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MIDEQ 22 (1994)

“LAM YAZAL” AS A FORMAL TERM

in Muslim Theological Discourse

by
Richard M. FRANK

In his Wasil Ibn Ata” als Prediger und Theologe (Leiden, 1988) H. Daiber makes
a philological comment on one sentence of Wasil’s sermon consideration of
which raises several questions that are of some interest for the usage of two verbs
in the formal lexicon of Muslim theology. The sentence, of which ‘God’ is the
implied subject, reads “kana awwalan lam yazul wa-baqiyan la yazilu” (87v, 19)
and is translated “Er ist zuerst und stets, fortdauernd und unaufhérlich”. The
translation here is plausibly accurate. In the commentary on the text (p. 41, K 35),
however, we are told that /7 yazalu is a “variant for the preceding lam yazal®,
albeit one that is “rarely attested in later Islamic theology.” Exactly what is meant
by this remark is not altogether clear. He fails to cite any example of such a “vari-
ant”, however, and the suggestion is, moreover, philologically and linguistically
problematic. Prima facie, the /m yzl of the manuscript is to be vowelled lam yazul
given the /” yzwl of the ensuing phrase and there is nothing to suggest the con-
trary. Ma zila, la yazalu, moreover, is not employed by itself as a predicate or
adjectival phrase according to the canons of good literary usage (e.g., Sibawayh 1,
p. 21 and al-Mubarrad 3, pp. 97ff. er alibi). We have, then, several questions:
(1) the meanings of zdla, yazilu, zawilan and ma zala, la yazalu and (2) their
use as formal terms in theological texts and particularly that of lam yazal. Follow-
ing a brief look at the use and meanings of zila, yaziilu we shall give special atten-
tion to the grammatical usage of ma zila, li yazdlu in ordinary literary Arabic and
to both the grammar and logic of the formulations in which lam yazal is
employed as a formal expression by the theologians. Several of the theological
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texts in which lam yazal is employed are of sufficient interest to require detailed

examination.

“Zila, yaziilu, zawdlan® is a normal (“complete”) verb meaning “to depart, to
leave, to go away” (cf., e.g., 7aj al-lugha, Magayis, and Lisin al-"arab, s.v.) and is
defined as equivalent to ‘to move’ (‘az-zawal’ = ‘al-harakah’ and “at-tasarruf”:
Munsif 2, p. 22). Accordingly it is sometimes used by the theologians to define “a/-
harakah, al-taharruk’ (movement, to be in motion)'. Though semantically related
to “zdla, yaziilu, zawdlan’, the morphologically stative “zdla, ziltu, yazilu’ is held by
a number of authorities to be formed not on a root ZWZ but rather on ZYZ>. It is
never used without the negative (Sharh al-Kitib 1, fol. 134v) and, like “kana,
yakinu’, is described by the grammarians of the Basrian tradition as an “incom-
plete verb” (fi"lun ndiqis) or an “adverbial verb” (fi'lu “ibarah). That is to say,
whereas “zdla, yazilu, zawilan® can stand alone as the predicate of a subject noun,
‘md zdila, ld yazalu’ requires both a subject (nominative) and a predicate
(accusative) if the sentence is to be complete and for this reason is described by
some as being not a verb (/7)) in the proper sense of the term, but rather a kind of
particle (harf) that has the morphology of a verb’. Some may take exception to this
description of the verb as a particle, but the conception is certainly not inappro-
priate. Moreover, unlike some of the other verbs that are similarly employed, ‘ma
zdla, ld yazdlu® does not occur in ordinary classical Arabic, as a normal, “complete”
verb, either with or without the negative. And, significantly, it has no masdar or
nomen actionis. That is to say, in its normal and proper use ‘ma zdla’ cannot be
analytically transformed into a phrase of the form “mai waqa‘a minhu z...", as “ma
gama’ (did not arise) may be analysed as “ma waqa‘a minhu giyamun® (an arising
did not take place on his part)*. It is true that “ma bariha, la yabrahu® occurs some-
times as equivalent to “md zdila, ld yazilu® (e.g., Q 20,91) and the latter, as the more
common expression, may be used to define it in this use’, but it remains that
“bariha, yabrahw’, unlike ‘zila, yazilu’, occurs commonly and most often as a
“complete verb” meaning to depart, leave, quit (= ‘zdla, yazilu’, e.g., “bariha
makanahi’ = “zdla “an makanibhi’: Taj al-lugha and Lisan al-‘arab, s.v.). Thus, for
example, in The Theology of Aristotle, “fa-dhailika l-jawharu sikinun fi I-"dlami I-
‘aqliyyi thabitun fihi da’imun li yazilu ‘anhii wa-la yasluku ila mawdi‘in akhar’
(dwells in the intelligible world... neither departing from it nor entering into any
other place)®. The two verbs occur together in Abi Yazid al-Bistami’s statement,
“la yazalu [-"abdu “arifan ma dama jihilan fa-idha zdla ‘an jahlihi zdlat
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ma rifatubi” (the servant continues to know so long as he remains unknowing, but
when he leaves his unknowing his knowing departs: p. 118, 9f.)

Contextually, “zila, yazilu® frequently has the sense “to go away altogether.” Thus
we read, for example,

fa-la tab'adan “inna l-maniyyata maw‘idun
wa-kullu mri’in yawman bihi l-hilu za’ili

i.e., “...shall one day carry him clean away”. It often has thus the sense “to vanish
completely” and sometimes, then, by implication that of “to perish, cease to exist”
and is so used occasionally in the language of the theologians. For example, “...fz-
wasafa d-dunya min haythu annahi kanat dira zawdlin wa-ntigalin bi-kawniha
‘aradan...” (...and he described this world, in that it is a place of passing away and
of transit, as an accident)®. So too of an accident which is supplanted by its contrary,
it is said that since it can neither remain where it is nor be transferred to another sub-
ject, then it must be the case “that it simply vanishes and no longer exists” (an yakina
zd’ilan muntafiyan)®. The verb may accordingly be contextually juxtaposed to
“hasala, yahsulu, husilan® (to come to be, become actual, have actuality) as its con-
trary (e.g., Mughni 6/1, p. 123, 14f.). Al-Jubba’i says that he employs a given formula-
tion “hattd yazila l-iham” (in order that there be no ambiguity: Magadlat, p. 507, 7).
Thus one speaks of something’s happening or not happening “in the absence of
impediments” (wal-mawaini'u zd’ilah and idha zilati I-mawani®: Mughni 9, pp. 134,
15 and 136, 20). Again, “fa-in hakamiu bi-qidamihai stahila zawdluha fa-inna l-qadima
la yu'damu ttifagan” (if they hold that [the impediments to its activity] are eternal,
then it is impossible that they cease to exist, for the eternal is never non-existent, as
is universally recognised: Shamil, p. 235, 7f.). Thus it may have the sense of “not to
be the case”, as, for example, where "Abd al-Jabbar, discussing the agent’s awareness
and intent as conditions of the ethical qualification of his act as good or bad, says,
“...wa-fagdu I-"ilmi qad yu'aththiru fi zawdli dhailika” (...and the lack of cognitive
awareness sometimes has the effect that this is not the case: Mughni 8, p. 15, 10f.).
The “zawal’ here is equivalent to ‘al-intifa”’, which in the formal lexicon of the Bas-
rian Mu'tazila is used of the absence, non-actuality, non-presence of anything, not to
“al-“adam’, which they employ only of the non-existence of beings that are held to be
entities in the strict sense. So also Aba Ishaq al-Isfara’ini speaks in SIV, 42 of his
Agidah of “the proof that no argument exists against God concerning what He does”
(al-dalilu “ald zawali I-i"tiradi “ald llihi...), i.c., there exists no ground on which the
rightness of His action can be challenged. Similarly in a grammatical context Ibn as-
Sarraj says (Usil 1, p. 77, 6f.) that when the verb is passive its object “is nominative
simply because the agent is not there (zdla /-fi'il) [i.e., is not expressed] and [the
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object] takes its place”. Ziyad (d. 57/676) is quoted (Bayan 2, p. 62, 9t as saying,
“wa-lam tasma'i ma a‘adda lihu mina th-thawabi l-karimi li-abli t-td‘ati... fi z-
zamani s-sarmadi l-ladhi la yazil® (...in time eternal that will not end). Daiber’s
understanding of the verb in his rendering of “kina awwalan lam yazul wa-bagiyan
[a yazilu” is thus basically correct, as in the literary context of Wasil’s sermon, the
sentence will mean something like “has been from the beginning, ever there and shall

remain, forever present’.

With ‘ma zila, la yazalu’ the matter is quite different and rather more complex. It
is commonly said in European grammars and dictionaries of Arabic to be equivalent
to ‘has not ceased, does not/will not cease’. In English “does not cease” most often
stands as an element in a verbal phrase in which it has a complement (or comment),
explicit or implicit, and to this extent is analogous to “md zila’. How it may be gram-
matically analogous to “ma zdla’, however, is not immediately clear. The latter, as we
noted, is classed by the Arab grammarians in their formal analysis of its use in ordi-
nary language, as one of a number of verbs that are employed as syncategorematic
expressions that may be added to a simple predicative sentence (tadkbulu ‘alayhi) in
order to qualify the statement temporally. Semantically it has thus the sense of an
adverb, ‘constantly/always’, though marked also for time, past or present/future. In
English if we say °S was perpetually P* or °S is forever P°, the adverb may be heard as
a qualifier of the copula, "was™ or “is”. It expresses, that is, a feature or aspect of how
P is true of S. The copula, e.g., English “is” or Greek "¢67i’, is not properly an ele-
ment of P and may not itself alone properly serve as a predicate (as a “complete
verb”, to use the expression of the Arab grammarians). It neither names nor
describes, but expresses rather the joining-in-separation that is the articulation of a
meaning concerning something, the linking of what is meant to that of which it is
meant'®. Contextually the copula may stand in lieu of and point to an implied pred-
icate, but it is not itself a predicate. ‘Is” as formally and properly speaking a complete
predicate is a creation of philosophic reflection and belongs to the language of meta-
physical discourse. The Arabic predicational sentence {SP}, in its most basic form,
has no copula, no linguistic sign whose sole or primary function is to link subject
and predicate as such or to indicate the predicate. In its most basic form it consists
simply of a noun subject and a nominal or adjectival predicate without any tempo-
ral specification other than that which may be indicated by the context, e.g, “Zaydun
akhiika” (Zayd [is/was] your brother) or “Amrun muntaliqun® ("Amr [is/was] leaving).
That is to say, the bond or link between the subject and predicate of the basic sen-
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tence to which “kana’ or ‘ma zala’ is added, e.g., "Zaydun mutakallimun® (Zayd is
speaking/speaks), is present only intentionally; it is intended and recognised, is
implicit in the words that make up the sentence, complete or incomplete (indicated
often, for example, by the definition of the subject and the indefinition of the pred-
icate) and is understood, but is not expressed". The terms of the predicational sen-
tence (the “nominal sentence” in the terminology of the grammarians) may be
emphasised as such (as subject and predicate) and so marked, for example, by
“inna... la-..." or “ammi... fa-...", but the language has no element whose occur-
rence is normally to be expected in ordinary predicational sentences with the role of
the copula. (That some form of “kdana, yakinu’ is required in certain subordinate
clauses is a different matter). The discussion by the Arab grammarians concerning
the grammatical syntax of subject and predicate in the simple predicational sentence
and their analysis of the use of verbs such as “k@na’ and “ma zala’ is interesting pre-
cisely because they knew no copula and it is therefore assumed neither thematically
nor non-thematically”. It is of interest for our present considerations, moreover,
because (a) they described what they heard as they heard it and were remarkably
insightful in their description and analysis of the language and (b), especially for our
present context, because it was their rules and analyses that the theologians, the usage
and lexicon of whose texts we are concerned with, regularly followed in the formula-
tion and analysis of their thought.

To return to our original question, the “ma zala’, as its use in ordinary classical
Arabic is explained by the grammarians, might be described as a kind of copulative
qualifier, since it requires both a subject noun and a predicate (ismun wa-khabar)
and determines their inflection and so functions to qualify the intended linkage or
joining of the subject and predicate as distinct terms. Preceding, thus, it qualifies
the proposition as such, by position as well as by its grammatical function.
Although grammatically a kind of qualifier that is added to the basic proposition,
it is by no means semantically neutral or empty. The traditional analysis is logically
precise. The basic proposition is of the form x(Fx), as we noted earlier, and “/am
yazal, like “kana’, is introduced to indicate the time at which or within which the
predicate is asserted to be true of the subject. This is the traditional analysis and
from a logical standpoint it is significant”. Since it qualifies the proposition, it is
not itself properly to be understood as a predicate. It expresses, that is, how the ref-
erent of the subject presents itself to the speaker (or how he wishes to portray it)
as being such as described by the predicate. If “ma zila, ld yazilu” were employed
grammatically as a “complete verb” — a predicate properly speaking — then what
follows it would not be the predicate of the sentence, but merely the complement
of the primary predicate term (a “circumstantial element” — /a/ — in the termi-
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nology of the Arab grammarians), such as ‘na’iman’ in “Zaydun fi d-dari na’iman’
(Zayd is in the house, asleep) as distinguished from na’imun’ in “Zaydun fi d-dari
na’imun’ (Zayd is sleeping, in the house). The sentence remains a complete and
meaningful sentence and the primary assertion remains intact when the comple-
ment to the predicate is omitted, but if the predicate is omitted there is no sen-
tence any more't.

The “incompleteness” of “ma zila’, that in its normal use it is not a predicate but
functions rather as a kind of adverbial copula — is clear in a sentence such as:

waqafiu “ald rab’in li-Mayyata naqati
Jfa-ma ziltu abki ‘indahi wa-ukhatibuh®

ie., “...and I wept continuously there as I spoke to it” or in
ald ya slami ya dira Mayyin “ali l-bala
wa-ld zila munhallan bi-jar‘@’iki l-qatri*®

i.e., “...may the rain ever fall copiously on your barren soil.”
And so too one finds the verb used with the rare and probably archaic negative in the
verses of Tariq b. Uthal,

md’in yazdlu bi-Baghdadin yuziahimuna
‘ala I-baradhini amthilu l-baradhini

a‘tahumu llahu aqdaran wa-manzilatan
mina l-mulitki bi-ld “aqlin wa-la dini

(In Baghdad we are constantly beset by the likes of jades mounted on jades...).

Sometimes there may be an elipsis of the predicate, but it is always to be under-
stood; e.g., “...qdla sum mina sh-shahri thalathata ayyam; qila utiqu akthara min
dhdlika fa-ma zdla battd qdla sum yawman wa-aftir...”", which we should translate
"...and he, went on until he, said...", where “saying the same thing’ is understood as
the implied complement of “went on’. So also, for example, in another verse of Dha
r-Rumma,

idha qultu aslii “anki ya Mayyu lam yazal

maballun li-da’i min diyariki nakisi®.

One might well, and appropriately, render this “...one of the places you have
camped is always there to renew my malady,” but the seemingly neutral ‘there’ of the
English sentence supplies, in fact, the unexpressed predicate of the Arabic verse
(“...one of the places you have encamped which renews my malady is always”). One
understands the line immediately, and if asked would supply something like “gabli
(before me) or its equivalent as the implied predicate; thus “ever <in my path lies>
one of the places...”.
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By the middle of the third/ninth century “lam yazal with a term referring to God
as the subject is commonly used by the theologians as a formal expression meaning
“eternally/from eternity...” and with it "/ yazdlu’ in the sense “cternally/unto eter-
nity”, as in the statement of Abu Sa‘id ad-Darimi (d. 282/895), “inna llaha lam yazal
“dliman bi-khalgihim wa-a'malihim gabla an yakhlugahum wa-la yazdlu bihim “ali-
man...” (God knows their being created and their actions from eternity before He
created them and knows them for eternity to come)®. It is employed, e.g., by al-
Nazzam (d. ca. 230/835), Ibn Kullab (d. 240/854), Ahmad b. Hanbal (d. 241/855), and
‘Abbad b. Sulayman (d. 250/864) and by the philosopher, al-Kindi (d. 257/870)*.

The formal sense of the expression has its origin in that of ordinary literary Ara-
bic where “lam yazal sometimes means “had/has always been...”, as where al-Hasan
al-Basri (d. 110/728) writes to “‘Umar b. "Abd al-"Aziz saying, “fa-ka'annaka bid-dunyi
lam takun wa-ka annaka bil-dkhirati lam tazal” (it is as if you had never been in this
world and as if you had always been in the next: Bayin 2, 70, 10f. = 3, pp. 138f.). Sim-
ilarly, Ibrahim al-Mawsili says concerning several songs which he claimed to have
heard but once, “idha hiya rasikhatun fi sadri ka’annaha lam tazal’ (to my surprise
they were thoroughly fixed in my mind, as if they had always been there)?*. No pred-
icate is expressed for “lam yazal here in the Arabic sentence, since it is the same as
that of the principal statement and so is unambiguously implied. The same use is
found in the Theology of Aristotle (p.140, 15), where we read “fa-in kana fi'lu I-fa'ili I-
awwali hasanan fa’innahu lam yazal hasanan li'annabu...” (..., then it has forever
been beautiful, because...)”. It is uncertain, however, whether the expression has
become already a full fledged technical term where “Umar b. ‘Abd al-"Aziz (d.
101/720) speaks of the ignorance of those who think that God’s knowledge came to
be after creation (inna I-‘ilma kana ba‘da l-khalg) and says, “bal lam yazali llihu
wahdahu bi-kulli shay’in shahidan” (van Ess, Anfiinge, p. 46, 8).

The formal sense of the expression is clearly presented in al-Ash‘ari’s account of
al-Jubba'i’s (d. 303/915) usage of “di’im’ (Magalat, p. 529, 74f.) where he cites him as
saying that in describing God one does not use “da imun li yafni’ as a predicate with
“lam yazal but rather with the future, /2 yazalu’, but does allow “lam yazal da’iman
la ila awwalin lahw (has existed continuously from eternity without any beginning)
as a predicate of God and also “lam yazal da’ima l-wujid’. The formal structure of
the latter predicate should be noted: though this is perhaps the more common way
of expressing predicates of this sort, its basic or primary structure and meaning is
expressed in the form “lam yazal da’iman wujadubu’ (cf., e.g., Sibawayh 1, pp. 99f.,
al-Mubarrad 4, p. 158, Usiil 1, p. 132, and Sharh al-Kitib, foll. 159r and 159v.) the sense,
thus, is “from eternity his existence perdures”. Grammatically, however, “da’iman’
describes (is predicated of) “wujiaduhu’ and the whole phrase is the predicate of “/am
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yazal'. Howbeit the grammarians understand “md zdla” to be a syncategorematic par-
ticle, formally a part neither of the subject nor the predicate, for the theologians it is
a distinct element of the predicate and, as we shall see, many of them will conse-
quently not hesitate to employ “Jam yazal alone as a complete predicate or as a dis-
tinct and separate element in a compound predicate. Al-Jubba't was very interested
in language and in the precise meaning and extension of expressions employed as for-
mal predicates and insisted, as did also his son, Aba Hashim, on grammatical cor-
rectness, including the use of “lam yazal’ always with a predicate*. It is nonetheless
true that for them too it is understood semantically as a distinct formal element of
the predicate, i.e., as a formal qualifier of the term which stands grammatically as its
predicate. The theologians cast virtually all formal statements about God in such a
way that “lam yazal (or “ld yazalu’) stands grammatically as an element of the pred-
icate. That is, the word which designates God as the principal subject of the sentence
stands first as mubtada’ or ismu inna and “lam yazal introduces the predicate which
is said of God (ma wusifa bihi). This may be masked to a certain extent, since in the
texts the formal statement is almost inevitably introduced by ‘we/they say” or the
like, which requires a following “inna” or “anna’ and therefore an initial noun for the
statment of the formal proposition, but the intention is clear enough. That is to say,
“Allah is to be understood as ismu inna, ‘inna’ being inceptive, not equivalent to
“that’. We have now to examine a number of examples that illustrate the theologians’
use of “/am yazal and its derivatives.

In a dialogue composed by Ibn Hanbal as one between his followers and those of
Jahm b. Safwan, for example, a part of the exchange runs as follows*:

1. We [i.e., the Hanbalites] say “from eternity God speaks when He wills™ (inna llaha
lam yazal mutakalliman idha sha'a); we do not say "He was but did not speak until
He created [his] speaking’ nor do we say “He did not know until He had created
a cognition and knew’ nor do we say "He was and had no power until He had cre-
ated Himself a power” nor do we say ‘he was but had no light until He created
Himself a light...” (innahi. kina wa-la yatakallamu patta khalaqa l-kalama wa-la
naqilu innahu kana la ya'lamu hattd khalaqa ‘ilman fa-"alima wa-la naqilu innahu
qad kana wa-la qudrata lahi pattid khalaga li-nafsihi qudratan wa-la naqilu innahi
qad kina wa-la nira lahu hatta khalaga li-nafsihi niran. ..)*.

2. When we described [how we understand] these attributes, the followers of Jahm
said, “If you people assert that “God together with His light” and “God together
with His power’ (anna llaha wa-nirahu wa-lliha wa-qudratahii) and ‘God
together with His majesty’, then you have taken the position of the Christians
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when they assert that ‘God from eternity together with His light” and “[God] from
eternity together with His power™ (anna lliha lam yazal wa-nirahu wa-lam yazal

wa-qudratahu)™ .

(%)

. We reply: we do not say “God from eternity together with His power” and “God
from eternity together with His light™ rather we say “He exists from eternity in
His power and His light” (lam yazal bi-qudratihi wa-niiribi)’; no when is posited

nor is any how posited.

The issue here is what is asserted and implied in predicating attributes of God that
do not, according to Ibn Hanbal at least, refer either explicitly or implicitly to the
existence or coming to be of any created entity. Like his opponents, Ibn Hanbal holds
that the affirmation of such predicates implies the actuality of a referent: there must
be something that qualifies or is related to the primary subject (to God here) and
which in the examples given is properly speaking described as a speaking, a cognition,
power, light, etc. The question, therefore, concerns specifically the status of these
attributes (the implied referents of the descriptive terms predicated of God), sc., their
relation to God’s essence (his “self™: nafsuhu) and to the temporal coming to be of
created beings. Characteristically, Ibn Hanbal will not offer a theoretical analysis of
the terms and the issues, but rather insists only that neither does his understanding of
the terms entail nor do his formulations imply what the followers of Jahm claim to
conclude from them. In the first section here he insists on the antecedence of these
attributes to any act of creation on God’s part; he gives first a formulation concerning
God’s “speaking” employing “lam yazal in the usual way with “mutakalliman’ as pred-
icate and then spells out what he intends with this and several other eternal attributes
of God. The introduction of “when he wills” in the formula concerning God’s speak-
ing is curious, to say the least. What exactly he means to say or to imply is quite
unclear, as we have no adequate context within which to interpret it, but that a time
or temporal moment (a “when”) is not implied is made explicit in the final assertion
of the third section”. In explaining how he understands the implication of the “/am
yazal in his dogmatic formulation Ibn Hanbal thus in (1) explicicly denies any tem-
poral relationship of priority and posteriority between God and His speaking, God
and His knowledge, God and His power, etc., as he presents a series of statements in
which such a temporal relationship is asserted for each predicate and denies each in
turn. Time is identified (associated with) created beings and their comings to be —
with the world — and not with God’s being.

In response, the Jahmite opponent (2) begins by presenting a series of compound
subjects of which the first is God and the second refers to one of what the Hanbalites
consider His eternal attributes, but without offering any predicate for them. Since,
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however, the Hanbalite will allow no predicate that implies a temporal beginning or
contingency to be said of any of the attributes mentioned, the Jahmite draws the
conclusion that if [God’s] power’ and ‘[God’s] light” share a common predicate with
‘God’, then the Hanbalites must allow that this predicate is to be qualified by “/am
yazal', and this, he states, is to assert a Christian thesis, viz., that there are beings,
other than God, e.g., His light and His power, whose being is coéternal with that of
God and which must therefore, according to their analysis, be unoriginated and
underived and so, identical to that of God*. When, then, he adds the “lam yazal,
“Allah’ is formally retained as the logical subject of the primary proposition, while
the two are joined in the predicate term as a compound “second subject”: ‘it is the
case with God that from eternity He along with His power are...”. This formulation
might be construed as chosen especially to reflect the polemical intent of the objec-
tion, since it could be read as implying “associates” (shuraka’) of a sort, but the form
more likely was chosen as the easier, i.e., most usual and less awkward, mode of
expression. “Wa-qudratahu’ and “wa-nitrahu’ are most easily read as phrases with al-
wawu [-ma‘iyyah (thus, “along with”, “together with”). One might, however, read
‘wa-qudratubu’ and “wa-nurihy’, taking “power’ and ‘light” as second subjects coor-
dinated to the pronominal prefix of “lam yazal’, though some grammarians consider
this to be poor, even if allowable, usage (e.g., Sibawayh 1, p. 150 and Usiel 1, p. 210).
On the other hand, one could read the “lam yazal of the phrases “inna liaha lam
yazal wa-qudratahu’”, etc., in (2) and (3) as a “complete verb” and so render “God
together with His power exists from eternity” (or alternatively, with ‘wa-qudratubu’,
“God exists from eternity and His power too”). This would suit the sense of the
argument well enough and would, in fact, make the point even more explicitly.
Given, however, the initial presentation of isolated subjects (inna laha wa-nirahi,
etc.) prior to the introduction of “lam yazal in (2), it would seem more plausible that
the formal predicates are still omitted after its introduction. Finally, one might wish
to read the phrases “wa-qudratahw’ and “wa-niirahu’ as predicates for “lam yazal', but
this would seem most unlikely as phrases with al-waw al-ma‘iyyah are employed
together with a verb or some other kind of predicate (cf., e.g., Usit/ 1, pp. 209ff. and
Ibn Ya'ish 2, pp. 48f.).

In reply (3), Ibn Hanbal refuses to make these nouns subjects along side “God” for
a predication qualified by “/am yazal. Being is not said univocally of God and of His
attributes, wherefore “God” and a noun referring to one of His attributes may not
properly be conjoined as subject of one and the same predicate. One does not say
‘God from eternity together with His power’, but rather “God exists from eternity in
His power’, etc. Ibn Hanbal closes by saying that no reference is implied to any
moment of the time of the created universe nor are the terms “power’ and ‘light” to be
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taken as synonymous with any sense they may have when said of creatures'. Though
Ibn Hanbal’s distaste for formally theoretical theology (kalim) is notorious, the pre-
sent passage is nonetheless characteristic of the formal precision of his thinking.

We find a somewhat analogous discussion cited from “Abbad b. Sulayman, a con-
temporary of Ibn Hanbal, in al-Ash"ari’s Magalat (pp. 49stt.) in which “lam yazal is
clearly employed as a complete predicate. Just as ‘is” becomes a formally complete pred-
icate and a subject of theoretical inquiry in metaphysical discourse, so “lam yazal
becomes a formally complete predicate in Muslim theology. Here, as in the passage of
Ibn Hanbal’s Radd, the question is that of which predicates may be said to be eternally
true of God and which not. “"Abbad said that from eternity God knows and has power
and lives (inna liha lam yazal “dliman gadiran hayyan) and that from eternity He
knows particular objects ... and from eternity knows beings and atoms and accidents
and [human] actions” (lam yazal “aliman bi-ashyd a wa-jawihira wa-a‘radin wa-af al)*.
He denied, however, that from eternity God knows created beings as such (lam yazal
‘aliman bil-makbliqati wa-bil-ajsami wa-bil-mu’allafar). Here (p. 495, oft.) “lam yazal
is used normally, with a predicate. In what follows (p. 497, 4-9), however, the expres-
sion is isolated and treated as a distinct and formally complete predicate.

He said, “The past eternal is eternal a parte ante in the strict lexical sense, because (1.1)
whatever is eternal « parte ante is past-eternal and (1.2) the past-eternal is eternal a parte
ante. Of the Creator, however, one does not say (2) knows and has the power to act’
in the strict lexical sense, since this would imply that there is none who knows and has
power except Him’. Neither would he say (3.1) “from eternity the Creator hears and
sees” nor (3.2) “the one who hears and who sees is eternal 2 parte ante’, though he

would say (4.1) “God, Who hears and sees, is eternal « parte ante’ and (4.2) “God hears
and sees and is eternal a parte ante’”.

In contrast to the text of Ibn Hanbal, the question here is not that of how being is
said of God’s essential attributes as such, but rather of the temporal relationships that
may be implied in the affirmation of predicates which assert the reality of God’s being
and of His essential attributes. In order to show exactly what distinctions “Abbad made
and to illustrate how he formulated them, al-Ash‘ari presents six propositions:

L1 md lam yazal qadimun

1.2 al-qadimu lam yazal

2. al-bari’u “dlimun qddirun

3.1 inna llaha lam yazal sami‘an basiran
3.2 lam yazali s-sami‘u l-basiru

4.1 inna liaha s-sami’a l-basira lam yazal
4.2 inna lldha sami‘un basirun lam yazal
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(1.1) and (1.2) are presented in order to fix the formal meaning of “lam yazal'; (1.2)
is the converse of (1.1) and since both propositions are true, ‘gadim’ and “lam yazal
are synomymous (cf. also p. 183, 14f)¥; the latter is clearly a complete predicate:
“when said of God “innabu lam yazal is identical in meaning with “innahu qadim®
(p. 180, 6f. = p. 517, 12)”. In the formal lexicon of theology, moreover, they are used
properly and exclusively of God’s essence’* and so are employed univocally. This is
what he means by f7 pagigati l-qiyis’ (in the strict lexical sense). The phrase is inter-
esting, as it may indicate that “Abbad does not consider the expression as used in this
formal meaning to be one that was coined as an element of a formal language
(istilah), even if, in his usage, it does sometimes violate the usual canons of grammar.

(2) is also true of God, but “‘@limun qadir’ but is not said univocally of God and
of human beings. In its strict lexical sense (fi hagiqati -qiyas) is said of men. Were
‘knows and has the power to act” said most strictly and properly of the creator, it
could not be said of human agents. "Lam yazal “dliman qdadiran’ is correctly and
uniquely predicated of God (p. 495, 9f.), however, since it contains the qualification,
“lam yazal and is therefore uniquely true of God¥. The use here of “al-bari’” (="al-
khaliq’; cf. p. 539, 10) as the subject term in (2) may be significant, but the matter is
not clear. “Al-bari’” is one of the expressions most commonly employed by the the-
ologians to designate God as the subject of a proposition. Here, however, where the
context concerns the temporal implication of predicates said of God and how certain
expressions are validly used and correctly to be understood, its use stands in conspic-
uous contrast to that of “A/lih” in (3)-(4). Nouns and nominal phrases employed as
the subject of simple predications are understood by the grammarians simply as des-
ignators of their referents. They are not, that is to say, held formally to assert a
description of the referent®. As we shall see in our examination of (3.2) and (4.1),
however, “Abbad does take the primary subject term to be descriptive of the referent
as described by the predicate. Accordingly, therefore, even though he would, for
obvious reasons, disallow “Allahu “dlimun qgidirun fi haqiqati l-giyas’, the use of “al-
bari’” instead of “Allah’ in (2) would seem to be intentional. Since, that is, “a/-bari>",
when used as a predicate of God, implies the actual existence of the world, “knows
and has the power to act” in (2) is asserted as true within the temporal framework of
the existence of created knowers and agents (and it is for this reason that “lam yazal
is not introduced). Even within this framework ““@limun qadir’ is not said univocally
of God.

"Abbad is especially concerned about the conceptual distinctness of his terms and
the logical exactness of his formulations. He holds that God’s being transcends time
absolutely: “He will not say ‘the Creator is temporally prior to beings’ (gabla I-
ashya’) nor will he say "He is the first of beings’ (huwa awwalu l-ashya’) nor will he
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say ‘beings came to be after Him’ (inna l-ashya’a kinat ba‘dahiz)” (p. 496, 12£)77.
Accordingly it is true to say “from eternity God knows the intelligible objects of his
knowledge’ (a/-ma‘limat) and also to say “from eternity He knows creation” (al-
khalg), i.e., He knows the act of creating that is His to do*. It is not true, however,
according to “Abbad’s analysis (p. 459, 11f.; cp. p. 159, 2ff.), to say “from eternity God
knows created beings and bodies and composite entities’ (inna liha lam yazal “ali-
man bil-makhliigati wal-ajsami wal-muallafit), since “makhligar’ implies the present
actuality of things that have been created, wherefore there would be an inconsistency
in the predicate; and so too with “bodies™ and other ‘composite beings’. That is, to
qualify the relation between the subject, "He™ (referring to God) and the predicate
knows [actually] created beings’ by “lam yazal is to make a self-contradictory state-
ment (cf,, e.g., p. 159, 9ff.). So also, it is true to say ‘in His eternity God knows the
classes of primary entities” (al-ajnds), i.e., the possibles as kinds or classes of things
instances of which might or will eventually come to exist* but not that from eternity
He knows particular created entities in the actual present of their contingencies.
‘Abbad says, thus, that God knows beings and atoms and accidents and colors as
such — i.e., as classes — but will not say that He knows bodies, since bodies do not
constitute a class of primary entities but are actual composite instances of particular
atoms and accidents (pp. 158f. and 495f.).

Accordingly, then, ““@limun qadir’, qualified by “lam yazal', is true of God, since
“from eternity knows and has the power to act’ does not alone and of itself imply
that there exists or has existed any temporally contingent entity or event which is the
object either of the knowledge or of the power of the agent of whom the predicate is
affirmed. This is not the case, however, with ‘hears and sees’. Of (3) and (4), then,
“Abbad says that (3.1) and (3.2) are false while (4.1) and (4.2) are true. He has already
stated that as a descriptive predicate, ‘qadim’ is synonymous with “lam yazal and
both are said properly and univocally of God. (3.1), however, asserts that ‘hears and
sees” is eternally true of God, but this must be false, since in order for “hears and sees’
to be true of a subject there must exist something audible that is actually heard and
something visible that is actually seen*. Contingent entities, however, cannot have
existed from eternity.

With (3.2) we have formally an altogether different situation. The sentence is not
a simple predication of the basic form — a noun subject with its predicate following
(mubtada’ and khabar / ism and hadith) — but a “verbal sentence” in which the “lzm
yazal is a “complete verb” standing as the predicate. The analytic transform of this
sentence is “al-ladhi lam yazal huwa s-sami‘u l-basir’: it is he who hears and sees who
exists from eternity*. For "Abbad, “as-sami‘u l-basir’ describes the subject as it is the
subject of the particular predicate and he therefore takes the sentence to imply that
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from eternity God hears and sees and consequently to imply that audible and visible
entities must have existed from eternity, which is false.

The intentional differences implied in the sentence forms becomes apparent when
we look at (4.1) where “lam yazal’ is employed again as a “complete verb” but this
time standing alone as the predicate of an initially positioned nominal subject. Here
“as-sami‘u l-basir’, because it is in apposition to “Alldh’, is a secondary element of the
subject term and so is not formally descriptive of the subject as described by the
predicate. Accordingly, “Abbad holds (4.1) to be true: it is the case with God, Who
[presently] hears and [presently] sees, that He has existed from eternity.

In (4.2), finally, the “/am yazal is again used as a “complete verb”, here standing as
one of three distinct predicate terms: it is true of God that He [now] hears and [now]
sees and that He exists from eternity. Since “lam yazal’ does not qualify the subject as
described by the other two predicate terms, ‘hears” and “sees’, the proposition is both
consistent and coherent with the facts according to “Abbad’s analysis.

We have also to look at a curious set of statements that al-Ash‘ari reports of as-
Salihi (a contemporary of al-Khayyar who died ca. 300/913) concerning the relation-
ship of God’s eternal knowledge to created entities as such and as belonging to and
constituting classes of beings that come to be at given moments within the temporal
framework of the world. Specifically they address the question of how one speaks of
the temporal relationships that may be implied when knows’ is said of God with
respect to the being and the characteristics of temporally created entities and, con-
comitantly, how they are described as objects of God’s eternal knowledge. The state-
ments reported appear somewhat bizarre and even confusing, at least on first reading.
They are very interesting, however, in that they manifest a keen sense of a problem —
of a crucial aspect of the general question of the relation of the eternal to the tempo-
ral — that came soon to be neglected by Muslim theologians as it was covered over by
scholastic formulations which were directed primarily to other facets of the broader
question®.

As-Salihi, it seems, allowed no positive predicates of what is not actually existent
and none therefore of temporally contingent beings save as and when they actually
exist. He held that other than what actually exists there is no object of cognition and
so would not describe things that are non-existent, possible beings as objects of cog-
nition (yaqilu la ma'lima illa mawjiadun wa-la yusammi l-ma‘dimaiti ma‘lamat
Magalat, p. 158, 13f; cp. sor, 1if.). Similarly, “he did not predicate “is an object of the
power to act” (maqdir) of anything that has not actually come to be” (/2 yusammi ma
lam yakun magdiran: p. 158, 14; cp. so1, 12), but “did assert that it is an existent
object of the power to act at the moment it comes to be” (kdna yuthbituhu maqdi-
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ran mawjidan fi hali kawnihi: p. 502, 4f.). Thus also “he said that beings (al-ashya’)
are beings only when they actually exist and he would not term them ‘beings” when
they do not exist” (p. 158, 14f. and cp. p. so1, 12). Al-Ash’ari quotes him then as mak-
ing a set of statements concerning God’s being as related to the temporally contin-
gent objects of His knowledge and His power, sentences which display for us once
again the care for logical precision and consistency that is characteristic of the
mutakalliman. Dividing the several sentences presented by al-Ash‘ari as they state
distinct propositions and ordering them in two topical groups, we read

L1 inna llaha lam yazal “dliman bil-ashya’i fi awqatiha
(From eternity God knows beings in their times: p. 158, 11f.).

1.2 inna lldha lam yazal ya'lamu mawjidan fi waqti kadha
(from eternity God knows any given existent in the given time: p. 501, 10).

1.3 inna l-bari‘a lam yazal “dliman bi-ma‘lamatin wa-ajsamin mu allafatin wa-
makhlagatin fi awqatiha
(the Creator knows from eternity objects of cognition and bodies and cre-
ated beings in their times: p. sor, 9f.)

1.4 inna lldha lam yazal “dliman bil-ajsami fi awqatiha wa-bil-makbliqgati fi
awqatiha
(from eternity God knows bodies in their times and created beings in their
times: p. 158, 12f; cp. p. sor, 9f.).

2.1 inna llaha lam yazal “dliman anna l-ashyd’'a sa-takinu fi awqatiha
(from eternity God knows that beings shall come to be in their times:
p- 158,12).

2.2 inna llaha lam yazal “dliman bi-an idha kana waqtu kadha fal-makbliqu
makhliaqun fihi
(from eternity God knows that when a particular moment occurs the crea-
ture is created in it: p. sor, 10f.).

One recalls here Sibawayh’s definition of “shay’” (1, p. 7: kullu ma ukhbira “anhi)
as extended by al-Zajjaj (d. 311/923): kullu ma'lamin huwa shay’ (Ma yansarif wa-ma
la yansarif, p. 3)¥. Within the context, thus, the series of statements cited by al-
Ash‘ari should be read as analyses of the Koranic “bi-kulli shay’in “alim’ under the
assumption (a) that when predicated of God *knows is to be qualified by “lam yazal’
even though it is also true (b) that only the actually existent is an object of cognition
(ma'lizm) and that accordingly “shay’” can be predicated only of something that is an
object of cognition*.

(1.1) is a general statement of the matter, which is recast, specified and nuanced by
the addition of (1.2). The same basic proposition is restated then in (1.3) and (1.4)
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with explicit note of the members of the principal subclasses of beings as they actu-
ally exist. Since “knows’ is predicated of God as from eternity and such names of
classes are positive descriptions of their members, the qualification ‘in their times’
(i.e., as at the times they actually exist) has to be added in each case in order for the
proposition to be consistent with as-Salihi’s understanding of how such terms may
be predicated of their subjects.

Again as in the previous examples, (2.1) and (2.2) are variant formulations of the
same basic thesis. Unlike the first four, however, in these two the object of “knows
in knows from eternity” is not the name of a class or subclass or of the members of
a class but a proposition which contains the required temporal specification: that S
is P at T. As contrasted to the previous four sentences, these two are intended to
describe God’s eternal knowledge of the being of contingent entities as they occur
within a temporal sequence. (2.2) is formulated so that T is given as the condition of
the truth of P as a description of S: God knows from eternity that at moment T it
will be the case that x comes to be (is created). In (2.1) “al-ashyi’’ is presented with
a future predicate (sa-takiinu) and might therefore appear to be inconsistent with the
thesis that the non-existent is not an object of cognition and the principle that
‘being” (shay’) is not predicated of the possible. The future “will come to be” is, how-
ever, qualified by ‘in their times” and therefore is consistent with (1.1)-(1.4).

Finally, then, we have a unusual statement according to which as-Salihi said “/nna
l-bari’a lam yazal qablu l-ashya’” with the nominative /u/ as the vowel of the /1/ of
gabl- and would not say “lam yazal qabla l-ashya” with “qabla’ accusative, “because
‘qabla’, said as accusative, would be a time-in which expression (zarf)” (Magalat,
p- 520, 3-5; cp. p. 196, 14f). The distinction here between annexed ‘qabla’
(accusative) as a time-in which expression and “gablu...” (nominative) as the name of
a time is set forth explicitly in al-Mubarrad’s discussion of such words (al-Mugtadab
3, p. 102 and 4, pp. 341f.)%. What as-Salihi refuses to affirm is thus the sentence “from
eternity God has existed before beings’, in which “before beings’ designates the time
in which God is asserted to have existed from eternity. (Tha, in contrast to “gablu I-
ashya’”, “qabla l-ashya’” here requires the sense of the simple past for “lam yazal® —
‘existed’, not “has existed” — is evident enough.). If, however, ‘qablu l-ashya’” is to
be read as a nominal phrase in the nominative case, then it cannot be read as the
predicate of “lam yazal’. We shall have, then, to hear “lam yazal® as a distinct predi-
cate term and ‘gablu l-ashya’” as the second element in a compound predicate: “God
exists from eternity and is the before of beings”. What is asserted, therefore, is (a)
that it is true of God that He has existed from eternity and (b) that given the actual
existence of any contingent entity, it is true that God was before it. What he appears
to mean is that the eternal before is not an indefinitely extended time but simply the
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absolute anteriority of God’s existence. The temporal reference of “was before™ is the
present as defined by the actual existence of the contingent being in question,
whether the world or any particular being within the world. Thus formulated the
sentence asserts the eternal pre-existence of God with respect to contingent beings
without suggesting either that the latter are subject to any positive description prior
to the temporal actuality of their existence or that there is any “before” prior to the
existence of the temporal order of creation other than the absolute Before which is
God. Neither explicitly nor implicitly, in effect, does he suggest that any contingent
being has any mode of being whatsoever prior to the moment it actually comes to
exist. This interpretation seems fully consistent with what is stated in (1.1)-(1.4). (2.1)
and (2.2), however, present a difficulty in this regard in that they seem to suggest, the
former by its strong future (sa-takinu) and the latter by its temporal antecedent, an
interval of time prior to the coming to be of contingent entities. If, on the other
hand, we take (1.1)-(1.4) as more concise and more precise presentations of what is
intended in (2.1) and (2.2), the apparent difficulty may be resolved. In any case, as-
Salihi’s attempts to deal with the primary issue are exemplary.

There is also a question, due in large part to the incompleteness of these reports,
regarding as-Salihi’s conception of what is possible with respect to God’s action. If,
strictly speaking, only what is (what is in its being as it is or what is to be as it is to
be) is an object of God’s knowledge (74 /izm) and only what comes to be in its com-
ing to be is an object of God’s power (maqdiir), then how can it be said that He
knows and has the power to create other than what He did and does create or that
He knows, for example, the possible actions that human agents choose not to per-
form? A major part of the problem would seem likely to lie in the restricted sense of
‘magdur’. As we have seen, however, he asserts, in effect, that from eternity God
knows (‘@lim, yalam) what is to be and is further reported to have asserted that while
the power to act (al-qudrah) is, at the moment of the occurrence of the act, only a
power to perform the act, prior to the act it is a power both to act and to refrain
from acting (cf. Magalat, pp. 231, 4f. and 233, 1ff.) and accordingly speaks of God’s
having the power (yagdiru ‘ala) to enlarge the scope of men’s power of acting in such
a way that they could bring about events that are presently beyond their power (ibid.,
pp- 655, 377, and 502, 12ff)*. The source of the difficulty, thus, is simply that the
sources do not tell us how he described the potential act in its relation to the power
by which it will or may be brought to actuality. And similarly with the relation of
created beings and events in their relation to God’s eternally prior knowledge.

Albeit anomalous in ordinary literary usage and illegitimate acording to the gram-
marians, the use of “lam yazal alone as a predicate or an adjectival term is by no
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means uncommon in formal theological contexts. Several examples we have seen
already. Thus we find it as a complete verb in ad-Darimi: “... inna asma’a llahi lam
tazal kama lam yazali llih” (God’s names have existed from eternity just as God has
existed from eternity)¥ and in Ibn Khuzayma: inna llaha l-qadima lam yazal wal-
kbalqu mubdathun marbib” (God, the eternal has existed from eternity while men
are temporally created and are the subjects of a master)*. And so too in al-Kindi’s
First Philosophy, for example (p. 119, 6-8), “lam yazal’ occurs both in its normal use
and as a “complete verb” in the sentence “in kina l-jirmu lam yazal sikinan thumma
taharraka... fa-qadi stabdla jirmu l-kulli I-ladhi lam yazal mina s-sukini bil-fi'li il I-
harakati bil-fi'li wal-ladhi lam yazal la yastailu...” (if the sphere is at rest from eter-
nity and subsequently moves..., then the sphere of the whole, which exists from eter-
nity, has undergone an alteration from rest in act to movement in act; but what exists
from eternity does not undergo alteration). In one place (7bid., p. 120, 4f.) he uses it
as a predicate of “kana’: “fa-jirmu l-kulli la yumkinu an yakina lam yazal’ (it is
impossible that the sphere of the whole be existent from eternity), though here the
“an yakina’ is required because of the “/a yumkinu’.

“Lam yazal occurs together with “zdla, yaziilu, zawalan® in Abu Yazid al-Bistami’s
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statement (p. 75, 14f.), “...idh huwa li yazilu thumma li yaziilu idh huwa ma‘a man
lam yazal wa-1d yazal® (...since he will not move [away from where he is], nay, will
not move, since he is with the One Who has been from eternity and shall be unto
eternity).

This use of “lam yazal is strictly technical. It originates in a formal analysis of sen-
tences in which the divine names are predicated of God. Since “lam yazal', when it
occurs, occurs as a distinct semantic element, it can be isolated as a distinct term and
analysed conceptually as a predicate. So understood it is a descriptive term, morpho-
logically and syntactically a verb and in the usage of many — ultimately most — is
semantically equivalent to “gadim’. For its usage, however, some difficulties were
inevitable, for “ma zdla, li yazalu® has, in ordinary language, no masdar or verbal
noun. In some places the nominal phrase ‘ma lam yazal serves easily for the lacking
masdar as in “fima lam yazal (e.g., Luma’, p. 19, 4 and Us, p. 8o, 21ff.), but not in
all places. Nor is there any adjectival form either, since ‘ghayru zi’il’ would be hope-
lessly ambivalent. Dropping the negative, then, they formed a noun, not for “ma
zdla, 12 yazdalu', but for the formal expression “lam yazal, sc., ‘al-azal: eternity a
parte ante®. Thus al-Mutawalli alleges (p. 31, 20) that the Mu‘tazila say “laysa li-llihi
fi l-azali smun wa-la sifah” (God has no name in past eternity and no attribute
either)* and al-Maturidi asserts (7a wildt 1, p. 19, ult.) “huwa rabbu kulli shay’in fi I-
azal’ (in past eternity He is the Lord of every being). So also al-Ashari speaks of
denying action or an attribute of God “fi azalihi” (in His eternity a parte ante). As
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“lam yazal is contrasted to “ld yazalu’, “fi l-azal’ occurs commonly as the contrary of
“fimd la yazal> and of “al-abad’, when the latter is employed as a noun for eternity
a parte post (e.g., Lata’if 6, p. 228, 4). The noun “azal’ can be used in the accusative
adverbally, as in “l yu'qalu wujidu l-ajsami law quddira wujiduba azalan illa
‘ala...” (... if one posited that they exist from eternity...: al-Isfara’ini, Fr. #14,
p.146)%.

As opposed to a simple noun meaning eternity @ parte ante, there occurs also a for-
mal masdar, viz. ‘al-azaliyyah’, meaning to be eternal a parte ante. We read thus,
“...li-anna li-hudithi I-khalgi haddan wa-waqtan wa-laysa li-azaliyyati llihi haddun
wa-la waqtun; lam yazal wa-la yazilu wa-kadhailika asmauhu lam tazal wa-la tazal’
(... because the coming to be of creation has a limit and a time, while God’s having
existed from eternity has neither any limit nor any time; He has existed from eter-
nity and shall exist unto eternity and so also His names have existed from eternity
and shall exist unto eternity)’*. So too, al-Junayd is quoted as speaking of God’s
being “unique in His being first and His being eternal” (fardun fi awwaliyyatihi wa-
azaliyyatihi: Hilya 10, 256, 12; cp. Risalah 1, p. 49, 2) and we read in Ghunyah, fol.
331, 6, “dhatun ... la tatanabi fi wujudiba li-wujibi azaliyyatiha’ (... because of the
necessity of its having existed eternally).

Though the verbal form “/am yazal may serve easily enough in a descriptive posi-
tion in some places, as when al-Isfara’ini speaks of “kalamun lam yazal wa-la yazal®
(a speaking that has existed from eternity and shall exist for eternity: Aqidah, p. 134,
1), there are others where its use would be awkward at best. Consequently, from the
noun ‘@l-azal an adjective, “azali’ was formed which could also be used substan-
tively”. Defining the eternal and the contingent al-Juwayni says, “al-azaliyyu ma la
awwala lahii” (the eternal a parte ante is what has no beginning: Shamil, p. 208, 12)
and “al-hadithu huwa l-muta’akhkbiru “ani l-azali” (the temporally contingent is
what is temporally posterior to the eternal @ parte ante: ibid., p. 261, 11). Thus, in an
argument for the non-eternity of the world, al-Isfara’ini says (pp. 136f.) “ayyu wasfin
minhd idha kina azaliyyan fa-lahu mijibun azaliyyun wa-la yasibbu ‘adamu l-aza-
liyyi...” (each of these descriptions, since it is eternal @ parte ante, must have a cause
which is eternal @ parte ante and the non-existence of what is eternal a parte ante is
not possible...). Similarly in al-Kindi’s First Philosophy?, we find, cast in the work’s
characteristically barbaric Arabic (p. 113, 2), “al-azaliyyu huwa la qiwamuhu min
gayrihi fal-azaliyyu la “illata laha...” (that which has existed from eternity does not
have its subsistence from another, wherefore that which has existed from eternity has
no cause).

As formal terms in theology, both “lam yazal and “qadim’ originate in ordinary
language. This original usage is reflected in al-Ashari’s statement that according to
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some authorities the meaning of ‘gadim’ when said of God is “annabu lam yazal
kd’inan li il awwalin wa-annahu l-mutaqaddimu li-jami'i I-mubdathasi la ila
ghayah” (that He has always existed from no beginning and that He precedes all con-
tingent entities infinitely), where /i ild awwal’ is introduced in order to make the
formal meaning of “lam yazal ka’inan’ unambiguously clear and the “/z ila ghayah’
then to do the same for ‘mutaqaddimu li-jami‘i I-mubdathirs. As a formal term,
however, “lam yazal, taken together with its derivatives, ‘@/-azal’ and “azali’, is heard
as an unambivalent item belonging to a formal language, while ‘gadim’ tended more
readily to evoke the connotations of its use in ordinary speech and so maintained a
certain degree of equivocity”’. Thus, “the extension of “a/-azal’ is narrower than that
of “al-qidam’, since it is not said of created beings as is “al-gidam (‘Ibarat, p. 53,
#48)”. Accordingly “the Muslims” assertion “nothing is gadim save God alone” is valid
only when one means nothing exists that is eternal @ parte ante save for God alone”
(la mawjida lam yazal illa llah: Mughni s, p. 235, 4). For Muammar (d. 215/830),
“qadim’ retains its meaning of “ancient”, wherefore he holds that it was not true of
God until there existed some created beings with respect to which He is said to be
ancient (i.e., older)®. Others, however, make different distinctions on other grounds.
Ibn Kullab predicates “‘gadim’ of God’s essence but, because of the way he analyses
the ontological implications of the term, will not predicate it of His essential attrib-
utes (cf., e.g., Shamil, pp. 139£.)?. Accordingly, using “qadim’ and “lam yazal with its
own predicate as distinct terms of a compound predicate, he says, “innahu qadimun
lam yazal bi-asma’ihi wa-sifiatibi” (He is eternal and has existed from eternity in His
names and His attributes: Magalat, p. 169, 9f.) or, to put it another way, nothing is
properly said to be gadim save God alone, wherefore in order to say that His essen-
tial attributes are eternal, one uses the word “azali’ (SU5, p. 183, 7). Thus, describing
the more common usage, al-Baghdadi says, “ajma‘ii ‘ala anna hadhihi s-sifiti s-sab‘a
azaliyyatun wa-sammawhi gadimah” ([the followers of our doctrine] are agreed that
these seven attributes are eternal and they call them “gadim’: Usil, p. 90, 11)”.
While the phrase “lam yazal’ with its predicate in the citation of Magalat, p. 169
above is plainly a second, asyndetically codrdinated predicate following ‘gadim’, we
frequently find “lam yazal used alone as the qualifier of a predicate or descriptive
term. In “la yajuzu an yugila innahu mutakallimun lam yazal wa-la kalima
mawjudun lam yazal’ (one may not say "He speaks from eternity’ nor is there any
speaking that is existent from eternity), for example, it is used as a qualifier of the
predicate terms “‘mutakallim’ and “mawjad *°; and similarly in “huwa l-mawjadu lam
yazal wa-hadhihi s-sifatu yastahiqquha bi-dhatihi® (al-I'tigad, p. 39), where “al-
mawjid is to be analysed as “al-ladhi huwa mawjid so that “mawjud is formally a
predicate: “He is the being that exists eternally and this attribute belongs to him
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essentially”®. According to the traditional grammatical analysis “Jam yazal’ in these
phrases qualifies the predicate formally as a “circumstantial” (hal) element, governed
by the verbal force of the participles. The circumstantial character of the construc-
tion is conspicuous where we read in the Theology of Aristotle, “in kanat sifatu l-insani
hiya l-murakkabu min nafsin natiqatin wa-jismin, lam yumkin an yakina lahu
shabahu hadhihi s-sifati lam yazal” (if the proper description of man is “that which is
compounded of a rational soul and a body’, then he cannot have had the concrete
reality of this description from eternity)®*. And so also we find in the sometimes out-
landish Arabic of al-Kindi “wal-ladhi huwa laysa lam yazal mubda™ (whatever is such
that it is not eternal a parte ante is created: al-falsafah al-uld, p. 162, 5). The use of
the expression as a circumstantial (ha/) qualifier makes it unambiguously clear that
albeit morphologically preterite, the expression is normally understood by the
mutakallimtn as a present, “to be/have been from eternity”. The change of syntacti-
cal function in these examples is considerable. Where the role of “lam yazal in ordi-
nary literary Arabic is that of a copulative verb requiring an accusative predicate, in
expressions such as “mutakallimun lam yazal and “mawjiudun lam yazal it has
become subordinated to the primary predicate term and accordingly stands itself in
an accusative position so that if it is removed from (1) “mnahu mutakallimun lam
yazal , where it is a hal element, the primary sentence remains ("he speaks/is speak-
ing’), whereas if it is removed from (2) “innahu lam yazal mutakalliman’, what
remains is meaningless; fasada l-kalim to use Sibawayh’s language.
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The basic form of the sentence is understood to be “Zaydun min amrihi kadhi wa-kadhad
(Zayd is [such that] such-and-so is the case with him) (cf,, e.g., al-Mubarrad 3, p. 97), so that
what bonds the subject to the predicate is a pronoun (“the second subject”) that occurs in the
predicate and refers to the subject term. In the simple form of the sentence, the pronoun is
not expressed, but is understood; i.c., “Zaydun mutakallimun’ is understood as “Zaydun
<huwa> mutakallimun® (cf., e.g., Usil 1, p. 62). According to the Arab grammarians the pred-
icational sentence has thus the form x(Fx).

According to the analysis of al-Khalil (cited in Sibawayh 1, p. 394), which is followed consis-
tently by the Basrians, the so-called “pronoun of separation”, i.e., the third person pronoun
which is used to seprate and so to distinguish the subject from the predicate when both are
definite, has a function analogous to that of a copula, but this occurrence is a special and
restricted case and so is not considered an integral feature of the predicational sentence; cf.,
e.g., Sibawayh, loc. cit. and al-Mubarrad 4, pp. 103f.

CE, e.g., al-Mubarrad 3, pp. 97f. and 113f. where the addition of “verbal particles” to indicate
modality is also presented alongside the introduction of the temporal “kana’, &c. Thus
“zanantu Zaydan min amribi kadha wa-kadha® = O x(Fx). Though grammatically different,
‘yajizu an yakina Zaydun min amribhi kadhi wa-kadha (or alternatively “yajizu kawnu Zay-
din...") gives the same form. That “zanantu’ in this case is considered a particle employed to
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modalise the proposition “Zayd is such that thus-and-so is the case with him” and not a verb
predicated of a first person subject, cf., e.g., al-Mubarrad 3, p. 189 and Ugsil 1, pp. 180f.

Cf, e.g., Sibawayh 1, p. 261 and al-Mubarrad 4, pp. 300f. and 307f; a circumstantial element
is thus /aghw. The Basrian analysis here is plainly correct from a formal standpoint.

Dhii I-Rumma, Diwan, no. s, 1 ed. M. Tabbili, Cairo 1384/1964, p. 52.

1bid., no. 29, 1 (p. 290).

Cited in Bayin 1, p.227 and Tha'lab, Majalis, ed. A. M. Hariin, 1 (Cairo, 1969), p. 149. The
grammarians understand the negative particle here as a compound in which the 7’ is
pleonastic (laghw); cf., e.g., Sibawayh 1, p. 475 and al-Mubarrad 1, p. s1.

Sabih al-Bukhiri, al-sawm, no. s8.

Dha r-Rumma, no. 41, 7 (p. 403).

Ad-Darimi, Radd ‘ali l-Jahmiyyah, p. 60, st. "Lam yazal is always “eternally [a parte ante]”;
the petfect, ma zila, though employed in ordinary usage and in principle equivalent, is not
found as a formal expression in the language of the theologians. The use of /7 yazdlu’ as a for-
mal expression for future “is/shall be eternally” may be secondary to that of “lam yazal as a
qualifier of predicates involving God’s essential attributes.

E.g., Magalat, pp. 486, 11, 495, 9-11, 546, 3; concerning Ibn Hanbal, “Abbad, and al-Kindi see
below. Daiber says (0p. cit., K33, pp. 40f.) that “lam yazal is a Mu‘tazilite expression and for
the earliest use cites the phrase “lam yazal mutakalliman® (absurdly attributed to Jahm b.
Safwan), which he renders “Gott redet bestindig”. Such an understanding of the phrase is
altogether incorrect as was noted by van Ess in Der Islam $8 (1981), pp. 298f.

Abii |-Faraj al-Isfahani, K. al-Aghani 5 (Beyrouth, 1956), p. 213. It is interesting to note in our
present context, that in ordinary usage ‘gadim’ may appear in a somewhat analogous use, as
where it is said of Aba Talib Ahmad al-Mushkani “safiba Ahmada (b. Hanbal) qadiman patta
mata” (he was a disciple of Ahmad’s from the earliest period until his deach): 7abagat al-
handbila 1, p. 39 (#13). Concerning “gadim’ as a predicate of God, see below.

Cf. the context (= Enneads, V1 7, 3). G. Lewis’ translation of the phrase, “...then it is always
beautiful” (Plotini opera, ed. P. Henry and H.-R. Schwyzer 2, Paris/Brussels, 1959, p. 441)
appears to miss the sense of the expression, perhaps because he has omitted the phrase “and
became beautiful” (wa-kina basanan: p. 140, 14) in the immediately preceding context. Lewis’
translation of the 7heology is generally poor and should not be used without checking the Ara-
bic text; see also below, n. 62. For the use of “lam yazal as a formal term for ‘eternal/from
eternity’ in the Theology, see below.

Cf. Mughni s, pp. 219f, cited by D. Gimaret, Les Noms divins en Islam (Paris, 1988), p. 170.
Radd, p. 132 (= the text published in Darulfiiniin llahiyar Fakiiltesi Mecmuas: 5-6, 1927, pp. 322f).
One cannot assume that the use of “lam yazal’ here by Ibn Hanbal reflects without distortion
the formal use of the expression by Jahm a century earlier. It does, in any case, represent the
usage of the contemporary debates with the followers of Jahm (and of those who for Ibn
Hanbal counted as “Jahmiyya”).

We have here followed the text of “Umayra’s edition. The 1927 text reads: bal nagiilu lam yazal
mutakalliman idha shi'a wa-li naqilu innahu kina wa-la yatakallamu patta khalaga wa-la
naqilu innahu qad kana wa-la ya'lamu hatta khalaqa wa-li naqalu innahu kina la qudrata
<lahu> hatta khalaga li-nafsihi qudratan wa-la naqilu innahu qad kina wa-la nira labu patti
kbalaga li-nafsihi nitran. .. It may well be that this represents a better form of the text, i.c., that
in the text published by “Umayra original elipses have been filled in. We have, however, here
preferred the reading of the 1927 text in reading gudratan for al-qudrata following li-nafibi.
Note the use of “kana’ as a “complete verb” here in the sense of ‘be’ or “exist’.

In the first sentence here we have followed the reading of the 1927 text: lamma wasafna had-
hihi s-sifat rather that that of “Umayra (lamma wasafna llaha bi-hadhibi s-sifar); for “they
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assert’ (za‘ama), the 1927 text has za‘amtum. Concerning the incomplete sentences, see
below.

In the carlier Hanbalite dogmatic formulations do not include this note but say simply “the
Koran is God’s speaking and is not created” (laysa bi-makhliq); cf., e.g., Tabagat 1, pp. 29
(where also “lam yazal mutakalliman™), 242, 342, and 2, p. s3.

The term consistently employed to describe God’s power, etc., in the reports of Jahm’s teach-
ing is “mubdath’. 1t the doctrine of Jahm derives from that of the Neoplatonists as seems plau-
sible (cf. our “the Neo-Platonism of Jahm Ibn Safwan,” le Muséon 78 (1965), pp. 395ft. and J. van
Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft im 2. und 3. Jahrhundert Hidschra 2, Berlin 1992, pp. 493ff.),
then it may have been the case that for him there are beings other than God whose being is
eternal (e.g., His knowledge: & voic) though nonetheless derived or generated from His being.
In this case “mubdath® will not necessarily have the meaning “[temporally] contingent/created”
as it does in kalam texts, but rather will mean simply “produced/generated”. This seems
unlikely, however, as it is not reported or suggested in any of the sources. Regarding the Jah-
mite’s phrasing here in (2) one might ask if perhaps ‘majesty” (al-‘azamah), included also in
(1) following “light”, is omitted and only ‘power’ and ‘light’ retained for polemical reasons
because they are employed in NT and in Christian usage as descriptions of Jesus. It may also
be noted that the dogmatic formulations of the earlier Hanbalites never employ a compound
subject of the sort proposed by the Jahmite in this passage.

With the “lam yazal bi-qudratihi wa-nirihi” here, cp. the formulation “huwa qadimun bi-
‘ilmihi wa-qudratihi® (Magalat, p. 584, 1of., citing Ibn Kullab) and “qadimun bi-sifitihi”
(ibid., p. 172, 3), where “gadimun’ is used as equivalent to “lam yazal. | am indebted to Prof.
van Ess for theses references.

Regarding the sense and formal meaning of expression ‘no 4ayfis posited’, see the remarks in
our “Elements in the Development of the Teaching of al-Ashari”, le Muséon 104 (1991), pp.
154ff. and in “The Science of Kalam,” Arabic Science and Philosophy 2 (1992), pp. 24f. Note
that the formula ‘eternal in His attributes and His names’ is also employed by Ibn Kullab
(e.g., Magalat,. p. 169, of.).

One might be at first inclined to take “ashyi'a’, jawahira’, etc., as simple indefinites and so
understand “from eternity knows some beings and some atoms...". It is obvious, however, that
this is not the intention, but rather the particulars of the classes named. Essentially the same
formulation occurs in the parallel report on p. 495 using the definite article.

This is how he phrases it. One might raise a question, however, as to whether, in saying “a/-
qadimu lam yazal fi hagiqati I-qiyas” here, he means by ‘giyas” a lexical rule or a rule of infer-
rence. The former would appear to be the more likely, since he would have already to know
or to stipulate as a matter of his own formal lexicon that the two expressions are synonymous
in order to assert that both (r.1) and (1.2) are true. Strictly speaking, that is, the two proposi-
tions can only present or display the already assumed synonymity of the two, not demonstrate
it. That he means a lexical rule would seem to be confirmed by the use of the expression in
his explanation of (2) and it is for this reason that I have rendered it as I have. Concerning the
equivalence of the “lam yazal’ and “qadim’, cf. the citation of Ibn Kullab in n. 30 above.
“God’s essence” is our phrase, used for clarity in the context. “Abbad refused to employ either
‘nafs Allah™ or “dhat Allak’, evidently because of the implication of division and multiplicity
(ct. p. 496, 7); “wujiid Allah® does not occur in the reports.

The omission of the conjunction here makes it clear that he is speaking of a single, compound
predicate, not of a two part predicate of which one term may be true while the other is false, as
would be the case had he said ““@limun wa-qidirun’. That one know and have the power to act
is considered by most Mu'tazilite authorities to be the condition of intentional actions and so the
primary characteristic of a voluntary agent insofar as he is morally responsible for his actions.
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The subject term simply designates for the hearer something which he is presumed already to
know or to be acquainted with and to be able to identify from the expression employed and
concerning which the predicate is expected to convey some information; cf., e.g. Sibawayh |
p. 22, al-Mubarrad 4, p. 126, and Usitl 1, pp. sof. Thus it may be required that one add an
adjective to the noun of the subject if by itself the noun would be ambivalent, (e.g., ‘my elder
brother’), but the “elder’ is not formally predicated of my brother, but is included merely for
specification. Truth and falsity belong properly to the predicate (cf., e.g., ibid., p. 62 and al-
Mubarrad 3, p. 98).

In its common use in ordinary language “shay” is basically vague, equivalent to English “thing’.
That in the formal use of the theologians and others it is equivalent to ‘being’ (<4 &v) would,
however, seem to be clear, particularly if one consider the contrasting uses of “al-amr, al-umir,
which, unlike ‘shay”, is employed to refer to things that are not held to be entities properly
speaking, e.g., to /utf ([God’s] gracious assistance: Mughni 11, p. 258, 8f.) or the material orga-
nization of a living body (:bid. 6/1, p. 54, of., where read al-binyah for ltnbh) and even to non-
existence (a/-‘adam :Ziyadat, p. 300, 18f.). It is very commonly employed in contexts where the
nature and status of the referent have yet to be established (e.g., 76id., pp. 403f.). Obviously
this is not to assume that “shay” (being) is synonymous with “mawjiid’ ([actually] existent);
that was a matter of dispute.

It is clear that “a/-khalg here cannot be taken to mean ‘mankind’, since man (a/-insan) is a
composite body.

He says, for example, “inna l-ashya’a ashya’u qabla kawnihd wa-inna l-jawihira jawihiru qabla
kawniba...” (p. 495, 12ff).

‘Abbad denied that “sami‘un basir’ is equivalent to “alimun bil-masmi‘ati wal-mubsarat’
(*knows the audible and the visible’): p. 498, 3f.

For the analysis, cf, e.g., al-Mubarrad 3, pp. 114-18 and 127f. and Usil 1, p. 75 et alibi.

The importance of the question of the temporal significance of predicating knowledge and power
of God amongst sunni theologians may likely have been tied to the currency of disputes with ear-
lier shi‘ite authorities such as Zurara b. A"yan and Shaytan at-Taq (cf. van Ess, op. cit. 1 [Berlin,
1991), pp. 321f. and 241f) only to fade when these debates lost their urgency within the schools.
The definition of Sibawayh is also followed by al-Jubba’t (ma yumkinu ‘an yudhkara wa-
yukhbara ‘anbii : Magalat, p. 161); he, however, does not restrict the sense of “shay’ ’ to the
actually existent but holds that contingent possibles, since they are known by God and subject
to some positive predicates, are properly speaking said to be “ashya’ ’ i.e., they have being as
possibles. The Ash‘arites, by contrast, hold that God knows individual possibles but refuse to
describe what does not actually exist as a “shay’ . On the various definitions of the word see,
e.g., Shamil, pp. 124ff. and Gimaret, Noms, pp. 142ff.

Al-Mubarrad (4, p. 280) says that “shay” is the most universal of nouns and Sibawayh is
reported (774j al-‘aris, s.v.) to have said that it is the most universal of universals (a@mm al-
‘amm). For as-Salihi, however, its universality must be qualified, for just as ‘knows’, ‘has the
power to act’, and ‘lives” are not said univocally of God and of men (Magalat, p. 168, 3ff.), so
also “shay™ is not said univocally of God and creatures. As He is unique in being eternal
(gadim), God, is “a being unlike beings” (shay un la kal-ashya’ : Magalat, p. s19, 3) and analo-
gously is “a knower unlike knowers”, etc. (ibid. and pp. 168, 3ff., so1, 13ff,, and 503, 1ff.). The
arguments about predicating “shay”" of God may have originated with the teaching of Jahm
who, following Neo-Platonic sources, denied that God is a being (see le Muséon 78, 1965, pp.
398ff. and van Ess, op. cit., p. 489). The formula shay'un la kal-ashya> was employed by
Hisham b. al-Hakam (cf. ibid. 1, p. 360) as well as by some of the Jahmiyya (cf., e.g., Radd,
p. 105). Though denounced by Ibn Hanbal as self-contradictory (ibid.), it is nevertheless used
by some later Hanbalites, e.g., Aba Muhammad at-Tamimi (d. 488/1095); Zabaqat 2, p. 265.
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It is obvious that “gablu’, since it is here annexed (mudif) to “al-ashya™, cannot be taken as an
adverb and must, therefore, be nominative. [For the occurrence and character of “gablu’,
“ba'du’, etc., as non-declensional forms employed adverbially (= “previously’, “afterwards, &c.),
see, e.g., rbid. 3, pp. 174f, Sibawayh 2, p. 44, az-Zajjaj, p. 87 and al-Farra’ 2, p. 319 (ad Q
30.4).]

At p. 502, 4f. he is reported to have asserted that at the moment of its occurrence the act is an
actually existent object of the power to act (magdiirun mawjid). What formulations he may
have employed to describe the potential act in its relation to the agent’s power, however, we
are not told.

. Ar-radd “ala Bishr al-Marisi, p. 8, 9; cp. also ibid., p. 9, 11 & alibi.
48.

K. at-Tawhid, p. 28, 21, cited by Gimaret, Les Noms divins, p. 170. Note that instead of “al-
gadima’ one could read here “a/-gadimu’ and so “...is the Eternal and has existed from eter-
nity...". Likewise, one could read ‘al-khalga’ (thus a second subject with 7zna) and so render
“and men are...” rather than “while men are...”.

The formation may well have been on an analogy with “a/-abad’ and “al-amad’, though the
lexicographers have another explanation for the occurrence of hamz in place of the /y/; see Taj
al-lughah and Magayis, s. "ZL ; the former cites al-Azhari, but there is no discussion of the
word in his 7zhdhib. On this see also n. 55 below.

He draws this conclusion since, according to the teaching of the Basrian Mu‘tazila, God’s
speaking is the material articulation of words, spoken or written, and therefore is “created” so
that he can have no name (a word) prior to creation.

Luma’, p. 19, 9-11. Note that in line 8 here one should read fi"/an with the manuscript against
the editor’s emendation.

E.g., Shamil, pp. 188, 3f., 208, of., and 234, 17f. “Fi i yazal’, without “ma’, occurs in al-Shirazi’s
Isharah, p. 20, 6 and 7, in Ghunyah, fol. 20v, 3, and is frequent in Razi’s al-Arba‘in, e.g., p. 25,
4f. Gasibhu minhu ijadu [-“alami fi la yazal) and also pp. 87, 15, and 128, 6f., 141, 11, 182, 15 and
16, and at p. 184, 15, where it is opposed to f7 l-azal’; at p. 184, 17f., however, one reads “mina
l-azali il l-abad”. The frequency of the phrase’s occurrence would seem plainly to preclude its
being a scribal error.

Ct. also, e.g., Ghunya, foll. 20v, 2ff. and 981, 17. The word occurs in the plural in Latzif 1,
p- 238, 3: “fa-shahida fi dzdlihi bi-qawlihi wa-kalamihi ...”. The plural of both words is found
in “tawahhada fi azilihi bi-wasfi jabaratihi wa-tafarrada fi abadibi bi-na'ti malakatihi fa-aza-
lubu abadubu wa-abaduhu azalubit” (ibid. 6, p. 221, ad Q 76, basmalah). “Abadan’ continues,
nonetheless, to be used in the sense of “always’, as in “inna lliha qadimun azaliyyun abadan
kana wa-abadan yakian” (Isharah, p. 19, 18) and “la yuqdlu innahu abadan kina khaligan riz-
igan... bal yuqilu abadan kana gidiran “ala...” (ibid., p. 20, 8ff.).

Ad-Darimi, Radd ‘ala Bishr, p. 9, 15f. That such forms in “iyyah’ are in fact masdars, cf., e.g.,
Idih, pp. s8f. and al-Farra’ 3, p. 137. For the use of such forms, cp., e.g., al-Qushayri’s com-
ment on Iblis” statement “ana khayrun minhu” (Q 7,12), where he says (Lata’if 2, p. 217, 1)
“idda’a l-khayriyyah” (he claimed to be better). In formal contexts that do not depend upon
the translation tradition such forms are to be understood as masdars, not as mere abstracts;
thus “al-ismiyyah’ is “to be a noun” and ‘“al-fi'liyyak’, to be a verb (e.g., Idah, p. 52, 3-5); and
50 also in the technical language of the theologians, filiyyak’ (derived from the noun £ un’,
as distinct from “fa”l, the masdar of ‘fa‘ala, yafaly), is commonly used in the sense of
being/to be an action (e.g., Mughni 7, pp. 26 and 45 and 8, p. 267, 6ff. (with the phrasing of
which cp. ibid. p. 150, sf. and 21f.). And so also one finds “al-insaniyyah” in the sense “to be
human’ in al-Macuridi (72 wilar 1, pp. 184f) and in al-Farabi's K. al-Hurif, p. 8o et alibi.
The lexicographets take “al-azal’ to be equivalent to “al-gidam™ (cf, e.g., Tdj al-lughah and
Magqayis, s.v.), though they understand the relative adjective ‘azali* to be primary, and formed
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by analogy with the substitution of hamza for the “ya-" prefix of the verb and the simple noun
“al-azal’ to be taken from it. That it is not fully and properly equivalent to ‘“al-gidam’, since
the latter is a true masdar, at least in the usage of the theologians, would however seem clear
from the difference of its use from that of “a/-azaliyyah’ in the examples we have cited.
Magalat, p. 180, 4f.; for the second half of this definition, cf. Mughni 8, p. 99, lines 5 and 12.
Note that al-Jubba’i, who is very particular about his usage, here employs “kina, yakianu® as a
complete verb ‘to be, exist’ in using “kd’inan’ as a predicate of “lam yazal’; as we noted earlier,
however, he disallows the use of “/am yazal’ alone and by itself as a “complete verb”. It is clear
from this set of citations that these authors are not concerned with the problem of temporal-
ity that preoccupied as-Salihi.

For the semantics of “gadim’ see, e.g., al-Mughni s, pp. 233ff. In defining the basic sense of “a/-
gidam’ Ibn Faris says (Magqayis, s.v.) “and they say “al-gidam’ is the contrary of “al-huduth’”
In this he would seem plainly to reflect the understanding of the Basrian theologians, for he
says that the basic meaning of the root HDT) is “kawnu sh-shay’i lam yakun” (the coming to
be of something that was not: 7bid. 2, p. 36; note that here “shay’”, though having the prefixed
al-, is implicitly indefinite and so may be qualified by the indefinite “lam yazal).

Magailat, p. 180, 13f. = p. 518, 2f. Al-Baghdadi (Farg, p. 155, 9f.), characteristically confuses the
intention of the distinction, saying, “/z yajizu an yugdla fihi innahi qadimun ma‘a wasfihi
iyyahu bi-annabu azali’! .

He analyses “gadim’ as referring to and asserting a property or attribute, viz., al-gidam, belong-
ing to that of which it is predicated, while God’s life, knowledge, power, etc., are themselves
attributes whose being eternal derives from His being eternal; cf. also Magalat, p. 180.
Al-Mughni 11, p. 20, 75 “mawjiidun lam yazal is fairly common; e.g., ibid. pp. 19, 19 and 435,
14 €& alibi.

For this analysis of the participle preceded by al-, cf., e.g., al-Mubarrad 3, pp. 89 and 127, Usi/
2, pp. 26f.,, and ar-Rummani, p. 67.

P. 142, 15f.; reading lam yumkin for the lam yakun of the published text. G. Lewis misinterprets
the syntactical function of “lam yazal’, rendering “...cannot possibly be everlasting” (p. 445).
The corresponding sentence of Plotinus reads 421" ei w6 &% buyfic hoyueiic xod cdpatoc 6 Abyoc
oD avbpdimon, wag &v el dmhoTacic &idoc; (VI 7, 14, 12ff). Conceivably the translator meant
“lam yazal to be heard simply as ‘cternally” (rendering Syriac ‘matémaya’?), but the ‘a parte
ante’ remains an inalienable part of the Arabic expression’s normal intension. Lewis’ transla-
tion also has “quality” instead of “quiddity” for mahiyyah in the following sentence.



