotes formal discussion and in-
quiry, but implies that this is carried out in a theological context. If to do this
were a matter of true guidance and direction (hudan wa-rushd) ““the Prophet,
the [rightly guided] Caliphs, and the Companions would have had something
to say on the subject” (la-takallama fihi), i.e., would have expressed their
judgement for the instruction on the community. ““Since no formal discussion
(kalam ) is reported from him about any thing of what we have mentioned,
we know that to discuss it formally (al-kalamu fihi) is an innovation and to
investigate it (‘al-bahthu ‘anhu) a religious error” (ibid.). “ Al-kalam’’ in §1.21
and in the first paragraph of §1.12 may be taken simply as “to have said
something”’, but in its juxtaposition with ““al-bahth’’ in the last paragraph one
clearly hears the connotation of a formally speculative activity (as in (4)
above). The same is true of “takallama’’ in §2.1 and likely in §2.20. Up to
this point one hears first the usual, non-formal sense of the word with the
overtones of the formal sense (of ““theological speculation’). We find the
term ‘kalam’ next in the heading of §2.212: “’amma Il-kalamu fi I-tawhid’’.
Here the polemical thrust of the phrase, even though it is conventional as a
heading (The Discussion of the Topic...), is clear enough in the context: the
formal exposition (kalam) of the evidence for the thesis. The same is true of
the heading of §2.2130. In the opening and in the closing subsections of §2.31
“takallama’ occurs in a place in which it is basically neutral: one cannot speak
of the Prophet’s having had something to say on the subject or of his not
having had anything to say—of his having spoken on the subject or not
having spoken (where deliberate silence would constitute a basis of sunna). In
§2.312, however, the verb occurs with the fugaha® as the subject and in a
“heavy” sense: they “‘discuss formally, investigate, dispute, and offer pro-
bative arguments [against counter positions]” with regard to recently raised
juridical questions. The more formal use of the term here anticipates te anal-
ogy he draws in this section between systematic reasoning in jurisprudence and
in theology in order to establish the legitimacy of the latter, taking “syste-
matic discussion’” as legitimate in either of the modes which he distinguishes in
§2.313. Given this, the occurence in §2.314 (the Prophet “would have dis-
cussed”’) takes on more pregnant overtones.

All of this is brought to a head when he reaches his conclusion in §2.331
and §2.332. “Al-kalam’’ occurs twice in §2.331 and twice again in §2.332, in
both of which one passes from “‘al-kalam’’ to “ilm al-kalam’’. “The learned
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have to undertake the formal discussion (al-kalam) concerning recent ques-
tions..., so why do you people shun the science of kalam...?”” (§2.331). To
claim to know the truth with regard to recent theological questions and to
shun kalam is inconsistent. That is to say, one can only make a judgement of
what is true or false—valid or invalid —by a kind of theological ijtihad, which
requires the discipline of kalam. Whoever lacks competence in “the systematic
reasoning and investigation concerning theological matters” (thaqula alayhimu
l-nazaru wal-bahthu fi I-din: §1.10), since he can form no judgement of his
own, requires the guidance of the learned, sc., of one who has mastered the
science of kalam. At this point al-Ashri’s opponents are reduced to silence,
vanquished in the disputation. In §2.332 accordingly, he does not address them
directly, either by continuing the second person of §2.331 or by continuing
of §2.32, but speaks rather to the audience (the reader)

33

the “yugalu lahum
about them: “Those people® speak [i.e., make formal pronouncements]
concerning kalam (yatakallamina fi l-kalam) until, when they are unable to
proceed any further, they say ‘we have been forbidden the science of
kalam’...”. Again, speaking and reduction to silence, though here with an
allustion to the charge of incompetence brought in §1.10. Here, as al-Ash‘ari
addresses the reader concerning his opponents, he presents what he considers
the origin of their difficulty: ““...they bind themselves uncritically to one who
came before them without any conclusive argument or demonstration [of the
validity of the position taken]”” (§2.332). The two final phrases here, “man
kana qablahum bi-la hujjatin wa-la burhan’’, are wonderfully ambivalent in the

2 )

context. Taking the “man’’ of “man kana’’ as implicitly plural in the context
one could understand the reference as to “‘the leading religious authorities of
the earlier generations” whose practice the Hanbalites cited as authoritative
precedent for their own in §2.323. Taken as singular, however, it must refer
to Ibn Hanbal. Again, the phrase “bi-la hujjatin wa-la burhan’’ (without any
conclusive argument or demonstration)®® can be read with “yugallidin’’ (they
bind themselves uncritically) or it could be heard either as a qualifying ele-
ment to ““qablahum’’ (taking “‘before them” as the predicate of the “kana’’)
or as a predicate (‘“who before them was without any conclusive argument or
demonstration””). That the reference of the “man’’ is singular and is to Ibn
Hanbal would seem clear, since it is to his doctrine that al-Barbahari and his
followers explicitly bind themselves in their taglid.®” The statement of §2.332
is very strongly put as al-Ashri underlines the inconsistency of the Hanbalite
position in the first sentence and the unsoundness of the juridical reasoning on

which it is based in the second. That Ibn Hanbal is not named is noteworthy.
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This may indicate that al-Ashari does not wish to attack him so much as his
followers and their interpretation of his doctrine.®® If this is the case, then one
will interpret the final sentence of §2.332 as “with neither conclusive proof
nor demonstration they bind themselves uncritically to one who was before
them”. That is, they claim to follow his doctrine strictly but do not do so in
a valid manner. If, on the other hand, he means to attack Ibn Hanbal directly,
we shall read “They bind themselves uncritically to one who before them had
neither conclusive argument nor demonstration’’. Here as elsewhere, we must
take it that the ambivalence of expression is deliberate and intentional. The
primary and immediate butt of the polemic is al-Barbahari, to whom the tract
was addressed. Ibn Hanbal is a respected and venerable master, but one whose
attitude towards systematic theology was irrationally biased, at least in al-
Ash¢r?’s judgement.

In §2.333 al-Ashri addresses his Hanbalite opponents for one last time,
but not to ask a question. He tells them, in a final polemical thrust, what
Jjudgement they must reach, if they are to be consistent, concerning the great
masters of Sunnite jurisprudence, sc., that they are all guilty of innovation and
error. Though it may seem to be a somewhat otiose appendix, the primary
points of the tract having been quite adequately made in §2.331 and §2.332,
this final paragraph has a structural function and so is not really redundant.
The central focus of the argument in most of the work, beginning with the
opening section, has been on the juridical legitimacy of the science of kalam, a
new discipline. In §2.333 he tells his opponents that they have, in order to be
consistent, to condemn abli Hanifa, Malik, and al-Shafi‘i as innovators ‘‘since
they have done things which the Prophet did not do”.®® The topic recalls
materially and formally the juridical context of the earlier arguments. The
inconsistency of the Hanbalites’ theory and practice is again suggested as also
by implication that they are themselves guilty of innovation. Taglid is at best a
juridical principle, but if followed rigidly as al-Barbahari insists, then the
foremost jurists also be condemned as innovators. The last sentence of the tract
states what the Prophet did not do—non-action in which no binding pre-
cedent is to be seen (cf. §2.311 and §2.314). Everything is there and the last
phrase of the tract is “the Apostle of God (God’s prayer and peace be upon
him)”’. Rhetorically the work is a masterpiece.

The manuscripts

A—1III Ahmet n°® 1916 (= al-Tawhid n° 176 of the microfilm collection of the
League of Arab States), 26 x 19 cm, written in a clear, regular naskhi hand,
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24 lines to the page. The copy was completed on 11/Ill/592 = 7/IX/1196.
Al-Hathth is found of foll. 9r°® 18 — 11r° 1. It begins

B T DR (RIS N
and ends
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B- Landberg n® 1031, foll. 4v® - 6v° (= Ahlwardt n® 2162, 18.5x 13.5 cm,
executed in a hastily written, untidy ta“lig hand, 20 to 22 lines to the page.
The last leaf of the tract is missing; the text ends in §2.322 (see note 253 to
the text). The copy, according to Ahlwardt, was completed about 1150/
1737. The text begins, fol. 4v° 1.

se Bl by iV Jonerl oy (Lo o ] PN JB oo e 1 oy
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and ends, 6v° ult. .69l e }i D8R

F— Feyzullah n® 2161, foll, 49v® — $2r° 26 x 17 cm, written in a small, care-
fully executed maghribi hand, 30 lines to the page. I have not seen the
manuscript itself but should judge that the copy is probably no earlier
than the 12th/18th century.”® The text begins fol. 49v° 1
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It ends fol. §2r° 9:
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H-The edition of Hyderabad 1344, republished by R. McCarthy in Theology,
pp- 87-97. Note that to the formula Salla llahu “alayhi wa-sallam this text

consistently adds wa-alihi following alayhi, which I have omitted from the
apparatus.
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NOTES

Cf. Ibn ‘Asakir, p. 307.
The text is incomplete in B whose final leaf is missing.

Ibn Asikir, p. 136, 8 (see also McCarthy, Theology, p. 228, n°94) and Ibn Farhiin, p. 195, 1.
Concerning these lists see also below.

Not only is istihsan considered to have no legal validity but, more significantly al-Ashari’s
argument in the text is that the practice of kalam has authorising precedents in the life of the
Prophet and in the Qur’dn. (Concerning the Ashfarite attitude towards such private or
personal judgements of what is right and their sense that the school’s kalam is not founded
in istihsan, see e.g., the remarks of abu I-Ma<li ibn Abd al-Malik (d. 494/1100) cited in Ibn
Asakir, p. 152, Sff.). “Khada, yakhidu, khawdan’’ does occasionally, though rarely, occur in a
more or less neutral sense, but even then some negative overtones appear to be present. For
example, in his al-Magsid al-asna (ed. F. A. Shehadi, Beyrouth, 1982, p.36) al-Ghazzali
introduces a chapter concerning ‘“ Whether names which are approximately the same may be
synonymous, signifying but a single meaning, or whether they must also differ in intension”
and begins, “aqilu: al-kha’idina fi sharhi hadhihi I->asma>i lam yata“arradii li-hadha I->amr’’
(Those who have undertaken to explain these names have not considered this matter). Here
the use of “al-kha’idin’’ would seem to imply that they undertook it rashly and without
sufficient preparation. (Al-Ghazzali, here as elsewhere, seems to have taken on some of the
pretentiousness of the falasifa along with their teaching while at the same time having too
little appreciation of the work of his predecessors).

Cf. G. Makdisi, “al-Ashari and the Ash‘rites” 2, p.24. In this article (pp.21ff.) the author
contends that al-Hathth is in all probability not an authentic work of al-Ashri but on the
contrary dates from a much later period. Concerning the authenticity of the tract and its
place among the writings of al-Ashri which are presently available, see my * Elements
in the Development of the Teaching of al-Ash@ri” where it is suggested that both al-
Hathth and the Ibana are probably early works. Since al-Hathth is found in the supplementary
list of Ibn ‘Asikir and not those given by Ibn Farak we have no direct evidence concerning
the date of its composition. Ibn Farhtn’s list (op. cit., pp.194f.) follows a somewhat
different order from those presented by Ibn ‘Asakir and is probably therefore independant of
them. Here al-Hathth is the tenth item and occurs among works composed, according to Ibn
Firak’s information, prior to 320/932. (Most of those cited by Ibn Farhin belong to this
period). The Risala ila ahl ath-thaghr, it should be noted, is almost certainly a very early work
of al-Ash‘ari’s post-conversion period, and it too is given in Ibn ‘Asakir’s supplementary list.
None of these lists is complete; conspicuously, for example, al-Ibana, found in Ibn al-Nadim
as well as Ibn Farh@in and concerning the circumstances of whose composition we are
informed by Ibn abi Yacla (Tabagat 2, p.18), is not mentioned —not at any rate by this
title—in any of the lists given by Ibn ‘Asakir.

McCarthy, in his translation, p. 124, n® 20, remarks that “this paragraph is an exegetical note
which is almost independant of the text”.

It is perhaps worth noting that following the “hadha’’ of this addition B shows a short blank
space, about enough for one word, while the editor of H says that there was a space also in
the manuscript from which he prepared the edition. Nothing seems to be missing, however,
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and no emendation plausibly suggests itself. The space would, even so, indicate that the
copyist of the archetype of T—2 had some problem at this point, perhaps something (in the
margin?) which he was unable to read in the copy from which he was working.

8. One might suggest that the reading of H, “la fi jihatin wahidatin wal--la fi I-mawjudi fi I-
mahall”’ is correct, but ‘that which exists in a substrate” is the accident and no mutakallim
holds that there is such a thing as an accident inherent in another accident. Here also the
reading [a fi jihatin of H is surely a corruption of ld ‘ala I-jumlah (found in both B and F) to
which wahidah has been added, since la fi fihah (with or without wahidah) is substantially
synonymous with 1@ fi mahall and so would be wholly redundant.

9. The expression ““mawjidun (or, more commonly, muhdathun) 1a fi mahall” is employed by al-
Jubba’1 and abti Hashim as a description of God’s volitions, but such a reference here is
altogether implausible.

10. Cf. R.M. Frank, Beings and their Attributes, pp. 9stf.

11. It could, to be sure, be suggested that this clement, sc., the “wa-la “ala l-jumlati wa-la fi I-
mawjudi [a fi mahall”’ was lost in A by a quasi homoioteleuton with the preceding “la fi
mahallin [ wahid]”, but this is unlikely. First, the final word of the preceding text is wahid
and not mahall; secondly, the inclusion of so pointless a remark would be contrary to the
overall economy of the tract’s style and to that of the writings of al-Ash‘ri in general.

12.  Note that this is not the usual sequence of topics found in the classical compendia, where the
treatment of God’s unity normally follows the thesis that there is only one eternal creator;
see the remarks of al-Juwayni in al-Shamil, p. 401.

13. The concomittant substitution of “al-nazaru wal-hissu wal-qiyas”’ for the ““al-bidayatu wal-
mahsisatu wal-daririyyat’’ of T-1 is noteworthy. It is possible that the purpose of the
alteration may be simply to spell out more clearly what is implicit in the more basic terms
given in T-1, though it may have some greater significance wich is not immediately clear.

14. Concerning the uncompromising attitude of the Hanbalites and the milder attitude of some
other (Shifi‘ite) traditionalists on this question, see my “ Elements” n. 59.

15. Note also that the expression “I shall keep silent on the matter” ( 2askutu anhu ) is itself
ambiguous; it can be understood to say “I shall keep silent on the question of the creation or
non-creation of the Qur’an (implied in the ““la-kana yanbaghi an taskuta “anhu’’ of the
preceding paragraph) or “I shall keep silent with regard to the question of the status (or
title) of those who hold that the Qur’an is created”. The final statement of §2.323 in T2
takes care of both interpretations.

16. The argument is not fu quoque, since the author has shown ecarlicr, at least to his own
satisfaction, that kalam is founded on the teaching of the Prophet.

17.  McCarthy seems to take it that the clause “given that the Apostle of God did not state it”
contained in the fourth question is sufficient to make the author’s point and so to close the
section. This clause, however, simply parallels the ““amma sakata “anhu’’ of the previous
question and the “wa-lam yatakallam... wa-la qala...”" of the final question which terminates
the whole sequence. The sequence ends (if the text is correct and complete insofar as it goes)
with a question because the opponent has no further response. This is not the case with the
fourth question, since there remains a yet earlier generation of pious ancestors.

18.  Concerning the structural place and function of §2.331 see the discussion below.

19. Onc might suggest that this phrase has been lost in A and B by homoioteleuton, but the
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conjunction of AB is a strong indication of an original reading and morcover the additional
phrase is not pertinent to the immediate polemic.

Both forms, “la “ala mithal’’ and ““ala ghayr mithal’’, occur in this formula (cf. e.g., al-
Bayhagqf, al-I<tigad, p.34,6 [‘ala ghayri mithal] and pp. 16f. and 56, 14 [la ‘ala mithal]); one
notes, however, that “la “ala mithal’’ occurs in al-Ash€ari’s Luma®, §9. p. 8, 15.

This cannot be adjusted by the mere addition of a “fa-"’, wherefore it is clear that something
more than a conjunction has been lost. I have added “fa-yajibu’’ in the present edition in order
to make the passage coherent.

The text of B here is quite similar in its wording to the account of the story found in aba 1-
Husayn al-Wahidi's Asbab al-nuzil (Cairo, 1379/1959, p.175) and Ibn al-Jawzi's Tafsir
(vol. 6, Damascus, 1385/1965, pp.394f.) and may well be based on the same source. In this
version Ibn al-Ziba®ra says that banii Mulayh worship the angels, wherefore the “/jm’" of
B is probably to be corrected to Luhayy, since they were a subgroup of Mulayh. Though it
may account for the first part of this passage in B, the account given by al-Wahidi and Ibm
al-Jawzi is of no help with regard to the corruption at the end where the subjunctive

‘“yakiini’’ occurs.

One has to recognize that it might, and not impertinently, be suggested that the reasoning
that underlies this conclusion may beg the question or that it is, viewed from another angle,
maybe circular, since it is also, if not equally, plausible that a fuller form of the work have
been shortened by revision and tightened up. This hypothesis might be argued for several
passages (particularly, perhaps, for the shorter form of §2.323, but it would be most unlikely
that in revising the text the author or redactor should have omitted already present formulae
that mark off sections of the text such as the “wa-amma I-°aslu’’ found at the head of §2.223
and §2.224 in T-2 and the others we indicated. Quite to the contrary. Nor does it seem
likely, given the problem mentioned above, that for §2.323 a redactor would have sub-
stituted the form in T-1 for that of T—2, while the inverse seems altogether plausible.

It would seem to me, indeed, that these additions were originally marginal notes made by a
student not far progressed in his studies, particularly those found in §§2.2132, 2.221, and
2.223, which are not even pertinent to the contexts in which they occur.

There is a brief analysis of the content of the work in M. Allard’s Le Probléme des attributs
divins dans la doctrine d’al-Ash ari et de ses premiers grands disciples (Beyrouth, 1965), pp. 206211,
but he fails to see the multiplicity of distinct topics and arguments presented.

Concerning this sce Allard, op. cit. and the further discussion in my “Elements ™.

The Ash‘arites generally condemn taglid in theology as the following of the opinion or
Jjudgement of another without knowing its foundation (or lack of foundation). Although in
the present tract taglid is viewed from a juridical standpoint (as involving a judgement
concerning an action rather than a theological thesis), the basis of al-Ash€ri’s condemnation
remains the same, as he insists in §2.332 that his opponents follow the judgement and
practice of individuals (or of an individual) which are not based on sound juridical reason-
ing; they do not themselves understand the issuc and the facts and therefore neither do they
know the basis or lack of it for their own position.

-Though we shall have shortly to return to the rhetorical use and the sense of these terms as they

occur in al-Hathth, it is advisable to say somcthing about their lexical basis here. *2Asl’
(pl. *ugil) is primarily the base or foundation on which a thing rests (v. Ibn Faris, Maqayis al-
lughah, s.v.) and is commonly used to designate the roots of a plant or the stem of a tree, as
opposed to the branches (funi®) or crown ( far®). In its formal use it means generally the basic
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clement, constituent, principle, or foundation of a thing. This Ibn “Abbis is cited as saying,
“[God] created water first (or water together with whatever He wished), not from any ’asl
[i.c., not out of any already existent material ] nor on the basis of any preéxistent pattern; then
He made it an asl [i.e., a basis, material foundation or principle] of what He subsequently
created” (al-Bayhagi, al-Itigad, p. 56). Similarly in a kalam context, “‘the atoms are the  usil
[i.c., the basis, constitutive elements] of composites and composites are bodies ( >ajsam ): abi 1-
Qasim al-Ansari, al-Ghunyah, fol. 13v, 12. The word is commonly employed in kalam contexts
in the sense of ““a thesis” (sometimes “topic”). E.g., al-Juwayni says (Irshad, p. 6, 8) that he will
take up the thesis (or topic) of antecedent causes ( ’aslu I-tawallud ) in its proper place and al-
Bagillani speaks of “this thesis™ (hadha I->asl ) (Hidaya, fol. 4r°, 12) referring to the thesis
or topic of the immediately preceding section (beginning fol.2r°). More nar-
rowly, however, the term is used of the basic theses, i.c., doctrines, dogmas, or articles
(articuli fidei) of Islamic belief (taking “dogma” here in the older sense, as cquivalent of
“articulus fidei’’, not in the narrower, 19th century use). Thus Ibn Qutayba says that the ahl al-
hadith are unanimous in holding ““that the Qur’an is God’s speech and is uncreated, and that He
will be visible on the day of resurrection...”” and goes on to say that “they do not differ on these
>usial”’, i.e., on these basic doctrines (Ta’wil, p. 14, 17-20; sce also ibid., p. 14, 2). So too Ibn
Firak speaks of the ““ >usil which are the universals which embrace the doctrine of God’s unicity
and the Sunna” (Bayan [ 1941, §11, p. 15, 10f., where “God’s unicity ”” —al-tawhid — denotes the
basic theological doctrines of Islam, not simply God’s uniqueness or unity). These arc
commonly referred to as ’usil al-din (the basic doctrines of the [ Muslim ] religion), as when al-
Qushayri, at the end of his Luma®, a short “agida, says, ** These are the *usil al-din which one has
to know” (p. 63, 6). Taking ““ usil”’ in this contextually specified sense, then, the ahl al->usitl are
the mutakallimin: they are, that is, those who study primarily the (basic) dogmas and those
matters whose investigation is directly pertinent to understanding them (cf. e.g., al-Mutwalli,
fol. 1v° 13ff. and al-Juwayni, al-Shamil, p. 105, 13.). Accordingly al-Ansari speaks of the
superiority of the “science of the °usil” (i.e., of fundamental theology or kalam) over all the
other sciences (al-Ghunyah, fol. 7v°, 10). Which dogmas are explicitly included among the usil
al-din and which not may vary by author and most often simply, it would seem, on the basis of
the length and detail of the tract, though the list is generally constant. Distinctions are made, in
any cvent; as the stem ( °asl) of a tree is contrasted to its crown (far® ) and its branches ( furi© ), so
the basic dogmas are termed ““al-usil’’ in contrast to secondary, derivative or simply less
important, doctrines which are called “furir®”’. Ibn Qutayba, e.g., contrasts the doctrines of the
existence of God and of the resurrection as ’usil, not to believe in which makes one an
unbelicver (kafir) to that of God’s determination of human events ( al-qadar ), which is a far<, a
secondary doctrine concerning which Muslims may disagree (op. cit., pp. 81f.; see also ibid.,
p.13, 17ff.). In a wider sense, finally, “’usil’’ may refer to the (thematically presented)
principles, axioms, presuppositions, and formal procedures which found and govern systematic
rcasoning in a given discipline, as al-Ash‘ari speaks of “the ’ugsil universally agreed upon
through rational undertanding, sense perception, and immediate intuition™ (al-Hathth, §2.313,
concerning which see below).

29. For the phrase “mubtadi’in dullal’’ (also §2.1) cp. al-Barbahari, cited below in n® 63.

30. The canonical precedent for kalam reasoning with regard to questions which are treated in the
Qur’an and the hadith al-Ashari has already treated in § 2.2, where the use of reasoning from
creation to God was taken up as a separate question (§2.222) (cp. al-Ashri, Luma©, §10). One
should note in this regard that in dealing with such questions, ¢.g., that of the contingency of the
world, al-Ash‘ari’s own argumentation follows the Qur’an very closely (e.g., al-Luma®, §3, with
which cp. al-Bayhaqi, I¢tigad, pp. 24f.), rcjecting the more common kalam argument based on
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the nature of atoms and their inherent accidents (cf. al-Thaghr, pp. 89f.). In this he differs from
the practice of the leading Ash¢arite masters of later generations. Note that the term hadithah (pl.
hawadith), which occurs several times here would appear to have been a normal expression for
new questions in both faw and theology; cf. the use in abii Ja“far al-Tabari, *Profession”, p. 193,
11 and 198, 14f. and in Ibn ‘Aqil, K. al-Jadal, ed. G. Makdisi in BEO 20 (1967), p- 203, §6.

Al-Sawl is a method for adjusting the fractions assigned in the distribution of an inheritance
et s ; . E
where the normal divisions would entail a sum greater than the whole; see art., ‘awl in E.I.%.

This he says explicitly only with regard to the juridical questions: “new questions which arise
concerning matters pertinent to religion from the standpoint of the law’’ (min jihati I-shariah:
§2.312), but this is understood contextually as true of theological questions not explicitly raised
in the canonical sources (concerning which he has noted in §2.312 that their “principles are
found in the Scripture and the Sunna’’). ““Pertinence to religion” is mentioned explicitly only in
§2.311. Al-Ash¢ari shows reserve at this stage so as to make his major point more effectively
later. Similarly he mentions ijtihad explicitly only in § 2.312 but understands its extension also to
§2.311; concerning this see below.

Note that in §2.311 the statement ““he [ the Prophet ] was not ignorant of any one of them in its
detail” (lam yajhal minha shay’an mufassalan) constitutes an essential presupposition of the
argument. Only if the Prophet knew the question and the truth about it as well as how it could
be proven does the argument hold, for if he did not, then to deal with the question could not be
an clement of al-din, sc., an authentic clement of valid religious practice (cf. the opponent’s
argument in § 1.22). Concerning the connotations of ““takallama’’ here and the rhetorical use of
the word in al-Hathth, sce below.

“Qiyas”” does not itself occur but as the masdar of “gasii’” it is understood as implicitly expressed.
J. Schacht (The Origins of Muhammadan Jurisprudence, Oxford, 1953, pp. 127ff.) says that the two
terms, ‘“‘jjtihad’’ and ““ qiyas’’ are basically synonymous in context and that both connotationally
exclude the notion of one’s following his own him or personal preference( al->ahwa ). Properly
speaking, however, “giyas’’ is narrower in extension; “al-giyas’’ (the definite, employed to
designate a particular instance) means “the (logical) rule”, i.c., the rule or form to be followed
in reasoning about the particular case or the application of the rule; when the term is used
generally (to designate the class) it refers to logical rules (or rules of analogical reasoning) in
general and their application. The Ash‘arites, it should be noted, do not normally employ “ giyas’
for the reasoning employed in kalam, but rather ‘al-nazar’.

s

The list of questions is given in §1.12: “bodies, accidents, motion, rest, colors, the akwan..."”.
(The divine attributes are not pertinent to the context of §2.31). It is significant that the >akwan
appear in this list to be distinguished from motion and rest. Concerning the coneption of the
>akwan by the Ashrites and the development of the concept in the school, see my “ Bodies and
Atoms”’, pp. 44f.

In §2,212 al-Ashri speaks of “furiu [-tawhid wal-adl’’ but gives no indication of what
questions he will include among them. The expression, sc., “al-tawhid wal-adl’’ is itself
noteworthy in that it is, though certainly nor their exclusive property, characteristic of the
Mu‘tazila. One suspects that its occurrence here may be based chiefly, if not entirely, on
polemical grounds.

This is made fully explicit in the descriptive clause which T—2 adds at the end of §2.312. Al-
Ash€arT’s insistence on ugitl in the present context is anticipated in §1 where he speaks of “ usiil al-
din’’ (§1.12) in outlining his opponents’ attitude towards kalam and of “usil’’ at the end of
§1.222 where he concludes the statement of their argument.
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38. Note that when he says that these are the principles (or sources) of theoretical reasoning and so
of the basis of kalam he does niot mean to deny the place of the Qur’an, the Sunna, and consensus
in fundamental theology, but rather to indicate that principle which is unique in kalam. It is, in
each discipline, this fourth “source” which allows one to employ the other “sources”
coherently and validly. Accordingly he says here concerning the concrete possibility of the
resurrection that what is given in the revelation is presented so as to ‘“‘reinforce what is [or can
be ] known by speculative reasoning” (ta’kidan li-ma fi I-‘uqul: §2.2130). What he is doing, in
short, is to specify the distinctive foundations which underlie the difference of al-‘agl as the
fourth “source” of theological knowledge and judgement from al-giyas as the fourth “source”
of juridical judgement. The ‘agliyyat remain fully distinct from the sam iyyat and within their
own sphere are independent; cf. the use of the phrase “what is required by speculative
reasoning” (ma qtadath I-‘uqil) in al-Thaghr, p.93, 22.

39. That §2.3211 and §2.3212 are subdivisions of a single unit is evident by the fact that ““ Yugalu
lahum’’ stands at the beginning of §2.3211 and of §2.323 but not of §2.3212, where the “’in
qala qa’ilun’’ indicates a sub-question to the previous paragraph.

40. The comment “there is in your view no Qur’an apart from the syllales and the sounds™ is
added to point a) to the Hanbalites” stubborn refusal to make the kinds of distinctions which
must be made in theology and thereby b) to another example of the inconsistency of their
thought. Here one says that the Qur’an is uncreated while at the same time identifying
anything which is correctly described by ‘Qur’an’ as consisting of “‘syllables and sounds”,
which are material, contingent entities.

41. The context throughout this section assumes (both on the part of al-Ashari and of his
opponent) that there is no hadith from the Prophet or one of the Companions which states
that the Qur’an is uncreated and which is properly authenticated in terms of the usual
criteria. (The H text plays this out in an elaborately built argument, which we examined
carlier). No such Hadith is found in any of the “Six Books” or in the Musnad of Ibn
Hanbal, and this alone, within the formal framework of al-Ash¢ri’s reasoning here is
sufficient to ground the assumption and so the argument too. Al-Ghazzili in his Iljam al-
Cawamm an “ilm al-kalam (in the margins of al-Jilani, al-Insan al-kamil, Cairo, 1368/1949,
p. 66) alleges that the Prophet said, *The Qur’an is God’s speech and is uncreated”” ( gawluhu
slm al-qur’any kalamu llahi ghayru makhliq). Where he might have gotten this, or whether
his attribution of the formula to the Prophet is the result of enthusiasm (the ‘awamm
wouldn’t know!), we cannot tell. He gives no isndd nor any other suggestion of what might
be the origin of such an hadith. Al-Bayhaqi cites Ibn Dinar as saying that the Qur’an is
uncreated (Itigad, p.64 and Asma’, p.245) but has no earlier authority; as he notes in
connection with a similar statement from Anas b. Malik, the issue did not arise in the first
generation (ibid., 243f.). There are in abt Said al-Darimi’s Radd ala I-Jamiyyah (p.88)
several hadiths which state that the Qur’an is uncreated in the same common formulation
employed by al-Ghazzali. All are reported by Muhammad b. Mansiir al-Tisi (d. 255/869);
the formulation, however, is ascribed not to the Prophet or any of the Companions but to a
number of individuals all of whom died towards the end of the second century. (Ibn
Mansiir claims himself to have heard this formula directly from the Prophet in a dream
during dhi I-hijja 232; ibid., pp. 88f.) Abu Sa‘id al-Darimi studied hadith with Ibn Hanbal
(al-Subki, Tabagat 2, p.303 and Ibn ‘Asakir, cit. Vitestam in al-Darimi, p.s3) and was
considered by some Hanbalites as a follower of their school (Ibn abi Yala 1, p. 221); he was,
however, a Shifi‘ite in law, having studied figh with Y@isuf b. Yahya al-Buwaydi, a direct
disciple of al-Shafi‘i (v. al-Subki 2, pp. 162f.): see the notice on al-Dirimi, ibid., pp. 302f.
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To my knowledge none of the so-called Wagqifa (or Mutawagqgifa) held that those who
teach that the Qur’an is created should be called (or considered as) unbelievers. The issue is
introduced as a juridical matter correlated to the question of the createdness of the Qur’an
and for this reason is appropriately introduced here at the end of §2.321 in anticipation of its
formal treatment in §2.323.

The text here (T—1) does not consider the alternative of a positive reply, since the Hanbalite
opponent’s response is determined by the school’s practice. (The alternative will be given as
the author’s position in §2.331). As we noted earlier, T-2 does introduce two paragraphs
here (the second forming the beginning of what is §2.323 of T—1) in which the affirmative
reply is considered, though this is contextually unnecessary. It is possible, to be sure, that
something other than (or more than) a simple “/a’’ has been lost in A following ’in gali,
but this would seem unlikely. One might, on the other hand, conjecturally suggest that the
text is correct as it stands and is to be interpreted, “If they reply [i.e., if they give any reply
whatsoever|, then one says to them...”. This is theoretically coherent and grammatically
possible, but would be highly unusual; I know of no parallel for such a form and should
think its occurrence most improbable, especially since ‘qali’ expects a direct quotation.

The expression “does not befit’” (la yaliqu, ghayru la’iq, etc.) is extremely common in
Ash€rite writings in contexts such as this. Cf., c¢.g., abt 1-Hasan al-Tabari, Ta’wil, foll. 147v°,
10 and 118r° 5; Ibn Farak (1943), pp. 76, 12 and 15, 79, 6f., 91, 8, et alibi passim; and also al-
Bayhaqi, al-Asma°, p. 459, 21.

Concerning the ambivalence of ““kaffara’” here sce the discussion of §2.232 above where the
differences between T-1 and T-2 were treated.

That the terms “bid‘ah’’ and “dalalah” are evoked by allusion to an earlier passage see
above.

With this cp. the formulation of al-Barbahari in Ibn abi Ya‘la 2, p.19; 17 cited in n°63
below.

This second premise (or antecedent) is neither explicitly stated nor argued since by their very
practice the Hanbalites acknowledge it.

Note that for al-Ashri the function and purpose of kalam is not, in this instance, apologetic.
With this compare the statement of aba Ja‘far al-Tabari (“‘Profession” p.193) that the
learned should enlighten the ignorant with regard to religious truths by means of knowledge
which they have achieved *“cither through a hadith or some systematic reasoning”
(bi-hadithin °aw bi-nazarin ). Similarly, aba Sa“id al-Darimi, though very much a tradition-
alist in spirit, is not opposed to kalam; with regard to the Jahmiyya he says, for example,
“wa-“alayhim hujajun kathiratun mina l-kalami wal-nazar’’ (Radd, p. 82, 12).

It should be noted that the attitude of Ibn Hanbal and most of his followers towards kalam is
altogether different from that of al-Ghazali. The former was hardened in the crucible of the
mihna which was brought on by kaldm (at least in the eyes of Ibn Hanbal). Al-Ghazzali, by
contrast, simply lost his confidence in the value of speculative theology, partially on theoreti-
cal grounds and partially, no doubt, in reaction to the success of the philosophically elab-
orated religious propaganda of the extreme Shi‘a. Generally speaking, al-Ghazzali seems to
have looked upon kalam as a more purcly rational (more exclusively self-grounding) theo-
logy than it was, or had been, for most of the Ashtrites; having lost confidence in the
demonstrative certainty of human reasoning regarding the basic theological doctrines he had
to give up any notion of the primary value of kalam. Consistently then, he felt that though
incapable of demonstrating the trugh of the basic religious dogmas of Islam, kalam can
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nonetheless demonstrate the error of some counter theses or, at least, the inconclusiveness of
te reasoning used to support them. (Note that within this framework al-Tahafut can only be
considered a kalam work; that philosophers read it and wrote against it does not make it
something it wasn’t originally). Unable to achieve the degree of cognitive certitude ( “ilm
yagin) he desired by rational inference (iktisaban ), he concluded that it has to be attained
without inference as “ilm dariri (sc., kashft).

“Shaykhun dhi... Silmin wa-figh”’; note the multiple connotations of “%ilm’’ and “figh’” in
this context.

Al-Aghani 8 (Beyrouth, 1948), pp. 224f.
‘Abd al-Jabbar, Fadl al-i‘tizal, p. 307, 9-11.
Ibn al-Qifti, Anbah 2, p. 348, 3f.

Kitab al-awsat, in J. van Ess, Frithe mu“tazilische Haresiographie (Beyrouth, 1971), §204. Van
Ess translates ““dannn wiirde sie gesammelt und theoretisch begriindet” (p.116).

Ibn al-Qifti, op. cit. 1, p.250.

Concerning formal disputations see van Ess, “Disputationspraxis in der islamischen Theo-
logie, eine vorliufige Skizze”, REI 44 (1976), pp. 24—60.

In none of these examples does ‘kalam’ or ‘kallama, yatakallamu’ specifically denote or refer
to a discipline, i.e., to that theological discipline which is distinguished from fikh, etc. The
same is true also of the ensuing instances. In (6) and (7) the terms signify the expression of
one’s reflected consideration or view concerning the topic referred to, while (8) and (9),
because of the preposition, signify the urging of a position or doctrine upon those who are
addressed. In (10) “al-kalam’’ signifies speculative discussion, but again does not name, save
by contextual implication or allusion, the discipline of the mutakallimin. In these and similar
cases, thus, ‘al-kalam’ and ‘kallama, yatakallamu’ may be seen as general expressions employed
to designate and describe an acitivity which is carried on in various modes and to various
ends and which, accordingly, may be viewed in diverse ways, depending on the context of
the discourse and the perspective of the primary voice. It is an activity (the activity) which,
in its various modes (reflection, inquiry, exposition, discusssion, debate, dispute or dispu-
tation), 1s characteristic of the larger practice and exercise of “‘the science of kalam,” *al-
nazaru wal-bahthu ani I-din: §1.10). The semantic range of ‘kallama, yatakallamu’ in the
examples we have cited is closely parallel to that of Greek © Swahoyifopar * and similarly the
range of ‘al-kalam’ in these and analogous instances parallels that of ¢ 8iaAoyiopos * as used
in both pagan and in Patristic texts. (Cp. also the occurrences of ¢ 8waloyiopds * in the New
Testament). With this one may also compare the uses of ‘disputatio’ and ‘disputare’ in
medieval Latin where the earlier use is more of reflection or thinking than of disputing over
“quaestiones’’ (see H. de Lubac, Exégese médiévale 1/1, Paris, 1959, pp. 88ff.). Even though “al-
kalam’ has beeen associated with * 81dAe€ig * there is no more probable ground to seck for a
“calque” in the use of ‘kalam’ as the name for Muslim theology than there is to look for
such behind the use of ‘figh’ and ‘nahw’ as the names of disciplines. For other examples of
‘takallama, yatakallamu’, etc., in religious contexts in early Muslim contexts, see J. van Ess,
“The Beginnings of Islamic Theology” in J.E. Murdoch ad E.D. Sylla (eds.), The Cultural
Context of Medieval Learning (Dortrecht, 1975), pp. 87ff. A Pines in his “A Note on an Early
Meaning of the Term Mutakallim”, 10S 1 (1971) pp. 244ff. suggests that in the beginning
the mutakallimin were basically and essentially religious propagandists and public disputants,
the institutional champions of Islam. In this he follows the line laid out by al-Faribi, which,
he suggests, “springs from his knowledge of the history and original nature and function of
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the mutakallimin™ (p.228). Here, however, he seems not only to ignore the self-serving
character of al-Farabi’s construction of the nature and role of kalam within the hierarchy of
disciplines, but also to oversimplify the historical situation, even as it is witnessed in the
sources he cites. Disputations were staged in the Abbasid court and elsewhere (often in the
homes of scholars) on almost all subjects, including grammar; and it was the material subject
to be debated which determined who should participate. That is, before one could rightly
and appropriately be called upon to serve as a participant in a public disputation he had, in
principle at least, to be an expert in the particular subject. Before becoming a disputant in a
theological debate one had first to be a theologian (or at least, presumably, competent in the
subject). Abl Sa‘id al-Sirafi enters the debate with aba Bishr Matta concerning mantiq
precisely because he is an expert in grammar and language, which is what abii Bishr and his
fellow logicians claimed to have surpassing knowledge about. A far better indication of the
nature of kalam and of its function within the historical context, whether seen by its pro-
ponents or by its opponents, is presented in al-Ashri’s al-Hathth than in the writings of al-
Farabi.

Ibn abi Ya‘la, Tabagat 2, pp. 18f.

Ibana, p.27, 3—5: thumma takallama abi ‘Abdillahi musta“ziman lil-shakki fi dhalika.

K. al-Tabaqat al-kabir (ed. E. Sachaw, Leiden, 1917) 1, p. 146, 19. One or the other of these
two is said to have been the first to pledge allegiance to the Prophet at ‘Aqaba prior to the
Hegira; see Ibn Hisham, al-Sira (ed. M. al-Saqa, et al., Cairo, 1355/1936) 2, p. 89

Ibn abi Ya“©la, Tabaqat 2. pp. 33, 4-6.

Ibid., p.19, 17-19; with the expression bidatun wa-dalalah, cp. al-Hathth §1.12 and with
takallama wa-bayyana here cp. al-Hathth §1.21 and 2.314.

One has here, of course, to pay attention to the contextual connotations. The Prophet does
not put forth his own (i.e., private) teaching, but that of God; the Companions, where they
do not cite the Prophet, are understood to speak in conformity with that which they have
learned from the Prophet and thus do not express merely their private views. Ibn Hanbal in
(7) implicitly argues his own view, but again, he would insist, as conforming strictly to that
of the Prophet and the Companions; he does not, that is, claim to go beyond what is given
in the Qur’an and the Sunna. So too, “the learned” of (6) are understood to belong to the
ahl al-hadith. ’

Note that the deictive ‘ha-’ of this form gives it an almost contemptuous resonance in the
context. T—2 here continues the second person address of §2.332 and thereby vitiates so-
mewhat the rhetorical force of the section.

Note the juridical connotations of “hujjah’’ and “burhan’’ here.

That the text is to be understood thus is confirmed by the occurrence of Ibn Hanbal’s name
at the head of the sequence of authorities in T—2's version of §2.323. Cf. also the statement
of al-Barbahari, “We only recognise what has been said by abii ‘Abdallih Ahmad ibn
Hanbal”, cited in Ibn abi Ya‘la 2, p.18, 15.

Note that Ibn Hanbal is cited several times in the first section of al-Ash¢ari’s Ibana and is
thereby recognised as an authority whose teaching is valid. That the tract was not read as an
unqualified condemnation of the tradition and of the traditionists as a whole is apparent from
the occurence of Ibn al-Ukhuwwa, abii I-Ma€li al-Mawsili, Ibn abi I-Husayn al-Rashid al-
‘Attar, and abi 1-Qasim Sahniin in the isnad of F.
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69. Ibn Hanbal’s name does not appear in this list of jurists since he is implictly included in the
“you” of “yalzamukum ’an tahkumii’’. One understands, nonetheless, that if Malik, etc., are
guilty of innovation, then Ibn Hanbal is guilty of analogous innovations in the instances
cited.

70. The copyist has simply repeated the colophons from the exemplars he copied without noting
the date of his own work. That for al-Hathth is, as we noted earlier, Rabi¢ I 677; that for the
preceding tract (Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani’s Buliigh al-maram fi adillat al-ahkam, ending fol. 49r°)
is 1063/1653.

71.  For the remainder of this up to the beginning of the text itself see the Hyderabad edition.
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