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FOREWORD

The Philosophy of the Kalam embodies all those traits which
have over the years riveted scholarly attention on the writings
of Professor Harry A. Wolfson: philological precision, philo-
sophical perceptivity, and historical imagination. This volume,
like his earlier works, combines massive erudition with great
intuition. This time, however, Professor Wolfson was called
upon to apply his method of conjecture and verification to
fragmentary, philosophically laconic, and recalcitrant texts;
the challenge of fitting these texts, frequently quotations or
reports found in late doxographies, into his conceptual frame-
work was great and that accounts for the delay in the com-
pletion of this work. In ke: ping with his method, he had to be
speculative in his unfolding of latent processes of philosophic

,reasoning and in his attempt to articulate mute witnesses. The

resultant volume is studded with new interpretations of un-
explored sources and imaginative approaches to unsolved
problems; it calls attention to unperceived relationships in the
history of philosophy and will surely stimulate further research
in these areas. In light of its wide scope, its treatment of such
figures as Ghazali and Averroes, it may be anticipated that
students of the entire range of Islamic philosophy, not only
of Kalam, will find this work indispensable.

I hope that the supplementary monograph on “Repercus-
sions of the Kalam in Jewish Philosophy” will be published
in the near future — a fitting finale to an extraordinarily ver-
satile scholarly career which began with Crescas’ Critique of
Aristotle.

It should be noted that not only is this volume being pub-
lished posthumously, much to the sorrow of Professor Wolf-
son’s many friends and admirers, but also that the infirmities
of old age and debilities of illness prevented him from giving
the book the final careful review which he lavished upon all
his writings. Professor Wolfson would regularly re-read an
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entire work iz page proof, checking for consistency in trans-
lation and transliteration as well as elegance of formulation
and precision of conceptualization. The author was continually
reviewing, revising, and reformulating.

The index was prepared by Mrs. Eleanor Kewer; the bib-
liography was prepared by Steven Harvey, a doctoral can-
didate at Harvard University, together with Mrs. Kewer.
Publication was made possible by the generous support of

Mr. Harry Starr, President of the Littauer Foundation in
New York.

IsaporRE TWERSKY
Littauer Professor of
Hebrew Literature

and Jewish Philosophy

PREFACE

In the series of studies which I drafted between 1934 and
1944 as the basis of my planned “Structure and Growth of
Philosophic Systems from Plato to Spinoza,” the study of the
Church Fathers was followed by a study of the Muslim phi-
losophers, who in part were on the left of Philo, and within
this study were included sections on the Mutakallimin, who
in part were on the right of Philo. No special study on the
Kalam was then contemplated, and this for the reason that
most of the Kalam literature was still in manuscript. But in
the course of my publication of the two volumes on Philo
and the first volume on the Church Fathers it dawned on me
that by following the method of research which I had used
in these two works I would be able, on the basis of the Kalam
literature already available in print, to prepare a volume on
the Kalam in which certain problems peculiar to the Kalam
would be dealt with in their relation to similar problems as
dealt with by Philo and the Church Fathers in their common
attempt to interpret Scripture in terms of philosophy and to
revise philosophy in conformity with Scripture. And so, on
the publication of the first volume on “The Philosophy of the
Church Fathers” in 1956, for reasons which seemed both to
me and to some friends quite valid, instead of proceeding at
once to prepare the manuscript of the second volume on the
Church Fathers for the press I began to prepare this study
of the Kalam and kept on working at it until its completion
in 1964.

The problems which I selected for discussion in this work
are six: Attributes, Koran, Creation, Atomism, Causality, Pre-
destination and Free Will. The reason for selecting these prob-
lems and how they are related to the problems dealt with by
Philo and the Church Fathers and what the method of research
is that is made use of in dealing with these problems are fully
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discussed later in this work under the heading “Origin, Struc-
ture, Diversity” (pp. 70—79). However, the discussion of the
method of research will bear repetition.

This method, which in technical language I described as
“the hypothetico-deductive method” of text interpretation
(cf. Crescas’ Critique of Aristotle, 1929, p. 25), means in
simple language the method of conjecture and verification. I
compared it to what in science is called “control-experiment”
(cf. The Philosophy of Spinoza, 1934, I, 26). Just as the
scientist starts out on some experiment, say with a certain
number of rabbits, so in our investigation of any topic we
start out with a certain number of representative texts bearing
upon that topic. Then, just as the scientific experimenter in-
oculates only one or some of his rabbits and uses the others
as controls, so we also perform all our conjectural interpreta-
tion on one or some of our texts and use the others as controls
and verifications. The literature of the Kalam available to me
in print during the preparation of this work has furnished,
with regard to the six problems dealt with in it, all the passages
that were necessary as bases of conjectural interpretations as
well as all the passages that were necessary as bases of con-
trols and verifications. I hope that the new Kalam literature
that has been published since the preparation of this work and
that will be published in the future will be found to corrobo-
rate, or to be susceptible of interpretation in accordance with,
my findings.

Thirteen sections of the eight chapters of this volume have
already appeared in various publications. The chronological
order of their appearance in those publications and the pages
in this work in which the titles of these publications are given
are as follows: 1943 (p. 373), 1946 (p- 359), 1956 (p. 112),
1959 (p- 395), 1960 (p. 291), 1960 (p. 337), 1964 (p. 559),
1965 (p- 147), 1965 (p. 337), 1967 (p. 8), 1967 (p. 476),
1967 (p. 624), 1969 (p. 593).

The text of this work as completed in 1964 contained

PREFACE ix

chapters under the heading “Repercussions of the Kalam in
Jewish Philosophy.” These chapters will be published sepa-
rately as a supplementary monograph to this volume.

For counsel and assistance in Arabic textual problems I am
deeply indebted to Professor Moshe Perlmann of the Uni-
versity of California at Los Angeles, formerly at Harvard, and
to Professor Muhsin Sayyid Mahdi and Dr. Wilson Basta
Bishai, both of Harvard. Unbounded thanks are due to Eleanor
Dobson Kewer, formerly Chief Editor of the Harvard Uni-
versity Press, who with watchful and searching care steered
through the press the succession of corrected galley proofs.
But for her unremitting help, the publication of this book,
which for various reasons has been delayed, would have been
further delayed.

H AW,

April 1974
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CHAPTER 1
THE KALAM

I. Tue Term KarLam

THE TERM kalim, which literally means “speech” or “word,”
is used in Arabic translations of the works of Greek philoso-
phers as a rendering of the term logos in its various senses of
“word,” “reason,” and “argument.” * The term kalam is also
used in those Arabic translations from the Greek in the sense
of any special branch of learning, and the plural participle,
mutakallimin (singular: mutakallim), is used as a designation
of the masters or exponents of any special branch of learning.
Thus the Greek expression “discussions about nature” (repi
$iTews Adyou)® is translated by “the physical kalim” (al-kalim
al-tabi7) ® The Greek terms for “physicists” (¢vowoi;* dvoro-
Aéyou®) are sometimes translated by “masters of the physical
kalam” (ashab al-kalam al-tabii) © or by “the mutakallimin in
physics” (al-mutakallimin fi al-tabiiyyat)." Similarly, the
Greek term for “theologians” (feoéyor) ® is translated by
“masters of the divine kalim” (ashab al-kalim al-ilabi) ® or by
“the mutakallimin in divinity” (al-mutakallimin fi al-ilabiy-
yat)."° In this sense the terms kalam and mmutakallimiin came to
be used, probably under the influence of these Arabic transla-
tions from the Greek, also by original Arabic writers. Thus
Yahya Ibn ‘Adi speaks of the “Christian wmtakallinan’; 1t

*Averroes, In Metapbysica, Arabic: Tafsir ma ba'd at-tabiat, ed. M.
Bouyges, Index D, a, p. (264).

*Metaph. 1, 8, ggoa, 7.

* Averroes, In Metaphysica, 1, Text. 20, p. 104, L. 16.

* Metaph. X11, 10, 1075b, 27.

*1bid. 1, 8, 98gb, 30-31.

* Averroes, In Metapbysica, XII, Text. 57, p- 1728, L 11.

"Ibid. 1, Text. 19, p. 101, L. 11.

* Metaph. X11, 10, 1075b, 26; 6, 1071b, 27.

® Averroes, In Metaphysica, X11, Text. 57, p- 1728, Il 10-11.

*1bid., Text. 30, p. 1563, L. 9. ‘

" Périer, Petits Traités Apologétiques de Yabyi ben ‘Adi, p. 39, L. 4.
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Shahrastani speaks of “the kaldm of Empedocles,” 12 “the kaldm
of Aristotle,” ** and the kalim of the Christians on the union of
the Word with the body in the incarnation; * Judah Halevi *
speaks of people belonging to “the same school of 7mmuta-
kallimiin . . . such as the school of Pythagoras, the school
of Empedocles, the school of Aristotle, the school of Plato
or of other individual philosophers, the Stoics,'® and the Peri-
patetics, the latter belonging to the school of Aristotle”;"
Averroes speaks of “the mutakallimin of the people of our
religion and the people of the religion of the Christians” '8
or “the mutakallimin of the people of the three religions
which exist today”;'® Maimonides speaks of “the first Muta-
kallimin from among the Christianized Greeks and from
among the Muslims”;* Tbn Haldiin speaks of “the kalim of
philosophers in physics and metaphysics.” #* In addition to
all this, the term kaldm, without any qualification, was applied
to a particular system of thought which arose in Islam prior
to the rise of philosophy, and its exponents, called simply
mutakallimiin, were contrasted with those who, beginning
with al-Kindi (d. ca. 873), were called simply philosophers.

How this system of thought described simply as Kalam
came into being and what it was may be pieced together

from passages dealing with its history to be found in three
works written in Arabic, two by Muslims, Shahrastani (1086~
1153) and Ibn Haldin (1332-1406), and one by a Jew, Mai-
monides (1135-1204).

 Milal, p. 262, 1. 1.

®1bid., p. 286, 1. 7.

*Ibid., p. 172, L. 4.

* Cuzari V, 14, p. 328, 1. 23-26; p. 329, 1L 13-16.

® ashab al-mizallab: ba'le ba-sel.

" Arabic reading in printed text al-mitan, probably a corruption of
al-mashshd’in, Hebrew: ba-bolekim. Cf. Goldziher in ZDMG, 41:705
(1887).

® Averroes, In XII Metaph., Comm. 18, Arabic, p- 1489, ll. 4-5; Latin,

.304 F.
P ** Ibid., Arabic, p. 1503, ll. 11~12; Latin, p. 305 F.

® Moreb 1, 71, p. 123, 1L. 10-11.

# Mukaddimab 111, p. 41, 1. 8.

ACCORDING TO SHAHRASTANI AND IBN HALDUN 3

II. Tue KAaLaM ACCORDING TO SHAHRASTANT
AND IBN HALDUN

The development of Islam, during the period covered in
this study, falls into two stages: first, the emergence of a uni-
fied system of belief out of the various teachings scattered
in the Koran; second, the rise of heresies.

The first stage was dominated by those called al-salaf,
literally, “the predecessors,” a term applied to the “compan-
ions of Muhammad” (al-sabibab) and to those who came after
the companions, called “the followers” (al-tabiin).? What
these salaf agreed upon is taken to constitute that which may
be called the good old-time religion of Islam. We shall refer
to the salaf either as early Muslims or as the followers of early
Islam or simply as orthodox Islam or the o_rthodox Muslims,
all as is required by the context.

The religion formed out of the teachings of the Koran
consists, according to Ibn Haldin, of two kinds of duties,
“duties of the body” (al-takilif al-badaniyyah) and “duties
of the heart” (al-takilif al-kalbiyyab).?® The former kind
consists of “the divine laws that govern the actions of all
duty-bound Muslims,” and this is Fikh * — a term which from
its original meaning of “understanding, knowledge,” at first
came to be used in the limited sense of ijtibid, that is, the
decision of legal points by one’s own judgment in the absence
of any precedent bearing on the case in question, but later
acquired the comprehensive sense of Muslim jurisprudence
based on four sources: (1) the Koran; (2) tradition (sunnah);

Y Mukaddimab 111, p. 37, L. 2.

t1bid., p. 36, 1. 19.

*Ibid. 1, p. 386, I. 14. The same distinction is described as “actions”
(a'mil) of “the hearts” (al-kulitb) and of “the limbs” (al-jawirib) by
Mubhasibi in AI-Ri‘dyab Li-Hukuk Allab, p- 43, L. 15, and by Ghazali in
Kitab Sharb ‘Ajaib al-Kalb of 1bya, 111, p. 40, . 9, and as fara’id, “duties,”
of “the heart” and of “the limbs” by Bahya in Al-Hidayal ila Faraid
al-Kuliib, Introduction, p. s, 1L 14-15. See also references in Goldziher,
Streitschrift des Gazdli gegen die Batinijja-Sekte, p. 109.

‘1bid., 1. 13.
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(3) analogy (kiyis); (4) consensus (ijmi’).5 The latter kind
of duties concerns “faith” (imrin), which is defined as “an
affirmation by the heart in agreement with what is spoken by
the tongue” ¢ and is said to consist of six articles, which, ac-
cording to tradition, were drawn up by Muhammad himself.
These articles are as follows: “the belief in (1) God, (2)
His angels, (3) His Scriptures, (4) His apostles, (5) the Last
Day, and (6) the belief in predestination (al-kadar), be it good
or bad.”?* Thus Kalam means theology in contradistinction
to Fikh, which means jurisprudence. It is the discussion of
these articles of faith (al-‘akd‘id al-wminiyyab) that, accord-
ing to Ibn Haldan, constitutes “the science of the Kalam.” ®

When exactly the term Kalam came to be used in that
technical sense is, as far as I know, nowhere explicitly stated.
From statements by Shahrastini we gather that there was a
Kalam prior to the founding of Mu'tazilism by Wisil b. ‘At@’
(d. 748)? and that “the splendor of the science of the Kalam
began” during the reign of Hariin al-Rashid (786-809).1° The
existence of a pre-Mu'tazilite Kalam may perhaps also be
inferred from the use of the term mmtakallimin by Ibn Sa'd
(d. 845) as a designation of those who discussed the problem
of the status of sinners in Islam raised by the pre-Mu'tazilite
sect of the MurjTites '* and from the use of the term yatakallam
by Ibn Kutaybah (828-889) in connection with the discussion
of the problem of free will by the pre-Mu‘tazilite Ghaylin.!?

® Cf. Goldziher in EI, s. v. FIKH (Vol. I1, pp- 109 f.).

* Mukaddimab 111, p. 33, Il. 15-16; cf. p. 35, Il. 6-9.

"1bid., p. 35, Il g-11.

$1bid. 11, p. 386, 1. 17; cf. 1II, p- 35, Il 11-12. “he implication of these
statements is that this particular discipline is called “Kalam” because it
deals with “faith,” which, by definition, is a matter of “speech.” Cf. below
at n. 155. This explanation of the meaning of the term Kalam is not men-
tioned by Taftazani (p. 10, I 3-p. 11, 1. 8) among his various explanations,
eight in number, of the meaning of the term.

*Cf. below, pp. 19-20.

® Milal, p. 19, 1l. 12-13.

" Cf. Goldziher, Vorlesungen iiber den Islam (1g10), p. 1oo (English, p.
105).

*Cf. Kitab al-maarif (ed. F. Wustenfeld, 1850), p. 244, 1. 6, quoted in
Haarbriicker’s translation of Shahrastani, 11, p. 389.
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Similarly, Ibn Haldan refers to Mutakalliman who flourished
prior to the rise of Mu‘tazilism.'®

From Ibn Haldun, moreover, we learn not only of the ex-
istence of pre-Mu'tazilite Mutakalliman but also of how the
Kalam of those Mutakallimin originated and what it was.
Thus in a passage dealing with religious conditions in Islam
prior to the rise of Mu‘tazilism, he says that the early Mus-
lims, in trying to explain the articles of faith, at first quoted
verses from the Koran and reports from the Sunnah. Later,
when differences of opinion occurred concerning details
(tafdsil) of these articles of faith, “argumentation formed by
the intellect (al~'akl) began to be used in addition to the
evidence derived from tradition, and in this way the science
of Kalam originated.” ** Now the differences of opinion con-
cerning details of the articles of faith, which, according to
Ibn Haldan, led to the science of Kalam, quite evidently refer
to such pre-Mu'tazilite problems as the state of sinners and
freedom of the will mentioned above and the problem of Ko-
ranic anthropomorphisms to be mentioned later in the course

~of our discussion. As to what he means by “argumentation

formed by the intellect in addition to proof-texts derived from
tradition” which led to the Kalam and hence was used in the
Kalam, it may be gathered from a distinction he draws else-
where between “philosophical sciences” and “traditional sci-
ences,” ** under the latter of which he includes both Fikh and
Kalam, describing Fikh as “the root of all the traditional
sciences.” ¢ In the philosophical sciences, he says, “the subject-
matter of each of these sciences, the problems which they
deal with, and the methods of demonstration which they use
in solving those problems” all originate in man by reason of his
being “a thinking human being.” ** As for the traditional sci-

Cf. below, pp. 25-28.

* Mukaddimab 111, p. 36, l. 10-15.

** Mukaddimab 11, p. 385, 1. 1-3.

*®1bid., p. 385, 1. 16 - p. 386, L. 13, and p. 386, 1. 14-17.
" Ibid., p. 385, 1. 5-9.
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ences, he says, “there is no place for the intellect (al-akl)
in them, save that the intellect may be used in connection
with them to relate the branches (al-furi’) of their problems
with the roots (al-usil),” ® that is, “the general tradition”
(al-nakl al-kull); *® but the results of this limited use of the
intellect are subsequently described by him as “intellectual
proofs” (al-adillab al-akliyyab) used in Kalam with regard
to matters of faith.2°

The full implication of this contrast between the two sci-
ences, as may be gathered from his statements about the tra-
ditional sciences immediately following the statement just
quoted and from his statements in his later discussion of one
of the philosophical sciences, logic,* may be restated as fol-
lows. Both these sciences try to derive something unknown
from something known, or, to use Kalam terms, something
absent (al-gha'ib) from something present (al-shibid).2? The
unknown in the philosophical sciences is called muatlib,?
“that which is sought,” and the known is called mukaddimah,**
“premise”; in the traditional sciences, as we have seen, the
unknown is called far', “branch,” and the known is called
asl, “root” or “general tradition.” 2 Now the “premise” in
the philosophical sciences is said by Ibn Haldan to be a uni-
versal which the human mind forms by means of abstraction
from perceptible objects; 2¢ the “root” or “general tradition”
in the traditional sciences is said by him to be “teachings
(shar‘iyyit) of the Koran and the Sunnah which have been
enjoined on us by God and His Apostle.” *" As a description

®Ibid., 1. 11-12. = 1bid. 1M, p. 108, 1. 8-p. 112, L. 3.
*Ibid., 1. 13. = Mi'yar al-llm, p. 94, 1. 10.
®Ibid., p. 386, 1. 17. * Mukaddimab 111, p. 110, L. 19.

*1bid., 1. 11. Thus also is the expression “intellectual premises” (mukad-
dimat ‘akliyyab) used by Ibn Halddn as a description of the theories of the
atom and the vacuum which were used by Bikillini as the basis of certain
arguments (Mukaddimab 111, p. 40, L. 7-9).

* Cf above at n. 19 and Isharit, p- 65, L 2.

*® Mukaddimab 111, p. 108, 1. 9-p. 109, L. 18,

7 1bid. 11, p. 385, Il. 15-17. The term shar'iyyat here, 1 take it, is not used
by Ibn Haldin in the narrow sense of “laws,” for under the “traditional
sciences,” of which the shariyydr are said by him to be the “root,” he in-
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of the method of reasoning by which the unknown is de-
rived from the known in both the philosophical and traditional
sciences, Ibn Haldun uses the same Arabic term, kiyds.*® But
from other sources we know that the term kiyds has a dif-
ferent origin and a different meaning in each of these two
sciences. In the traditional sciences, the term kiyds as a method
of reasoning from data furnished by the Koran and thff Sun-
nah appeared first in connection with legal problems in the
Fikh, where it means “analogy,” and the term in that sense,
1t has been shown, is a translation of the Hebrew hekkesh,
which is used in that sense in Talmudic law.** In the philo-
sophical sciences, kiyds is used as a translation of the Greek
term syllogismos,*® and it is used in that sense by Ibn Haldan
in his discussion of the “science of Logic,”*" which he de-
scribes as “the first” of the philosophical sciences.®®
Accordingly, when lbn Haldun says that with the rise of
differences of opinion in matters of faith therc appeared the
use of “argumentation formed by the intellect,” he means
that the participants in the discussions of those differences
of opinion in matters of faith borrowed from the Fikh the
method of kiyds, “analogy,” where it was used in connection
with problems of law, and applied it to problems of faith. And
when he further says that “in this way the science of Kalam
originated,” he means thereby that the name Kalam was given
to the application of the method of analogy to problems of
faith in order to distinguish it from its use in the Fikh in
connection with problems of law; for Kalam means “speech,”
and faith by definition, as we have seen, is “an affirmation by
the heart in agreement with what is spoken by the tongue,” *

cludes not only Fikh but also Kalam. Cf. similar broad use of shariyyab in
Taftazini, pp. 7-8.

®1Ibid. 11, p. 385, 1. 14; 111, p. 110, L. 7. )

® Margoliouth, “Omar’s Instructions to the Kadi,” JRAS (ig10), p. 3z20;
Schacht, The Origins of Mubammadan Jurisprudence, p. g9.

®Cf. Arabic translation of cvAoyioués in Amal. Pri. 1, 2, 24b, 18, and
passim.

* Mukaddimab 111, p. 108, 1. 8; p. 110, 1L 7 ff.

“1bid., p. 87, 1. 4-5. #Cf. above, p. 4.
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whereas Fikh by contrast, refers to “action,” for it consists
of “the divine laws that govern the action of all duty-bound
Muslims.” ** But it will be noticed that Ibn Haldan does not
say who among the participants in the discussion of those
newly arisen problems of faith used this new method of argu-
mc;ntation. The inference to be drawn from his silence on
this point is that the new method of argumentation was used
not only by those whom he describes as having introduced
innovations (bida’), but also by those who followed the
teachings of the early Muslims (al-salaf). What he means
here by “innovations” will be discussed later.3%

The sects which arose in Islam are many,* and still more
are the differences of opinion concerning the articles of faith.
Bl}t for the purpose of our present study, we shall deal only
with certain differences of opinion relating to two articles
of faith, the first and the sixth, namely, the belief in God,
which means a belief in the right conception of God, and
the belief in predestination, which means the belief in the
power of God over human acts. Concerning both these two
articles of faith, there arose differences of opinion in Islam
even before the rise of Mu'tazilism, which differences of opin-
10n gave rise to discussions termed Kalam.

The pre-Mutazilite differences of opinion concerning the
right conception of God were, according to Ibn Haldtn, about
anthropomorphism. These differences of opinion arose, ac-
cording to him, out of conflicting descriptions of God found
in the Koran. On the one hand, “in many verses of the Koran,
God is described as being devoid of any likeness to human
beings (zanzih).” *¢ But, on the other hand, “there are a few
other verses in the Koran suggesting a likeness of God to
human beings (tashbib).” 3" These conflicting verses gave
rise, according to Ibn Haldin, to three views.

First, there were “the early Muslims,” who, he says, gave
preference to those verses indicating God’s freedom from any

*Cf. above, p. 3. * Mukaddimab 111, p. 36, 1. 16-17.
¥ Cf. below, pp. 10-11. T 1bid., 1. 20-p. 37, L. 1.
® Fark, pP- 12, 1L 2—4.
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likeness to human beings.” #® The reason given by him for
that preference is that the anti-anthropomorphic verses are
“many” (kathirah),*® whereas the anthropomorphic verses
are “few” (kalilab),*® and also that the anti-anthropomorphic
verses are “clear in meaning, requiring no interpretation . . .
being as they all are negative in their form of expression.” **
This explanation, it must be said, only partly conforms to
what we actually find in the Koran. The Koran, indeed, con-
tains anti-anthropomorphic verses which are couched in nega-
tive form, namely, the verses “Nought is there like Him”
(42:9); “And there is none like unto Him” (112:4), and these
verses, indeed, are more explicit in their denial of anthro-
pomorphism than the verses which describe God by terms in
which there is only an implication of anthropomorphism.
But certainly these explicit anti-anthropomorphic verses are
not more numerous than those which imply anthropomor-
phism. In justification of his explanation it may be suggested
that by verses implying anthropomorphism, Ibn Haldiin meant
only those verses which imply, as he happens to mention
later, such crude anthropomorphism as “hands and feet and
a face,”** and by explicit anti-anthropomorphic verses
couched in negative language, he meant not only the two
verses quoted above but also the verses condemning idolatry
and the worship of other gods, which by implication means
the negation of anthropomorphism. By such a use of terms,
Ibn Haldtn could have gotten the impression that the explicit
anti-anthropomorphic verses expressed negatively are more
numerous than the verses which only imply anthropomor-
phism, though statistically perhaps his statement may not be
correct even in that sense. As for the anthropomorphic verses,
these early Muslims maintained that nothing is to be done
about them, for, says Ibn Haldan, “though they were aware

®1Ibid., p. 37, 1L 1-2.

*1bid., p. 36, 1. 17; cf. p. 37, L 2.
“1bid., p. 36, 1. 20.

“1bid., . 17-18; cf. p. 37, 1. 2.
“1bid., p. 37, 1. 9.
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of the absurdity of likening God to human beings, they de-
clared those anthropomorphic verses to be the word of God,
and therefore they believed in them and did not try to in-
vestigate or interpret their meaning.” *

Second and third, besides those who held the preceding
view, reports Ibn Haldin, there were a few “innovators”
(mubtadi'ab).** Of these there were two main groups. One
group professed outright anthropomorphism.** Another group
tried to harmonize the anthropomorphic verses with the
anti-anthropomorphic verses by interpreting the former.
Some, dealing with verses which ascribe to God parts of the
human body, such as “hands and feet and a face,” 47 interpreted
them to mean that God has “a body unlike bodies”; ** others,
dealing with verses which describe God by terms which only
imply His possession of a human body, such as “direction,
sitting, descending, voice, sound,” 4 interpreted them to mean
“a voice unlike voices,” “a direction unlike directions,” “de-
scending unlike descending.” % Ibn Haldin rejects this meth-
od of harmonization, arguing that any formula like “a body
unlike bodies” is an infringement upon the Law of Contradic-
tion, for any such formula is tantamount to saying that God
is both like other things and not like other things.*!

The term “innovators,” by which Ibn Haldan describes
both the extreme anthropomorphists and those who used the
formula “a body unlike bodies,” would at first sight seem to
have been used here in the sense of “heretics,” for the term
bid‘ab, “innovation,” is used by him later in connection with
the Mu‘tazilites in the special sense of “heresy.” ** However,
in view of the fact that interpretation by the formula “a body

“1bid., 1. 2-4. .

“Ibid., 1. 7. The account here of the appearance of new views regarding
the anthropomorphic verses in the Koran refers, I take it, to what happened
among the Sunnites prior to the rise of Mu'tazilism, In Shahrastani, there
is nothing to correspond to this account,

“1bid., 1l. 8-10. “®1bid., p. 38, 1L 1-2.
“1bid., 1. 13-14. ®Ibid., 1. 3-4.
“1bid., 1. 8—9. ®1bid., . 15-16.

“1bid., 1. 14-15. *1bid., p. 44, 1. 3; p. 47, L. 17.
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unlike bodies” was later adopted by Hanbalites % and that it
is also quoted in the name of Ash‘ari,® it is quite clear that
Ibn Haldiin uses here the term “innovators” simply in the
sense that they introduced something new.®® From this ac-
count of his, it is quite clear that, according to his knowledg_e,
the formula “a body unlike bodies” had been used by certain
Sunnites in their opposition to downright anthropomorphism
prior to its use by the Shi‘ite Hisham b. al-Hakam,* who was
a downright anthropomorphist.”” .
This conception of God as a body unlike other bodlfas,
which Ibn Haldiin reports in the name of some pre-Mu'tazilite
orthodox Muslims, is not new in the history of religion. In
Christianity it was boldly asserted by Tertullian,”® and it _is
based, as I have explained elsewhere, upon the fact that in
the Scriptures, both in the Old and in the New Testament,
God is never described by a term meaning “incorporeal”;
He is only described there, and dircctly so only in the Old
Testament, as being unlike any of His created beings, from
which Philo, and after him other scriptural philosophers, de-
rived their belief in the incorporeality of God.* So also in
the Koran, it may be added, God is not described _by a term
meaning “incorporeal”; He is only described as being }Inllke
any of His created beings, and this is the prime meaning of
tanzih, namely, the elevation of God above any likeness to

*Cf. below, p. 77 at n. 17.

* Cf. below at nn. 69, 98, 154. . )

**So also Shahrastani (Nibdyat, p. 313, 1. 15) describes Ash'ari as one
who “innovated” (abdd) a certain belief with regard to the Koran m.de-
parture from the common belief of the Early Muslims and the Hanbalites,
without any suggestion that his innovation ‘was heresy. Prg!)ably also’ in its
application to the extreme anthropomorphizers the term “innovators” was
not used here by Ibn Haldin in the sense of heretics, seeing that a group
of extreme anthropomorphizers who appeared after the Mlhnah are included
by Shahrastini among those who “adhered to the plain meanings of the
Book and the Sunnah” (Milal, p. 19, 1. 20 - p. 20, L. 1). Cf. below at nn. 130
and 138-141.

* Makalar, p. 33, 1. 10-11; p, 208, 1. 1.

" Ibid., p. 31, 1l. 12 fF.

* Adv. Prax. 7 (PL 2, 162 C).

* Cf. Philo, 11, pp. 94-100, 151-152; Religious Philosophy, pp- 84-8s.
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created beings. But a Tertullian origin for this view in Islam
is hardly possible, for all the Christian influences upon the
Kalam come from Greek Christianity, not from Latin Chris-
tianity; and Tertullian’s view was not current in Greek
Christianity.*®® This method of interpreting anthropomorph-
isms must have arisen, therefore, within Islam itself. How it
could have arisen within Islam itself, I shall now try to explain.

The Arabic term for “anthropomorphization,” tashbib,
literally means “likening,” that is, likening God to human
beings. So also the Arabic phrase dydt al-tashbib,** which re-
fers to anthropomorphic verses in the Koran, literally means,
“the verses of likening,” that is, the Koranic verses in which
God 1s described in the likeness of human beings. It is such
verses that, according to Ibn Haldun, certain pre-Mu'tazilite
orthodox interpreted by the formula “a body unlike bodies.”
Now “likeness” between things in general, and not necessarily
“likeness” between God and human beings, is the basis of
the legal reasoning by “analogy” as used in the Fikh from
earliest times. Thus in a letter of instruction to judges, which
is quoted by Ibn Haldin, Caliph ‘Umar is reported to have
said: “Study similitudes (amthal) and likenesses (ashbib) and
judge things by analogy (kis) with things similar (mazd‘ir)
to them.” ** Let us then study the manner in which the con-
cept of “likeness” is used in the Fikh and see whether it will
throw any light upon the origin of the formula “a body un-

% Origen’s argument against “some” who said that God “is of a corporeal
nature rarified and ethereal” (In Joan. XIII, 21, PG 14, 432 C) does not refer
to a view like Tertullian’s, according to which God is 2 body sui generis
(Adv. Prax. 7 [PL 2, 162 C]), for the body sui gemeris which Tertullian
ascribes to God is a body unlike even any known body which Origen de-
scribes as “rarified and ethereal.” What Origen refers to is rather a view
like that of Theophrastus, the successor of Aristotle, who identifies God
with “the heaven” or with “the stars and the constellations of the heaven”
(Cicero, De Nat. Deor. 1, 13, 35), all of which are what Origen describes
as “of a corporeal nature rarified and ethereal.” So also Athenagoras refers
to “Aristotle and his followers” as saying that God’s body is “the ethereal
space and the planetary stars and the sphere of the fixed stars” (Supplicatio
6).

** Tabafut al-Falisifab XX, 20, p. 355, 1. 21.
* Mukaddimab 1, p. 308, II. 6-7.
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like bodies” used in the interpretation of the “likeness” im-
plied in the Koranic anthropomorphic verses.

Now when we study the actual cases of analogy as used
in the Fikh, we find that the likenesses upon which the analo-
gies are based are certain special likenesses with regard to
certain special aspects to be observed in things which on the
whole are unlike. A good example of such a use of analogy

“in the Fikh is to be found in Ibn Haldan’s own citation of a

case in which the method of analogy is used in the Fikh. In
the Koran (2:216; 5:92, 93), there is a prohibition of the
drinking of pamr, which means “grape wine.” In the Fikh,
however, this prohibition is extended to include nabidh, that
1s, “date wine,” and this is done by the argument that, though
bamr and mabidh are unlike each other, there is an analogy
(kiyds) between them insofar as they are alike with refer-
ence to the fact that both cause intoxication.®? Another good
example is to be found in Shafii’s attempt to draw an analogy
between two such unlike things as a dog and carrion with
regard to the nonliability of the payment of damages if, in
the case of a dog, one killed him and, in the case of carrion,
one burned it, and this analogy is drawn on the ground that
there is a likeness between a dog and carrion insofar as the
keeping of a dog is prohibited except for certain necessary
purposes and similarly the eating of carrion is prohibited ex-
cept under certain circumstances of necessity.®® Analogy in
the Fikh thus does not mean simply likeness; it means some
special aspect or aspects of likeness between things which in
all other aspects are unlike.

Let us now imagine that that group of early orthodox Mus-
lims who, as we have seen, even before the rise of Mu‘tazilism
were opposed to tzashbib, that is, to taking the anthropomor-
phic verses in the Koran literally, were at the same time
also opposed to those who maintained that one must not

Ibid. 111, p- 288, ll. 12-16; see Rosenthal’s translation and note, 111, pp.
331-332.

*Quoted in Margoliouth, The Early Development of Mobammedanism,
P- 97; see also list of examples of kiyds in Schacht, Origins, pp. 106-111.
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look for an explanation of those verses. To them these verses
had to be explained somehow. They were thus trying to find
an explanation for these verses. The explanation that naturally
suggested itself to them was that the likeness which is implied
in the anthropomorphic verses in the Koran is not to be taken
to mean a complete likeness in every respect but that the
likeness which is explicitly prohibited in the Koran is to be
taken to mean a complete likeness in every respect. Trained,
however, as they were in the method used by the early
Muslims with regard to the explanation of the articles of
faith, they were looking for traditional evidence in support
of their explanation that the likeness implied in the anthro-
pomorphic Koranic verses is not to be taken to mean a
complete likeness in every respect. And as they were looking
for such supporting evidence, they suddenly reminded them-
selves of the likeness in the method of analogy of the Fikh,
which they knew was not a likeness in every respect but a
likeness only in some respects. Aha, they exclaimed, why not
apply this conception of likeness to the likeness in the an-
thropomorphic verses in the Koran? They tried and found
that it worked. The likeness between God and human beings
which is allowed in the anthropomorphic verses in the Koran,
they reasoned, does not mean a likeness between them in
every respect; it means a likeness between them in only some
respects. Similarly, the likeness between God and human be-
ings which is prohibited in the anti-anthropomorphic verses
in the Koran refers only to a likeness between them in every
respect; it does not refer to a likeness between them in only
some respects. It is this kind of reasoning that is implied in
Maimonides’ statement that those Mutakallimiin who explain
anthropomorphisms by the formula “a body unlike bodies”
challenge their opponents to prove that the likeness between
God and His creatures that is prohibited means any likeness
whatsoever “in anything” % and argue in effect that a like-
ness between God and any of His created beings is not to be
“Moreh 1, 76 (2), p. 160, 11, 15-16.

ACCORDING TO SHAHRASTANI AND IBN HALDON 15§

prohibited if the created being “is not like Him in all re-
spects.” ®® With this qualification of the Koranic prohibition
of likening God to other beings, some pre-Mu‘tazilite ortho-
dox Muslims argued that the attribution to God in some
Koranic verses of such terms as hands and feet and a face
or as sitting and descending and a voice does not mean that
these terms in their attribution to God are in all respects like
the same terms when attributed to men; their attribution to
God is meant to be taken only according to what in the Fikh
is called analogy, that is to say, in their attribution to God
these terms are only in some respect like the same terms when
attributed to men; in all other respects there is no likeness
between them. It is to be noted, however, that they do not
try to explain in what respect they are unlike. They are quite
satisfied with the simple assertion that the likeness implied
1s not a likeness in every respect.

Thus the pre-Mu'tazilite Kalam method of explaining an-
thropomorphisms by the formula “a body unlike bodies” is
the method of analogy used in the Fikh, and one may reason-
ably assume that it was borrowed from the Fikh.

Corroborative evidence that this method of explaining an-
thropomorphisms is the method of analogy used in the Fikh
may be found in a passage in Ibn Hazm’s Fisal.

The passage comes as a sequel to Ibn Hazm’s discussion of
the use of analogy (kiyds) in the Fikh. As a Zahirite, Ibn
Hazm is opposed to the use of the analogical method of reason-
ing in Muslim jurisprudence, and so, after having said all he
had to say against the use of analogy in the Fikh, he proceeds
to argue against its use in the Kalam.%¢ Setting up certain

*1bid., 1. 19. The logical basis for this kind of reasoning is supplied
by Juwayni who, in answer to the question whether “of two unlike things
one of them may have something in common with the 'other,” says thgt
“it is not impossible for a thing to share in common with that which is
unlike it in some general characteristics” (Irshad, p. 21, 1L 10-11 ar}d 21—
22[44]). Cf. the following statement of Aristotle: “Tbings are like if, not
being absolutely the same, nor without difference in their concrete substance,
they are the same in form” (Metaph. X, 3, 1054b, 3-5).

*Cf. Goldziher, Die Zabiriten, pp. 156 ff,
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Ash‘arites as the target of his attack, he first restates and char-
acterizes their view and then criticizes it,

In his restatement he says that “the Ash‘arites proclaim that
they reject any likeness between God and created beings
(al-tashbib) but then they themselves sink deeply into this sin,
for they say: Inasmuch as none among human beings can be
performing actions unless he is living and knowing and power-
ful, it must necessarily follow that the Creator, who is the
author of all things, is living and knowing and powerful.” ¢

This restatement of the view of the Ash‘arites reflects some
such passages as the following: (1) a passage like that in
which Ash‘ari himself, after declaring that “the Creator is
unlike creatures,” tries to show that He cannot be like them
even “in some one respect,” % the implication thus being that
He is unlike them in every respect; (2) a passage like that
in which Ash‘ari is reported as saying that “God has a2 knowl-
edge which is not like other knowledges, and a power which
1s not like other powers, and a hearing which is not like
other hearings, and a sight which is not like other sights.” 6

In his criticism of this view of the Ash‘arites, Ibn Hazm
says: “This is the wording (or tenor) of their analogy
(kiyds) — both elevating God above all creatures and liken-
ing Him to them. But those who make use of reasoning by
analogy allow its use only when it is drawn between things
which are alike. As for drawing an analogy between things
which are different in every respect and are not alike in any-
thing, this would not, according to the opinion of anyone, be
admissible.” 7

In this criticism, Ibn Hazm alludes to the two passages
which we have quoted as being reflected in his restatement
of the Ash‘arite view, Alluding first to the second passage,

" Fisal 11, p. 158, 11. 10-13.

* Luma' 7,

® Tabyin, p. 149, l. 11-12 (171, 1),

“Fisal 11, p. 158, 11, 13-17. Cf. Ibn Haldan’s criticism of this formula
above, p. 1o0.
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namely, that “God has a knowledge which is not like other
knowledges, etc.,” he describes it as “‘their analogy.” By
this, I take it, he means that this statement of the Ash‘arites
is based upon the analogy of the Fikh, where it is applied
to things which, though unlike in some respects, are alike
in others. Then, alluding to the first passage, namely, that
God is not like His creatures even “in some one respect,” he
tries to show that in the Fikh, analogy is never applied to
“things which are different in every respect and are not alike
in anything.”

From all this it may be gathered that the interpretation
of the Koranic anthropomorphic verses by the formula “a
body unlike bodies” is linked with the method of analogy as
used in the Fikh. What, therefore, those orthodox “inno-
vators” of Ibn Haldiin did was to take the method of analogy,
already in use by their contemporaries in connection with
problems in the Fikh, and apply it to the problem of the
anthropomorphic verses in the Koran.

So much for the pre-Mu‘tazilite difference of opinion with
regard to the right conception of God, especially the problem
of anthropomorphism.

The other difference of opinion which, according to both
Shahrastani and' Ibn Haldan, appeared before Mu‘tazilism,
concerned the belief in the power of God. This difference of
opinion also arose, as we shall see, out of conflicting state-
ments in the Koran on the power of God. On the one hand,
there are verses which state that certain facts about man’s life
and certain actions of man are predetermined by God; but,
on the other hand, there are verses which state that man en-
Joys a certain freedom of action.” The original view in Islam,
according to Shahrastani, was to follow those verses which
state that the power determining human action belongs to
God, for we are told by him that it was only “in the latter
days of the Companions” that “there arose the heresy of
Ma'bad al-Juhani [d. ca. 699] and Ghaylan al-Dimashki and

" Cf. below, pp. 6o1-602
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Junas al-Aswari with regard to the doctrine of the kadar,”
and because they transferred the kadar from God to man,
maintaining that man himself, and not God, determines man’s
own action, they came to be known as the Kadarites (al-
kadariyyab).”™ We shall henceforth refer to these two groups
as Predestinarians and Libertarians. What made those early
Muslims choose the predestinarian verses in preference to the
libertarian verses and what caused the rise of the libertarian
heresy and how both the Predestinarians and the Libertarians
tried to explain the Koranic verses opposed to those chosen
by them will be discussed later.™

Thus prior to the rise of Mu‘tazilism there appeared in what
was called Kalam differences of opinion with regard to two
articles of faith, namely, the first, dealing with the right con-
ception of God, and the sixth, dealing with the power of God.

Then, during the first part of the eighth century, there
appeared the Mu'tazilite sect, the founder of which was Wisil
b. ‘At@’, who died in 748/9.

Mu'tazilism, as well as its founder, is charged with many
heresies,” but, with the exception of two, none has reference
to any of the original six articles of faith. Of the two excep-
tions, one was the heresy with regard to the belief in the power
of God, which the Mu‘tazilites inherited from the Libertarians.
We have already briefly explained the nature of this heresy.
The other was a heresy with regard to the belief in the
right conception of God. The nature of this heresy may be
briefly explained as follows: It happens that early in its his-
tory, for reasons to be explained later,” there appeared in
Islam the belief that, corresponding to the terms “living” and
“knowing” or “living” and “powerful” or “knowing” and
“powerful,” there existed in God life and knowledge or life
and power or knowledge and power as real, eternal things

= Milal, p. 17, . 12-13. Cf. Mukaddimab III, p. 48, II. 17-18.

 Cf. below, pp. 619-620. ™ Cf. below, pp. 608-611.

*Fark, p. 93, 1. 12-p. 94, L. 14; p- 96, L 17-p. 100, L. 3; Milal. p. 30, 1. 6-p.

34, L. 8.
™ Cf. below, pp. 112 ff,

iy
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described as mua'ami, “things,” and sifdt,” “characteristics.”
In view of the fact that the term sifdt, which I have provision-
ally translated by “characteristics,” came to be translated into
European languages, through the influence of the Latin trans-
lation of Maimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed, by the term
“attributes,” ™ this belief in sifdt is now generally known as
the orthodox Muslim belief in attributes, of which, as we
shall see, the belief in the eternity of a pre-existent Koran was
a part.™ It is this orthodox belief in attributes that the Mu‘tazi-
lites denied. The denial of it, as reported in the name of its
founder, Wasil b. ‘Atz’, reads: “He who posits a thing (ma‘na)
and attribute (sifab) as eternal posits two gods.” * It is with
these two heresies, namely, the assertion of free will and the
denial of attributes, that the name Mu‘tazilites became identi-
fied, even though the term mus'tazilab, “Separatists,” which
the name literally means, is derived from the fact that Wisil
b. ‘Ata’ “separated himself” (itizal) from the accepted view
of the Muslim community on the question of the status of
sinners in Islam.® And since their assertion of free will was
supported by them on the ground of their particular con-
ception of divine justice and their denial of attributes was
supported by them on the ground of their particular con-
ception of divine unity, the Mu‘tazilites came to be called “the
partisans of justice and unity” (ashab al-‘adl wa'l-taubid) .5
Abourt a century after Wasil b. “Atz’, Mu‘tazilism, we are
told, came under the influence of Greek philosophy and as-
sumed a new character. As described by Shahrastani, the
change came about as follows: “Then, some masters of the
Mu‘tazilites devoted themselves to the study of the works

" For these translations of the terms ma'dni and sifit, see below, Pp. 114
fi.

“8ee Religious Philosophy, PP. 56-58.

™ Cf. below, p. 241.

* Milal, p. 31, L 19.

* Fark, p. 98, Il 4-13; Milal, p. 33, IL 2-11. For modern discussions of the
origin of the name Mu'tazilites, see Nallino, “Sull’ origine del nome dei
Mu'taziliti,” Rivista degli Studi Orientali, 7:429-454 (1916-1918); Gardet et
Anawati, Introduction a la Théologie Musulmane (1948), pp. 46-47.

= Milal, p. 29, 1. 18. .
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of the philosophers, which were made available (fussirat,
literally, ‘disclosed,’ ‘interpreted’) in the days of al-Ma’miin
[813-833]. Blending the methods (manibij) of the philoso-
phers with the methods of the Kalam, they formed of the
blend a special branch of science. They named that science
Kalam, and this either because the principal problem which
they discussed and battled over was the problem of God’s
speech (al-kalim) and therefore the entire range of prob-
lems discussed by them was called by the name of that par-
ticular problem, or because the Mu‘tazilites followed the ex-
ample of the philosophers, who called one branch of their
scientific disciplines the discipline of mantik [that is, logic],
for mantik and kalim are synonymous Arabic terms [both
of them, like the Greek logos, meaning ‘speech’].” 8

In this passage, it will be noticed, Mu‘tazilism is divided into
a nonphilosophical period and a philosophical period, and the
Mu‘tazilites during the nonphilosophical period are said to
have employed methods which are described as “the methods
of the Kalam.” What these “methods of the Kalam” were we
are not told. But knowing as we do that prior to the rise of
Mu‘tazilism there already existed a Kalam method of reason-
ing consisting of the Fikh method of analogy, we may assume
that by “the methods of the Kalam,” Shahrastini refers to
the various applications of that F ikh method of analogy, in-
cluding, we may further assume, its application to the anthro-
pomorphic verses in the Koran, by interpreting them accord-
ing to the formula “a body unlike bodies.” 8

As for “the methods of the philosophers” with which the
Mu'tazilites blended “the methods of the Kalam,” we may
assume that Shahrastani meant by it two things.

First, we may assume that he meant by it that under the
influence of the Arabic translations of Greek philosophical
works, the Mu'tazilites began to use the term kiyds in the
sense of “syllogism,” and for kiyds in the old sense of “anal-
ogy,” as used in the Fikh, they substituted the term tam-

=1bid., p. 18, Il. 2-6. ™ Cf. above, pp. 7 and 10.
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thil. Our justification for this assumption is to be found in
the fact that others in Islam who came under the influence
of these translations changed the meaning of kiyds from “anal-
ogy” to “syllogism,” and for kiyds in its old Fikh sense of
“analogy,” they substituted the term tamhil. Thus, for in-
stance, both Avicenna and Ghazali use kiyds in the sense of
“syllogism” # and tamthil in the sense of “analogy,” based,
as in the Fikh, on a likeness between things; ® and, after men-
tioning the term tamthil, Avicenna remarks that “it is this
which people of our time call kiyds,” ** and Ghazili remarks
that “it is this which the masters of the Fikh and the masters
of the Kalam call kiyds.” % )

Second, we may assume that Shahrastani meant by it also
that the philosophical Mu‘tazilites became acquainted with
Aristotle’s own conception of analogy, for which the Arabic
was 7musiwab, “equality,” and blended it for the analogy of
the Fikh, for which the new term in Arabic was tamthil,
“likening.” Now the analogy of Aristotle is not based, as
that of the Fikh, upon the mere likeness between things. As
defined by him in his Nicomachean Etbics, “analogy (dvah-
oyia) is the equality of ratios (ioérns Aéywr),” which he im-

= Isharat, p. 65, 1. 4; Makisid, p. 28, 1. 4 ff. .

* Isharat, p. 64, 1. 16 - p. 65, L. 1; Makdsid, P- 43, 1L 13-16. It is to be notec’i’
that tamuthil, “analogy,” used by Avicenna in the Fikh sense of “ll}(qnes_s,
is contrasted by him here with both “syllogism” and “induction” (istikrd’).
This use of tamthil, “analogy,” as has been shown by Madkour (l:’Or_ganon
d’Aristote dans le monde arabe, PP 220-221), is due to a combm_atlon of
the Fikh “analogy” with the Aristotelian “example” (wapddecypa) in Anal.
Pri. 11, 24, 38 fI. Tt may, however, be added that in the Arabic translation
of the Organon the term wapdderyua in the passage quoted is rendered by
mithal and not by tamthil. The change of mithal to tamthil as the new
term for “analogy” is probably due to the fact that mithil is also used as
a translation of rapdderyua in the Platonic sense of idea (cf_. pseu'do—.Plutarch.‘s
De Placitis Philosopborum 1, s, 3, p. 2923, . 3 [ed. Diels] in its Arabic
translation, p. 106, 1. 10 [ed. Badawi]) and hence also as a translation of
the term éa (cf. Averroes, In VII Metaph., Text. 53, Arabic, p- 983, L 13,
on Metaph. VII, 1040a, 8.) On muathal and shibh used respectively in the
sense of the Greek yrouy, “maxim,” and rapdderyua, “example,” see my
paper “The Double Faith Theory in Clement, Saadia, Averroes, and St.
Thomas, and Its Origin in Aristotle and thé Stoics,” JOR, n.s., 33:246 (1942).

" Isharat, p. 64, 1. 15-16.

* Makasid, p. 43, 1. 12-13.
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mediately illustrates by the proportion “A : B :: C: D”;®
and elsewhere he explains by the statement that when the
term “good” is predicated of “intellect” and of “sight,” it is
done so by way of “analogy,” for “intellect is to the soul as
sight is to the body.” ® What, therefore, Shahrastini means to
“say 1s that the philosophical Mu‘tazilites blended the analogy
used by the Fikh in the mere sense of likeness with the analogy
used by Aristotle in the sense of equality of ratios or rela-
tions. Though it is uncertain whether the Nicomachean
Ethics was translated into Arabic,” the same definition of
analogy is implied in the explanation given by Aristotle in
the Metaphysics of the expression “one according to analogy
(kar’ dvaloytav),” which in the Arabic translation reads:
“And those which are one according to equality (mmusiwih)
are those whose relation (nmishab) is the same as the relation
of one thing to another thing.” ®* Averroes in his comment
upon this passage first explains “one according to equality”
to mean “one according to relationship or proportionality
(tanasub)” and then adds: “Just as the relation of the ruler
to the state and that of the pilot to the ship are said to be the
same relationship.” % This shows that Arab students of philos-
ophy were acquainted with Aristotle’s own conception of
analogy as defined and explained by him in the Nicomachean
Ethics, and this Greek term amalogia was rendered into Arabic
not only by mmsiwah,’ “equality,” or tandsub,® “relation-
ship,” “proportionality,” but also by mukayasab,*® “analogy.”

® Eth. Nic. V, 6, 1131a, 31, and 1131b, 5-6.

*1bid. 1, 4, 1096b, 28-29.

* Cf. Steinschneider, Die arabischen Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen
(1897), § 36 (60).

* Metaph. V, 6, 1016b, 34-35; Averroes, In V' Metaph., Text. 12, Arabic,
p- 544, L 15-p. 545, L 1.

* Averroes, In V' Metaph., Comm. 12, Arabic, p. 549, Il 11-12.

* Cf. above at n. g2.

* Anal. Post. 1, 12, 78a, 1, 2, 3, 5 (Arabic, P 347, I 42, 43, 45); Metaph.
XI1L, 4, 10703, 32 (Averroes In XII Metaph., Text. 19, Arabic, p. 1505, 1. 8).

®Top. V, 8, 138b, 24 (Arabic, p. 621). In his Epitome of Porphyry’s
Isagoge (MS. Munich, Cod. Arab. 650a), this Aristotelian type of analogy
is described by the term mutashabibab. Cf. my paper “Amphibolous Terms,”
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In further proof that Aristotle’s conception of analogy was
known to Arabic students of his works, that it was used by
some of them in place of the old Fikh conception of analogy
as an interpretation of the anthropomorphic verses in the
Koran, and that it could have been known to Shahrastani,
we may quote a passage from Juwayni, who flourished about
two centuries after the rise of philosophical Mu‘tazilism but
who died a year before Shahrastani was born and who is
quoted by Shahrastani in his Nibdyat.””

In that passage, as reproduced by Ibn “Asakir, Juwayni
enumerates three views with regard to such terms as “hand”
and “face” and “descent” and “being seated on the throne”
which are ascribed to God in the Koran. One view is that
of those who take all these terms in their literal sense. An-
other view is that of Ash‘ari, who takes all these terms to
mean that God has a hand and a face and a descent and is
seated on the throne unlike other hands and faces and de-
scents and unlike others who are seated on thrones. A third
view is that of the Mu'tazilites, who take “hand” to mean
“power and bounty,” “face” to mean “existence,” “descent’”
to mean “the descent of some of God’s signs and angels,”
and “being seated [on the throne]” to mean “dominion.” %8
Now of the second and third views, that of Ashtari follows
the old explanation by the formula “a body unlike bodies,”
which, as we have seen, is based on reasoning by “analogy” in
the Fikh sense of mere likeness. But the view ascribed here
to the Mu‘tazilites strikes one as being based upon analogy in
the Aristotelian sense of equality of relations, for all their
explanations of these terms are reducible to the form of equa-
tions, as follows: Power and bounty are to God as hand is
to man; existence is to God as face is to man; descent of some

HTR, 31:162, n, 52 (1938). Ghazili, as we shall see (below at nn. 99-101),
uses »2ithl or mathal for the Aristotelian type of analogy.

¥ Nibiyat, p. 12, 1. 7.

* Tabyin, p. 150, II. 2-14; cf. p- 149, L. 11-12 (172-173, 4-6; cf. 171, 1).
See Spitta, Zur Geschichte Abwi-Hasan al-As ari’s, pp. 106-107; Arabic text:
Anhang no. 13, p. 141, 1. 19 ~ p- 142, L 7.
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of His signs and His angels is to God as descent is to man;
dominion is to God as being seated on a throne is to a king.

Moreover, an allusion to this new kind of interpretation
of Koranic anthropomorphisms under the influence of the
new philosophic conception of “analogy” may be discerned
in a passage by Juwaynf’s pupil, Ghazili. In that passage,
Ghazali makes those in Isliam whom he calls “philosophers”
say that “the anthropomorphic verses” in the Koran are to be
interpreted as “amthal.” ® Now the reference here could not
be to the interpretation by the formula “a body unlike bodies,”
for that interpretation is ascribed by his own teacher, Juwayni,
to Ash‘ari, and consequently he could not ascribe it to the
“philosophers.” Undoubtedly the reference is to the kind of
interpretation which Juwayni ascribed to the Mu'tazilites,
which was like that used by the Muslim philosophers, and this,
as we have suggested, is based upon the Aristotelian conception
of analogy. The term mithl or mathal, of which the term
amthil used here is the plural, is thus used by Ghazali in
the sense of the Aristotelian conception of analogy. Corrobo-
rative evidence that the reference here is to an interpretation
by analogy in its Aristotelian sense may be discerned in his
remark that the interpretation of the Koranic anthropomor-
phisms as amthil are “after the manner of the usage of meta-
phors in Arabic” 1% —a remark which evidently reflects
Aristotle’s statement that “analogy” is one of the four kinds
of metaphor and the most popular of them.™

And so, while it cannot be determined when this new in-
terpretation of the Koranic anthropomorphic verses was in-
troduced by the philosophical Mu‘tazilites during the two
centuries of their history prior to Juwayni, it is quite clear
that Shahrastini could have had knowledge of i, and we
may therefore assume that it is included in his statement about
the Mu'tazilites’ blending of the methods of the philosophers
with the methods of the Kalam. ' '

® Tabafut al-Falasifab XX, z0, p. 355, 1l. 6-8.

w 1pid., XX, 21, p. 355, 1. 10-11.
19 Rher. 111, 10, 1410b, 36 ~ 14113, I} cf. Poet. 21, 1457b, 6-9.
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The last statement in Shahrastini’s passage explaining why
the Mu‘tazilites called their system Kalam means that, while
they rejected the old methods of the Kalam, they still re-
tained the term Kalam but gave it a new meaning. The term
Kalam, “speech,” he says, was no longer used by them as a
description of the application of the method of analogy to
faith, which is a matter of speech, in contradistinction to its
application to Fikh, which deals with action; it has now ac-
quired with them a twofold new meaning, and it is used as a
description of their new method of reasoning as well as a de-
scription of the subject matter of their system. As a descrip-
tion of their new method of reasoning, the term kalim is
used by them, like its synonym mantik, in the sér_xse of logic;
as a description of the subject matter of their system, the
term kalim is used in the sense of the divine attribute of
speech, that is, the pre-existent Koran, the denial of whose
eternity is the chief contention of their system.

All this is what may be gathered from Shahrastani’s pas-
sage describing the rise of Mu'tazilism. B

Corresponding to this passage in Shahrastani, there are two
passages in Ibn Haldin, in one of which hedeals with the
rise of Mu‘tazilism and in the other of which he alludes to a
distinction in the history of Mu‘tazilism between a non-
philosophical period and a philosophical period. )

The passage in which he deals with the rise of Mu‘tazilism
comes immediately after the passage in which he describes the
views of those who before the rise of Mu'tazilism-either re-
fused to discuss the anthropomorphic verses in the Koran or
interpreted them by the formula “a body unlike bodies.” **
The passage reads as follows: “Then sciences and arts in-
creased and people were eager to put down their views in
writing and to carry on discussions on all sorts of subjects
and the Mutakallimiin wrote on deanthropomorphization
(al-tanzib). At that juncture, the Mu'tazilite heresy took
place. The Mu'tazilites broadened the meaning of the dean-

% Mukaddimab 11, p. 37, L. 1 - p. 38, L 11; cf. above, pp. 9-10.,
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thropomorphization (al-tanzib) which is implied in the nega-
tive verses [such as ‘Nought is there like Him’ (42:9) and
‘There is none equal with Him’ (112:4)] and took it to mean
the denial of [the existence of] attributes conceived as things
(sifat al-ma‘ani), such as knowledge and power and will and
life, in addition to [taking it to mean the mere denial of the
literalness of] these terms used as predications (zd’idab ‘ala
ibkamibd) [that is, used in the form of participles such as
knowing and powerful and willing and living],” ** to which
he later refers as al-sifat al-ma‘nawiyyah.'%%

In this passage, Ibn Haldun describes by means of four brief
statements the cultural climate in Islam on the eve of the rise
of Mu'tazilism, all of which, as we shall see, correspond to
certain statements by which Shahrastani introduces the rise of
Mu‘tazilism.

The first statement, namely, “sciences and arts increased,”
is Ibn Haldtn’s substitution of a more general statement for a
correspondingly more specific statement in Shahrastani that
Wasil b. “Ata’, the founder of Mu‘tazilism, “studied sciences
and traditions” under his teacher al-Hasan al-Bagr1,** and 1t
reflects his own statement elsewhere that prior to the first
attempt to translate Greek philosophic works into Arabic
during the reign of Caliph Manstr (754—775), that is, long
before the rise of Mu‘tazilism, the Muslims had already be-
come versed in many different “arts and sciences.” % The
term “arts” used by Ibn Haldin here in his first statement,
as may be judged from the second statement immediately
following it, refers especially to what he elsewhere calls the
art of writing (al-kitdbab) ' and the other arts relating to it,
such as the art of calligraphy (al-batt),'*" the art of the copyist

“*Ibid., p. 38, lL. 11-15.

1% Ibid., p. 39, IL. 10 and 12, and see Fadali, Kifayat, p. 56, 1. 39 - p. 57,
L. 4 (cf. Macdonald’s Development of Muslim Theology, p. 337), but see
also below, p. 178, n. 65. On Ibn Haldan's conception of Ash'ari’s theory of
attributes, see Religious Philosophy, pp. 181-185.

™ Milal, p. 31, 1L 12-13. “*Ibid. 11, p. 277, L. 2.

** Mukaddimab 111, p. g1, 1l. 4-5. " 1bid., p. 338, . 1.
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(al-nassab) ,*°® and the art of book production (al-warikab) .**®

The second statement, namely, that “people were eager to
put down cheir views in writing,” corresponds to Shahras-
tani’s statement that Wasil b, ‘Ati”s teacher, al-Hasan al-
Basri, sent a treatise (risalab) to Caliph ‘Abd al-Malik b. Mer-
wan, in which he discussed the problem of free will and
predestination, and that the Caliph answered him also in
writing."'® Similarly, from another source we learn that a
contemporary of al-Hasan al-Basri, Ghaylan al-Dimashki,
sent a book (kitab) to Caliph ‘Umar b. “Abd al-*Azis in which
he discussed the same problem of free will and predestina-
tion. '

The third statement, namely, that the people were also
eager “to carry on discussions on all sorts of problems,” quite
clearly refers to the account found in Shahrastani concerning
the controversies that prior to the rise of Mu'tazilism raged
in Islam over such problems as predestination and free will,
the status of sinners, and the status of those who participated
in the Battle of the Camel. In every one of these controversies
Wasil b. “Ata’ took a position which was considered heretical,
and, according to tradition, it was the fact that he “separated
himself” (#'tazal) from the orthodox view on the problem of
the status of sinners in Islam that he and his followers came to
be called 7' tazilab, “Separatists.” 112

The fourth statement, namely, that “the Mutakallimin
wrote on deanthmpomorphization (al-tanzib),” quite evi-
dently refers to that pre-Mu'tazilite group which Ibn Haldan
himself has described as interpreting the anthropomorphic
verses in the Koran by the formula “a body unlike bodies.” **3
From another source we gather that such an interpretation was
described as tanzih.'** His additional statement as to how
the newly appearing Mu'tazilites broadened the meaning of

izlbl:d., p. 313, L. 3. 20 Milal, p. 32, I, 13-16.

- Iln'd., p- 316, L. 7. - Cf. below, p. 616.

Milal, p. 33, Il. 1-11; Fark, p- 98, Il 4-13.

22 Cf. above at nn. 44-46.
" Cf. Tabyin, p. 149, Il. 11-12 (191) and p. 362, 1L 12-13 (188).
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the deanthropomorphization which was used before them by
Mutakallimiin means that, while they agreed with the Muta-
kallimiin that such terms as “knowing” and “powerful” and
“willing” and “living” when predicated of God should be
interpreted as meaning knowing and powerful and willing
and living unlike other knowing and powerful and willing and
living, they disagreed with those Mutakallimin by denying
the latter’s contention that the terms “knowing” and “power-
ful” and “willing” and “living” when predicated of God
mean the existence in God of knowledge and power and will
and life as real attributes. Thus Ibn Haldun, like Shahrastani,
reports that the newly appearing Mu'tazilites, prior to their
becoming philosophical, used the method of the Kalam in in-
terpreting the anthropomorphic verses in the Koran by the
formula “a body unlike bodies.”

Ibn Haldiin’s allusion to the distinction between a non-
philosophical period and a philosophical period in the history
of Mu'tazilism occurs in a passage where at first, when he
mentions the name of Wisil b. *Ata’, he describes him simply
as being one “of them,” that is, one of the Mu‘tazilites,*® but
then, when he mentions the name of Abt al-Hudhayl, he de-
scribes him as one who “followed the opinions of the philoso-
phers,” ¢ and similarly, when he mentions the name of Naz-
zam, he describes him as one who “devoted himself to the
study of the works of the philosophers.” " Following Shah-
rastani, he gives the same two reasons why the philosophical
Mu'tazilites named their system Kalam or, rather, why they
adopted for their system the old name Kalam. “Their system
was called the science of the Kalam,” he says, “either because
it contained argumentation and disputation, which is what
might be called speech (kalam) [in the sense of ‘logic’ after the
analogy of the term nantik], or because the main principle of

5 Mukaddimah 111, p. 48, L. 19. Wisil is said here by Ibn Haldin to have
lived during the reign of Caliph ‘Abd al-Malik b. Merwin (685—705), which
quite evidently refers only to the date of the birth of Wisil (699); the date
of his death is 748.

“e 1bid., p. 49, 1. 3. wIbid., L 5.
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their system is the denial of the attribute of speech [that is, the
eternity of the Koran].” '® With the rise of the Mu‘tazilite
sect, which, as we have seen, used the method of the Kalam
and has retained for its system the name Kalam even when
that system became philosophized, the term Kalam gradually
came to be identified with Mu‘tazilism. Thus, when one of
the chief masters of the Fikh, Shafii (727/8-820), speaks
of t'he abl al-kalam, “the people of the Kalam,” '** he means
by it the Mu'tazilites, and, therefore, when he criticizes and
condemns the Kalam, it is the Kalam of the Mu‘tazilites that
he criticizes and condemns.!2°

The upshot of our discussion is that the history of the Kalam
to the time of its becoming identified with Mu‘tazilism falls
nto three periods.

The first period is that of the pre-Mu‘tazilite Kalam. It
began when, in such problems as anthropomorphisms, free
will, the status of sinners, and the status of the followers of
b9t11 si.des‘in the Battle of the Camel, the participants in the
discussion of these problems, instead of merely quoting texts
from'the Koran and the Sunnah in the defense of their re-
spective views, began to use a certain method of reasoning
whereby inferences were drawn from those texts of the Koran
and the Sunnah. That method of reasoning was borrowed
from the Fikh, where, known as kiyds, “analogy,” it was used
in connection with problems of law, which governed action.
As the problems of faith to which this method of analogy
came to be newly applied were problems related to the spoken
word, this new application of the method of analogy came to
be known as Kalam, the literal meaning of which is “speech.”
It was the application of this analogical method of reasoning
by some early Muslims to the problem of the anthropomorphic
verses in the Koran that gave rise to the interpretation of these

“*1bid., 1. 7-9. 1 Cf. Scha igi
179, ) . cht, Origins, p. 128.
™ Cf. Ibn "Asikir’s explanation of Shifi'’'s condemnation of 518 Kalam,

l:;47£bym, p- 336, 1. 12 ff; McCarthy, The Theology of al-Ashari, PP
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verses by the formula “a body unlike bodies.” The chief
characteristics of this method of analogy, both in the Fikh and
in the Kalam, are that it is based upon mere likeness and that
it reasons from data furnished by tradition.

The second period is that of the nonphilosophical Mu‘tazi-
lite Kalam. It lasted for about a century, from the time of
the appearance of Mu'tazilism in the first half of the eighth
century to the translation into Arabic of Greek philosophic
works in the first half of the ninth century. Throughout this
period, the Mu'tazilites used the old Kalam method of analogy,
but they manipulated it for their own purpose, in support
of their various heretical views.

The third period is that of philosophical Mu‘tazilite Kalam,
which began with the translation of Greek philosophic works
into Arabic during the early part of the ninth century. From
these philosophic works, the Mu'tazilites learned not only
certain philosophic views but also two new methods of reason-
ing, namely, the method of syllogism and a new use of the
method of analogy. Both these philosophic methods of reason-
ing differed from the Kalam method of analogy in that they
both reasoned from philosophic data, whereas the Kalam
method of analogy reasoned from Muslim religious data, and,
with regard to the philosophic use of analogy, it differed from
the Kalam use of analogy also in that it was based upon an
equality of relations, whereas the Kalam use of analogy was
based upon a mere likeness between things. The Mu‘tazilites
used these two philosophic methods of reasoning in a twofold
manner — either they substituted them for the Kalam method
of analogy, thus reasoning philosophically from philosophic
data, or they blended them with the Kalam method of anal-
ogy, thus reasoning philosophically from Muslim religious
data. But though the philosophical Mu‘tazilites rejected or

modified the method of reasoning used in what was known as
Kalam, they appropriated the term Kalam, gave it two new
meanings, and used it as the name of their entire system.
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This is the story of the Kalam to the time it became identi-
fied with Mu‘tazilism.

Then both Shahrastani and Ibn Haldin report how certain
caliphs adopted Mu'tazilism and tried to suppress orthodoxy
and how the reaction of the orthodox to the oppression ulti-
mately led to the establishment of an orthodox Kalam to rival
that of the Mu‘tazilites.

In Shahrastani the oppression of orthodoxy by Mu‘tazilite

caliphs is told in two brief passages. In one of these, after
mentioning the name of “Aba Musi al-Muzdar [al-Murdar],
t}.u.a monk of the Mu‘tazilites” as one of the masters of Mu‘ta-
zilism, he adds: “In his days there occurred most of the per-
secutions of the orthodox on account of their belief in the
eternity of the Koran.” 2! In the other passage, speaking of
the Mu'tazilites, he says that “a number of Abbasside caliphs
supported them in their denial of attributes and [the affirma-
tion of] the createdness of the Koran.” 122 Corresponding to
these passages, there is in Ibn Haldin the following passage:
“(;ertain leading Mu‘tazilites indoctrinated certain caliphs
with the belief that the Koran was created, and the people
were forced to adopt it. The orthodox religious leaders op-
posed them. Because of their opposition, it was considered
lawful to flog and kill many of them.” '*® The references in
these passages are to three historical facts: (1) the issuance
of an edict by Caliph Ma’mun in 827, whereby Mu'tazilism
was declared to be the religion of the state and orthodoxy
was condemned as heretical; (2) the issuance by him of an-
f)the_r _e‘dict in 833, the year of his death, whereby a sort of
inquisition, known as Mihnah, was instituted; (3) the con-
tinuance of the Mihnah during the reigns of Caliph Mu‘tasim
and Caliph Withik to the second year of the reign of Caliph
Mutawakkil (847).12¢

1z"Milal,“p. 18,’ L. 20~ p: 19, L. 1. On the reading of “Muzdir” or “Murdir,”
see Haarbricker’s note in his translation of the Milal, vol. I, p. 399, note
to pp. 71 f. , ’

= Milal, p. 75, 1L 16-17. ** Mukaddimab 111 I 5~

" Cf. W. W. Patton, Abmad 1bn Hanbal and the Mibna ’(?89373’. T
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How the orthodox reacted to the Mihnah is briefly de-
scribed by Ibn Haldan: “This caused the people of the Sun-
nah to rise in the defense of the articles of faith by the use of
intellectual (‘akliyyab) proofs in order to repulse the inno-
vations.” '*® As we already know that the expression “argu-
mentation formed by the intellect (‘akl)” is used by Ibn
Haldiin in the sense of the Fikh analogical method of reason-
ing on the basis of traditional data which had come into use
prior to the rise of Mu'tazilism and acquired the name
Kalam,'®® it 1s quite clear that what he means by his state-
ments here is that now, as a result of the Mihnah, leaders of
orthodoxy adopted that pre-Mu'tazilite Kalam method of
reasoning. In fact, right after this statement, Ibn Haldan re-
fers to these “people of the Sunnah” as “Mutakalliman,” ***
and from another statement of his, it may be gathered that
among “these people of Sunnah” or “Mutakallimian” he in-
cluded Ibn Kuliab, al-Kalanisi, and al-Muhasibi *2® — names
which in a corresponding passage in Shahrastani, upon which
the statement of Ibn Haldan is evidently based, are described
as “powerful in Kalam,” '* by which is meant, as we shall
see, the pre-Mu'tazilite nonphilosophical type of Kalam.

Now, according to that corresponding passage in Shah-
rastani, this group of Mutakalliman, described also by him
as consisting of Ibn Kullab and al-Kalanisi and al-Muhasibi,
is only one of three orthodox groups which in the aftermath
of the Mihnah battled with the Mu‘tazilites over the problem
of attributes,”®® including, of course, the problem of the
eternity of the Koran.

Of these three orthodox groups, the first two are described
by Shahrastani as arguing against the Mu‘tazilites “not accord-
ing to the canon of the Kalam, but rather by persuasive speech
(‘ald kaul ikndi).” *** The expression “persuasive speech,”

** Mukaddimab 11, p. 39, 1. 7-8.

1 Cf. above, p. 7.

= Mukaddimab 111, p. 49, 1. 13.

5 1bid., 1. 13-14. * Milal, p. 19, Il 1718,
2 Cf. below, at n. 143. # 1bid., 1. 18-19.
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we take it, refers to what Aristotle would call “rhetoric,” for
rhetoric is defined by him “as the faculty of discovering the
possible means of persuasion in reference to any subject what-
ever.” '** Now one of the means of persuasion, of the type
which Aristotle calls “nontechnical,” is described by him as
“w}tnesses,” by which he means quotations from such authori-
tative sources as Homer and Plato.!3? Accordingly, what
Shahrastani means by his statement here is that these two
groups of post-Mihnah orthodox Muslims went back to the
most primitive method of the early Muslims. Thus, instead
of using “the canon of the Kalam,” that is, the method of
analogy which before the rise of Mu‘tazilism had been used
even by some orthodox,* they resorted to the primitive
method of the early Muslims by quoting texts from the Koran
and the Sunnah — a method analogous to one of the means
of persuasion which Aristotle includes under “rhetoric.” In
fact, Shahrastani himself, right after saying that these two
groups used “persuasive speech,” says that “they adhered to
literal meanings of the Book and Sunnah.” 1

These two post-Mihnah orthodox groups, though present-
Ing a common disregard for “the canon of the Kalam,” are
described by Shahrastani as differing between themselves.

The first of these post-Mihnah orthodox groups is de-
scribed as that which “took attributes to be real things
(ma'ani) subsisting in the essence of God.”**® From the
wording of this statement, as contrasted with that of the
statement by which, as we shall see, he describes the second
group, we may take this statement to mean that this group
only asserted the reality of attributes, without asserting their
.corporeality. No names are mentioned here by Shahrastani
In connection with this group, but in another place he tells us
that its leader was Ibn Hanbal (d. 855), the champion of
orthodoxy during the Mihnah. He is described by Shahras-

¥ Rbet. 1, 2, 1355b, 26-27.

;zlbid. L 2, 1355b, 37; 15, 13753, 22-25; 1375b, 25-13763, 33.
Cf. above, pp. 10-11.

8 Milal, p. 19, 1. 20 - p. 20, L. 1. ® 1bid., p. 19, 1l. 19-20.
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tani as following the view of Malik b. Anas (d. 795), who
said: “The sitting on the throne ‘s known, but the howness
(al-kayfiyyab) is unknown; the belief in it is obligatory, but
the questioning about it is heresy (bid‘ab).” ¥7

The second of these post-Mihnah orthodox groups is
described as that which “likened the attributes of God with
those of created beings.” **® Again, no names are mentioned

" here by Shahrastini. But elsewhere in his work he differen-
tiates from the old type of heretical Likeners, that is, anthro-
pomorphists, whom he describes as “one group of the Shi‘ites,
namely, the Ghaliyyah,” a new type of orthodox Likeners,
whom he describes as “one group of the adherents of the
Hadith, namely, the Hashwiyyah,” **® and as exponents of
this new type of Likeners, described by him as belonging to
“the people of the Sunnah,” he mentions “Mudar, Kahmash,
and Ahmad al Hajimi "*®—all of whom flourished up to
about 860,1*! that is, after the time of the Mihnah.

The third orthodox group which flourished after the
Mihnah consisted, according to Shahrastani, of ““Abdallah b.
Sa'id b. Kullib [d. 854] and Abi al-‘Abbas al-Kalanisi and al-
Hirith al-Muhasibi [d. 857].” *** The members of this group

" Milal, p. 65, il. 7—9, and p. 64, lL. 12-17; cf. above at n. 43. At the time

of Averroes, however, Hanbalites adopted the interpretation of Koranic
anthropomorphisms by the formula “2 body unlike bodies.” Cf. Kashf,
p. 60, IL. 14-15.

8 Ipid., p. 19, L. 20.

1 I1bid., p. 76, 1. 16 fi. On the relation of the Hashwiyyah to orthodox
Islam, see A. S. Halkin, “The Hashwiyya,” J4OS, 54:1-28 (1934).

0 1pid., 1. 18-19, where the printed “people of the Shi'ah” is to be
emended to read “people of the Sunnah” (cf. Haarbriicker’s note ad loc. in
his translation, vol. II, p. 403). Cf. p. 64, ll. 17-20; p. 65, 1. 5-6.

u Cf, Horten, Systeme, p. 50, n. 1.

“ Milal, p. zo, 1. 1. Here Kalanisi is placed between one who died in 845
and another who died in 857. Ibn Asarik, however, in his Tabyin, p. 398,
1L. 7—9, says that Kaldnisi was a contemporary of Ashuari (d. 935), denying,
however, al-Ahwizi’s statement that he was one of the followers of Ash'ari.
See McCarthy, The Theology of al-Ash'ari, p. 200, and n. 83. The Asharite
Baghdadi, in his Usil (p. 230, 1. 16), introduces Kalanisi by the title “our
shayp,” which would seem to make him an Asharite; in his Fark (p. 115, 1L
13-14), however, where Ash'ari is introduced by the title “our shaykh),
Kalanisi is not introduced by that title. Muhammad b. Muhammad al-Mur-
tada, in his Ithaf al-Sida, 2, 6 (quoted in Tritton, Muslim Theology, p. 211.
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are described by him as being “most powerful in Kalam” 148
and “belonging to the number of those who followed the
tenets of the early Muslims, except that they occupied them-
selves with the science of the Kalam and supported the articles
of faith of early Islam by arguments used in the Kalam and
by demonstrations used by the people who deal with the
fundamentals of religion,” ** all of which means that they
used the pre-Mu'tazilite Kalam method of analogy.

Thus at about the middle of the ninth century, Muslim
F)rthodoxy was divided on the question of anthropomorphism
into three groups: (1) the Hanbalites, who, while denying
anthroPomorphism, refused to discuss the anthropomorphic
verses in the Koran; (2) an orthodox branch of the Hash-
wiyyah, who, taking the anthropomorphic verses in the
K.o_ran literally, refused to discuss those verses which pro-
hibited anthropomorphism; (3) the Kullabites, who inter-
preted the anthropomorphic verses in the Koran according
to the method of the Kalam, that is, the method of analogy
as used in the Fikh and expressed by the formula “a body
unlike bodies.”

It is out of this Kullabite group of orthodox that about half
a century later, in 912, the Ashiarite Kalam arose. As stated
by Shahrastani: “Some members of this group [of Kullabites]
wrote books and others gave oral instruction up to the time
that an argument took place between Abi al-Hasan al-Ash‘ari
and his teacher [al-Jubba’i] over the problem of God’s con-
cern for human welfare and what is best for man. As a result
of thlS‘, they quarreled and Ash‘ari joined this group [of
Ku'llabltes] and supported their views by Kalam methods
(bi-manabij kaldmiyyah), and this became the doctrine of
the followers of the Sunnah and the Muslim community.” 4%
In another place he similarly says that Ash‘ari, after he re-
p- 182), makes Kalénisi‘a contemporary of Bakillini (d. r013) and Ibn Fiarak
(31 20 . Sporo Ervcs the date of Kalanist in one p ace o hisSytems

** Milal, p. 20, 1. 3 4 Ibid
X et} y 1. 3. - P 6 5 “. 2.
©1bid., . 12-15; of. Mukaddimah I, p. 49, 1L 1%—125. o
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nounced Mu'tazilism, “joined the party of the orthodox (al-
salaf) and defended their system in the manner of the Kalam,
so that it became a special system of its own.” ¢ Similarly
Ibn Haldin, in passages which quite evidently are based upon
Shahrastani, says that Ash‘ari, after his conversion to ortho-
doxy, “followed the views of Abdallah b. Sa'id b. Kullab,
Abtu al-‘Abbas al-Kalanisi, and al-Harith b. Asad al-Muha-
sibi.” 147

A characterization by Ibn Haldin of Ash‘ari’s Kalam is to
be found in two passages.

In one passage, after stating that Ash'ari was the leader of
“the Mutakalliman” consisting of the aforementioned group
of three, he describes him as having disavowed anthropomor-
phism and as having confirmed the existence of attributes
without any implication of anthropomorphism,*® adding then
that he confirmed the existence of all attributes, “by the meth-
od of [argumentation based on] the intellect (al-‘akl) and
tradition (al-nakl).” *** By “the method of [argumentation
based on] the intellect and tradition” Ibn Haldin quite evi-
dently means the same as “argumentation formed by the intel-
lect” superadded to evidence derived from tradition which,
as we have seen, is used by him as a description of the Fikh
method of analogy.

In another passage, Ibn Haldiin tries to explain why Ash‘ari
called his system Kalam. It reads as follows: “The whole of
Ash‘ari’s system was called the science of the Kalam either
because it included the disputation of innovations, and this is
mere speech (kalam) and implies no action, or because the
system was invented and cultivated as a consequence of dis-
sension concerning the existence of the speech of the soul
(al-kalim al-nafsini).” **° The expression “speech of the soul,”
as we shall see, reflects the philosophic expression “internal
speech,” as contrasted with “uttered speech,” and it refers to

“* Milal, p. 20, 1l. 5-6.

" Mukaddimahb 11, p. g9, 1l. 13-14. 0 Ibid., 1. 12-13.
“1bid., p. 39, ll. g-12. 0 1bid., p. 40, ll. 1—4.
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the “Word of God” used in the sense of the pre-existent
eternal Koran.'® Now, of these two reasons the second is
exactly like one of the two reasons given by Ibn Haldin
himself, and before him by Shahrastani, in the case of the
philosophical Mu'tazilites.”® But as for his first reason, it
contains an expression not used by him, nor before him by
Shahrastani, in their corresponding other reason in the case
of the philosophical Mu‘tazilites. There, in the case of the
Mu'tazilites, Ibn Haldan simply says that the reason why their
system was called Kalam is that “it included argumentation
and disputation which might be called speech (kalim)” and
saw no need to explain why argumentation and disputation
might be called speech. But here, after saying that the reason
why Ash‘ari’s system was called Kalam is that “it included
the disputation of innovations, and this is speech (kalim),”
Ibn Haldiin adds “and implies no action,” by which he would
seem to try to explain why the disputation of innovations is
mere speech. The question therefore arises: What need was
there for him to add this unnecessary explanation? Certainly
he did not mean by it to explain that Ash‘ari conducted his
disputation of innovations in the form of an oral discussion
and not in that of a fistic encounter.

The answer that suggests itself to my mind is that the
expression “and implies no action” is not used here as a rein-
forcement of his statement that “the disputation of innova-
tions” is “mere speech” but is rather a reminiscent expression
of another reason why Ash‘ari’s system was called Kalam. It
would seem that, while Ibn Haldiin was trying to explain that
Ash‘arl’s system was called Kalam because it included “the
disputation of innovations” which is “mere speech,” there were
lingering in the back of his mind the following reminiscences
of his own earlier views: (1) that the Kalam originated when
the method of analogy used in the Fikh in connection with
action was applied to the problem of anthropomorphism

™ Cf. below, p. 286. = Cf. above, p. 28 and p. zo0.
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which was a matter of faith and mere speech; % and (2) that
this gave rise to the formula “a body unlike bodies,” which
ever since the beginning of the Kalam had been used by the
orthodox Muslims, including Ashar, in their disputations with
the anthropoformistic innovators.***® And so, when his pen
jotted down the expression “and this is mere speech,” out of
the depths of those lingering reminiscences sprang up the
expression “and implies no action,” which was added to it. If he
were to spell out the undesignedly added reminiscent expres-
sion, he would say: Furthermore, the whole of his system
was called Kalam because it included his explanation of the
anthropomorphic verses in the Koran by the formula “a body
unlike bodies” which has its origin in the application of the
method of analogy of the Fikh, which deals with action, to
the problem of anthropomorphism, which is a matter of faith
and speech, without implying any action.

From all this is to be gathered that in the earliest stage of
his system Ash‘ari interpreted the anthropomorphic verses in
the Koran by the old formula “a body unlike bodies.” It is his
use of this formula that is reflected in the statement which, as
quoted by Ibn ‘Asakir in the name of Juwayni, reports that
Ash‘ari held that God has knowledge and power and hearing
and sight which are not like other knowledges and powers and
hearings and sights and that God also has a hand and a face
which are not like other hands and faces.'®* When, therefore,
in his Ibinab he expresses himself in favor of bi-li kayfa,"™ it
is to be assumed that it belongs to a later stage in the history
of his thought.

This is Shahrastani’s and Ibn Haldtn’s explanation of how
the Kalam has its origin in the application of the Fikh method
of analogy to the problem of anthropomorphism and how the
term Kalam was retained both by the Mu'tazilites and by

®Cf. above, p. 7.

% Cf. above, pp. 10-11.

* Tabyin, p. 149, ll. 11-12, and p. 150, Il. 7-¢ (171, 1, and 172, 5).
' Ibanab, p. 8, 1. 14 (50).
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Ash‘ari as a description of the whole of each of their respective
systems.

In Ibn Haldin there is also a sketch of the subsequent his-
tory of Ash‘ari’s Kalam.

He starts out with a general characterization of that Kalam
in a passage in which, after stating that Ash‘arl’s system as
perfected by his followers “became one of the best speculative
disciplines and religious sciences,” he goes on to say: “How-
ever, the forms of its demonstration are, at times, not exactly
in accordance with the art [of logic], and this because the
scholars of the time of Ash‘ari were simple people and also
because the art of logic, by which arguments are probed and
syllogisms are tested, had not yet made its appearance in the
religion [that is, it was not used in Islam in connection with
matters religious]. Moreover, even if some of it had made its
appearance [in matters religious among Muslim philosophers],
the Mutakallimin would not have used it, for it was too
closely related to the philosophical sciences, which are alto-
gether different from the beliefs of revealed religion, and
would therefore have been avoided by them.” ¢

It is to be noted that Ibn Haldan does not say that the
Ash‘arite system did not draw upon philosophy in the framing
of its arguments nor does he say that its arguments are at times
logically faulty. All he says is that “its arguments are, at times,
not exactly in accordance with the art [of logic],” by which
1s meant that “at times,” when the arguments could or should
have been presented in logical, that is, in syllogistic, form,
they were not so presented. Ibn Haldin may have had in mind
here the Kalam argument for the creation of the world de-
scribed later as “the argument from the createdness of the
accidents of the component parts of the world.” As framed
by the various Mutakalliman, all of them Ash‘arites, this
argument is in non-syllogistic form. But the Christian Ibn
Suwar, in reproducing it in the name of the Mutakallimin,

™ Mukaddimah 111, P- 40, 1l. 13-20.
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arranged it in syllogistic form and, after having done so, re-
marked as follows: “This is their syllogism when their reason-
ing is arranged according to the art [of logic].” **

Then Ibn Haldan mentions two changes that were intro-
duced into the Asharite Kalam.

One change was introduced by Bakillani (d. 1013). Start-
ing with a proposition which is evidently aimed at Aristotle’s
view that it is sometimes possible to derive true conclu-
sions from false premises,’*® Bakillini maintains that “the
demonstrations of the articles of faith are reversible in the
sense that, if the demonstrations are wrong, the things proved
by them are wrong.” ** He thus concluded that the demon-
strations of the articles of faith, or the premises upon which
the demonstrations are based, “hold the same position as the
articles of faith themselves” 1 or “are next to the articles
of faith in the necessity of believing in them,” ' so that
“an attack against them is an attack against the articles of
faith.” 12 Accordingly, Ibn Haldun’s statement that Bakillani
“affirmed the existence of the atom and of the vacuum” % is to
be taken to mean that Bakillini made the belief in the existence
of atoms obligatory by reason of its being used in the demon-
stration of certain religious beliefs. The reference is to the
fact that the theory of atoms is, according to Ash‘ari, to be
used as the basis of the demonstration of the creation of the
world and hence also of the existence of God.*** Thus atom-
ism, which for a long time had been part of the philosophic
doctrine of the Kalam and was used as a basis of arguments in
support of certain religious beliefs, was made by Bakillani an

7 Cf. below, p. 393.

8 Anal. Prior. 11, 2, 53b, 8.

% Mukaddimab 111, p. 114, 1. 13-15.

®* Ibid., 1. 15. 2 1bid., p. 114, 1. 16.

 Ibid., p. 40, 1. 11-12. e 1bid., p. 40, ll. g-10.

1 Cf. below, p. 386, where Ash'ari is reported to have proved the creation
of the world by “the argument from the aggregation and separation of
atoms.” But see Schreiner (Afaritenthum, pp. 108-109) and Gardet et
Anawati (Imroduction, pp. 62-63) who take Ibn Haldan’s statement that
Bikillini “affirmed the existence of the atom and the vacuum” to mean that
he was the first to introduce atomism into the orthodox Kalam.
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essential part of those religious beliefs in the proof of which it
had been used as an argument.

The second change may be described as the philosophiza-
tion of the Ash‘arite type of Kalam, which was introduced
by Ghazali (d. 1111). Unlike Bakillani, who is described by
Ibn Haldan as a “pupil” %5 of Ash‘ari and as one by whom
Ashari’s method was “perfected,” % Ghazali is described by
him as one who introduced “the method of the later ones”
(tarikat al-muta’abbirin).® What these later ones did is
summed up by him as follows: First, “they refuted most of
the premises which were used in the Kalam as basis of its
arguments, and this they did by demonstrations derived from
philosophical discussions of physics and metaphysics.” 1%
Ghazali, we know, once refrained from using atomism as an
argument for a certain religious belief on the pretext that
atomism mvolved difficulties which would take too long to
sol\{e.169 We shall thus sce how John Philoponus’ argument
against the eternity of the world from the impossibility of an
infinite by succession, which is used by the Asharites only
In support of an argument based on atomism, is used by
Ghazali as an independent argument.’™ Second, those later
ones rejected the view advanced by Bakillini that “if the
arguments were wrong, then the thing sought to be proved
by the arguments was also wrong.” '"* The rejection of this
view means that the aforementioned Aristotle’s view about
Fhe Possibility of deriving true conclusions from false prem-
1ses 1s applicable to proofs of articles of faith. Third, the

I: %?dliafli.d::mb I, p. 40, 1L 4-7.

i Ibid.,_ P- 41, Il 12 and 15. See discussion of this statement in Gardet
qe”gaz:::‘}\;:; Igztroduc_tion,.pp.’ 72—76, under the beading of Via antiqua et
a7 (al-nm;;a’ael;eb I'I:gzl)m;;\)dnl;(ti:]:aﬁ.efefevr’lcp to “a skillful one from among the

iman” in Moreb 11, 14(4), p. 200, L. 18, by

which, i ali
icl Ib?asl.,wli ssh_asll see, Is meant Ghazali. Cf. below, P- 595.
*® Tabafut al-Falisifab XVIIL, 14, p. 306, 1I. 2
Cf. Carra de Vaux, Gazali, p. 1;9.4, P 306 T 29 and 27, p. 312, Ul 54
" Cf. below, PP- 410; 422.
" Mukaddimab 111, p- 41, Il. g—10; cf. above,
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method of the later ones “often included refutation of the
philosophers where the opinions of the latter differed from
the articles of faith.” ' This, of course, refers to Ghazali’s
own work The Destruction of Philosophers (Tabafut al-Fala-
sifab).

The first and third characteristics of “the method of the
later ones” introduced by Ghazili reflect Ghazali’s own de-
scription of his attitude toward the Kalam in his autobiogra-
phy. Starting out by saying that he began as a student of the
Kalam, of which he obtained a thorough knowledge, he goes
on to say that, while he commends the Mutakallimun for
their defense of orthodoxy against heresy, he finds fault with
them on two grounds. First, “they based their arguments on
propositions which they had accepted unquestioningly from
their opponents and [claimed that] they were compelled to
admit them either by their reliance on authority, or by the
~onsensus of the community, or by a bare acceptance of the
Koran and traditions.” '™ Atomism was undoubtedly a case
in point which he had in mind. Second, “I have not seen any
of the sages of Islam who has turned his attention and his
thought to philosophy. Whenever the Murtakallimun in their
writings on the Kalam bestir themselves to refute the philoso-
phers they do nothing but utter some unintelligible and in-
coherent phrases.” *"* He himself tried to remedy this defect
in his Tabafut al-Faldsifab.

From Ghazali’s own description of his attitude toward both
the Kalam and philosophy we gather that, with regard to the
Kalam, while he disapproved of its methods, he approved of
its views, whereas, with regard to philosophy, quite the oppo-
site — while he disapproved of its views, he approved of 1ts
methods. This, on the whole, may also be considered as a
characterization of the philosophized Ash‘arite Kalam which,
according to Ibn Haldan, was inaugurated by Ghazali. Thus,

2 Mukaddimab 111, p. 41, 11 12-13.
3 4] Munkidb min al-Dalil, ed. Beirut, 1959, p. 16, ll. 13-14.
" Ibid., p. 25, 1l 12-14.
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while in his relation to the Kalam he is, as characterized by
Ibn Haldin, one who started it on a new period in its history,
in his relation to philosophy he is, as characterized by himself
in the title of his work The Destruction of Philosophers, its
critic. Since, however, in preparing himself for the task of
criticizing philosophy, he tried, as he himself says, to gain
a knowledge of the subject and an understanding of its
most intricate problems — in which, as he intimates, he often
surpassed those who accounted themselves philosophers " —
and since both in his work in which he expounds the views
of the philosophers and in his work in which he criticizes
the philosophers he often shows himself as one who has
original interpretation of commonly current philosophic opin-

ions, Ghazili, historically, may be considered as belonging
both to the Kalam and to philosophy. In the present work,

therefore, we have included his defense of certain doctrincs

of the Kalam; his particular interpretation of certain philo-

sophic teachings, however, will be dealt with in a volume to

be devoted to Arabic philosophy.

III. Tue KaLam Accorping To MAIMONIDES

Both Shahrastani and Ibn Haldtn were aware of the dif-
ference between “Kalam” and “philosophy” and also of the
difference between their respective exponents, the “Muta-
kallimtn” and the “philosophers.” Shahrastani’s work con-
tains, as a counterpart to his account of the Kalam, an account
of the philosophy of Avicenna,* preceded by what he knew
of Greek philosophy;? and Ibn Haldin, after his treatment
of the Kalam 3 and Sufism,* deals, under the title “The Vari-
ous Kinds of Intellectual Sciences,” * with philosophy proper,
mentioning “Alfarabi and Avicenna in the East and Averroes
and Avempace in Spain” and describing them as being “among

i"s Ibid., 1l. y-11 and 17 fl. * Mukaddimab 111, p. 27, 1L 1 ff.
2M1.lal, PP- 348-429. *Ibid., p. 59, 1. 16 .
1bid., pp. 251-348. *1bid., p. 86, 1l. 18 ff.
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the greatest Muslim philosophers.” ® But neither of them fol-
lowed the religious rationalization of these Arabic philoso-
phers. Shahrastani describes the Ash‘arite Kalam as having be-
come “the doctrine of the followers of the Sunnah and the
Muslim community,” * which evidently he himself followed,
though not without occasionally differing from it.® Similarly,
Ibn Haldain says of the Ash‘arite Kalam that it is “one of the
best of speculative disciplines and religious sciences,” ® and
he explicitly rejects the religious rationalization of Alfarabi
and Avicenna, declaring that they were led astray by God.*
Both Shahrastani in his Milal and Ibn Haldin in his Mukad-
dimab present the Kalam not as a unified system in contrast
to the religious rationalization of the philosophers but rather
as a system split into contrasting views held by opposing
sects. Common also to both of them in their presentation of
the Kalam is that, while they refer to some philosophic in-
fluences upon it, neither of them mentions any Christian
influence upon the Kalam in general, though Shahrastani
mentions Christian influence upon two individual Mutakal-
lims** and Ibn Haldun refers indirectly to some kind of
Christian influence upon the Kalam in general when in his
attempt to explain why Greek works on the sciences, includ-
ing philosophy, were translated into Arabic, he says that one
of the reasons was that Muslims “had heard some mention of
them by bishops and priests among their Christian subjects.” *?
In contradistinction to both of them, Maimonides belonged
to those who in Islam at that time were called “philosophers,”
though with a religious philosophy of his own in which he
differed from them on some fundamental beliefs. To that reli-
gious philosophy of his own, in which he differed also from
the Mutakalliman even with regard to beliefs that were com-

¢Ibid., p. 91,1 19— p. 92, 1. 2.

" Milal, p. 65, 1. 15.

8 Cf. Guillaume’s introduction to his edition of Shahrastini’s Nibiyat,
p. ix, xil.

® Mukaddimab 111, p. g0, L. 13-14.  Milal, p. 42, 1. 8-14.

*®1bid., p. 213, Il. 2-10. ** Mukaddimab 111, p. o1, L. 6.
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mon, as he says, to Judaism and Islam,’® his presentation of
the Kalam was to serve as foil.1* Accordingly, he was going
to present the Kalam not in its historical development through
1ts two stages of existence, the nonphilosophical and the philo-
sophical, but rather as it existed in his own time, in the twelfch
century, when both its sects, the Mu‘tazilites and the Ash‘arites,
had, each in its own way, already become philosophized, the
former ever since the tenth century and the latter ever since
the eleventh century.’ Nor was he going to include in his
planned presentation of the Kalam the various views quarreled
over by the Mu‘tazilites and Ash‘arites. As he himself defines
tho scope of his planned presentation of the Kalam, he was
going to deal only with the philosophical views of the Kalam
that are common to both the Mu‘tazilites and the Asharites
and that are necessary for their arguments in establishing
four religious beliefs 16 that are common to Islam and Judaism
and Christianity,!? namely, the beliefs of the creation of the
world and the existence, unity, and incorporeality of God.8
Accordingly, religious beliefs that were matters of con-
troversy in Islam, but concerning which Maimonides felt
tl.lat they ought to be dealt with by him in connection with
his attempt to define the Jewish position on them, are rele-
gated by him to other parts of his work. Thus the problem
of attributes is relegated by him to chapters ** within those
chapters in which he tries to show how scriptural terms and
phrases can be interpreted philosophically 2* and which serve

him as a general methodological prolegomenon to his own

philosophy. Thus also the special problem of the attribute of
speech or word, which in Islam constituted the problem of
the uncreatedness of the Koran, is relegated by him, again,
to thflt methodological prolegomenon, and is dealt with by
‘l‘um in ”a chapter devoted to the explanation of the term
speech” or “word” (kalim: dibbur) which in Scripture is

= Mor, “ Ibi

YA G oot 3t e

‘: Cf. above, pp. 19 and 41. ** Moreb 1, s0-6o.
Moreb 1, 73, p. 134, Ii. 23-25. ® 1bid., 1-70.
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attributed to God.? The problem of predestination, however,
had for him a twofold aspect. While as a religious belief it
was a matter of controversy between the Ash‘arites and the
Mu'tazilites, as a philosophic view it was connected with the
denial of causality, and the denial of causality was common
to both the Ash‘arites and the Mu‘tazilites.?* Moreover, though
on the whole Maimonides agreed with the Mu'tazilites in
denying predestination, he did not altogether agree with their
particular conception of free will. Consequently, the problem
of predestination and free will is dealt with by him in two
places. First, at the close of his explanation of the denial of
causality as it was held in common by both the Ash‘arites
and the Mu'tazilites, he adds that, with regard to “the actions
of man,” these two sects are in disagreement, and he then goes
on to describe briefly their respective views.? Second, in con-
nection with his discussion of his own view of divine Provi-
dence, he gives a more elaborate exposition of the Ash‘arite
and Mu‘tazilite views with regard to the problem of pre-
destination and free will, dwelling especially on the religious
aspects of these views.*

His presentation of selected views of the Kalam, which
is contained in four chapters (73-76), is preceded by two
chapters (71—72) in which he deals with the following three
topics: (1) an explanation of the relevancy of his interposi-
tion of the views of the Kalam between his general methodo-
logical prolegomenon in Part I, chapters 1—70, and the ex-
position of his own views in Parts II and III of his work;
(2) an outline of the historical background of the Kalam
views as they existed in his own time; (3) an analysis of some
of the fundamental differences between the views of the
Kalam and his own views.

His explanation of the relevancy of his presentation of the
views of the Kalam emerges from the following context. At

= Ipid., 65.

= Cf. below, p. 613.

= Moreh 1, 73, Prop. 6, p. 141, L 11 — p. 142, L 2.
®* 1bid. 111, 17.
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the end of his general methodological prolegomenon, after
interpreting philosophically the scriptural description of God
as “He who rides the heaven” (Deut. 33:26) to mean that
God by His power and will causes the circular motion of
thf: outermost, all-encompassing celestial sphere, he says that
this scriptural expression so interpreted points to the philo-
sophical proof for the existence of God from motion, which
“constitutes the greatest proof by which the existence of God
can be known . . . as I shall demonstrate.” 2 Here Mai-
moni.des was ready to proceed with his own proposed philo-
sophical interpretation of the scriptural teachings, which be-
gins in Part I with his first proof of the existence of God from
motion. But evidently feeling that he had to justify himself
for what he was about to do, he tries to show how the equiva-
lent of Greek philosophy had at one time existed in Judaism
as an oral tradition by the side of the oral tradition known as
the_Oral Law, how like that Oral Law it was used as a means
9f nterpreting the teachings of the Written Law embodied
in the Scripture, how this oral philosophic tradition happened
to disappear, and how only traces of it are to be found in the
Talmud and Midrashim.?® Then, trying to show how philoso-
phy was later reintroduced into Judaism under foreign in-
fluence, he contrasts the spokesmen of Judaism in the East,
f‘the. Geonim and the Karaites,” with the spokesmen of Juda-
ism in Spain. The former, he says, “in their discussion of the
unity of God and whatever is dependent upon it,” followed
“the Mu‘tazilites” from among “the Mutakallimiin of Islam,” 27
that is to say, those Mu'tazilites who by the tenth century had
already “blended the methods of the Kalam with the methods
of the philosophers,” 28 whereas the latter, including himself,
followed “the philosophers.” # This contrast quite naturally
called for an exposition of the views of the Kalam as it existed
TR LR
7 1bid., p. 121, 1. 28 - p- 122, L. 4.

* Cf. above, p. 19.
® Moreb 1, 71, p- 122, Il g~13.
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in his own time, with which his own views, based upon philos-
ophy, were to be contrasted, and such an exposition quite
naturally, again, called for some account of the historical back-
ground of the views expounded.

His outline of the historical background of the views of the
Kalam as they existed in his own time begins with the follow-
ing statement: “Know that all that the Muslims, both the
Mu‘tazilites and the Ash‘arites, have said on these subjects
are opinions based upon certain propositions, which proposi-
tions are taken from the books of Greeks and Syrians who
sought to oppose the views of the philosophers and to refute
their assertions.” %°

In this passage, while the expression “these subjects” gram-
matically refers to the previous statement “the subject of the
unity of God and whatever is dependent upon this subject,”
psychologically it is a proleptic reference to what he later
in the same chapter describes as the Mutakallimin’s argu-
ments in proving the creation of the world and the existence,
unity, and incorporeality of God.?* What Maimonides, there-
fore, really wants to say in this passage is that insofar as both
the Mu‘tazilites and Ash‘arites argue in a philosophic manner
in support of the belief in the creation of the world, which
most of the philosophers deny, or in support of the belief in
the existence, unity, and incorporeality of God, which most
of the philosophers admit, they follow in the footsteps of
the Christian philosophers, either by appropriating some of

their arguments or by adopting their method of framing new
arguments. Thus also, later in the same chapter, as he was
about to criticize the Mutakallimun’s arguments for these four
beliefs, he begins his criticism with the statement that “in
general, all the first Mutakallimiin from among the Christian-
ized Greeks and from among the Muslims” 32 ghared a certain
common element in framing their arguments for these four
beliefs, and he continues to speak of “the ancient Mutakalli-

® Ibid., ll. 13-16.

® Ibid., p. 124, ll. 6-10. ®bid., p. 123, Il 10-11.
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miin” * and “these Mutakalliman” 3¢ and “the method of the
Mutakallimiin” 3* before he comes to say: “This is the method
of every Mutakallim from among the Muslims in anything
c':oncerning this kind of investigation.” *®* And Maimonides,
it must be noted, is right in this assertion of his. For it can be
shown that the Mutakalliman’s contention that the creation
of the world can be established by demonstration is traceable
to the Church Fathers.?” Similarly traceable to the Church
Fathers is their argument for the existence of God only on
the basis of creation; for the Church Fathers, while making
use of the argument of creation and some other arguments,
never use Aristotle’s argument from the eternity of motion.®
So also traceable to the Church Fathers are some of their basic
arguments for the unity and the incorporeality of God. Thus,
for instance, of the five arguments for the unity of God repro-
d}lced by Maimonides in their name, the first, described by
hl'm as “the method of mutual hindering” (al-tamanu': ha-
binmmona’),® is traceable to John of Damascus,*® and the
f:Ifth, described by him as an argument from “need” (al-
iftikar: ba-sorek) and as being only a variation of the argu-
ment from mutual hindering,* is also traceable to John of

®21bid., 1. 28.

:Ibt_d., p- 123, L. 30 - p. 124, L. 1.

- ébfld., p. 124, L. Z:I‘h . ®Ibid., 1. 9.

. My paper “The Patristic Arguments against the Eternity of the
W(:sr}giscHT‘I;,‘ 59:g5x—g67 (1966), and below atgn. 59. Y
Iscussed in the chapter on the proofs of the existence of i
unpx};lbhshed Volume II ofP The Philossphy of the Church FatherSOd in the
] Mq,reb L 75 (1), p. 156, ll. 14-22. This type of argument occurs in
uwayni's Irshad, p. 31, L. 1118 (58), where the term tamdnu’ occurs later
(p. 32, L. 14.) as a description of another version of the same argument. It
jaésoboccurs in Shahrastani’s Nibdyat, p. o1, 1. 18 — p. 92, L. 13. Averroes in his
ashf, p. 48, 1. 20 - p. 49, L 10, quotes it in the name of the Ash‘arites and
deszrlbes i by the term mmmani'ab, “hindrance.”

. }l‘)le Ft’;iel Ortb?doxa L 5 (PG 94, 801 B).

, Moreb 1, 75 (5), p. 158, I 17-20. This argument is introduced b
If\/[axrgomdes with the words: “One of the later gtl:es thought that he haZil
(gl)mAa df:monstratxve (burlg_dniyydn) method for the belief in unity” (1.
lll - A brief statement of this argument occurs in Juwayni’s Irshid, p. 31
. 13—119 (59). In a more elaborate form it occurs in Shahrastini’s ﬁibdyat:
?};a?"f .8-p.og, L 13. In the last part of this argument, Shahrastini says

If one of the gods did not participate in the creation of the world,
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Damascus.*? Similarly, his third of the Mutakallimun’s argu-
ments for the incorporeality of God** is modeled after an
argument by Gregory of Nazianzus.** Both of these argu-
ments prove the incorporeality of God by reducing its oppo-
site to absurdity, while each of them uses its own particular
method of reasoning in reducing that opposite to absurdity;
the Mutakallimiin, in their version of it, making use of their
own theory of admissibility.**

Maimonides then goes on to describe the origin of Chris-
tian philosophy: “When the Christian Church brought into
its fold the Greek and Syrian nations, the profession of
belief of the Christians was what it is known to be, while
among those nations.the opinions of the philosophers were
widely accepted, seeing that it is among them that philosophy
had arisen. Consequently, when kings intent upon the de-
fense of religion arose and the learned men of those times
among the Greeks and Syrians saw that their profession of
belief consisted of assertions which are greatly and clearly
opposed by the philosophic opinions, there arose among them
this science of the Kalam. They thus began to set up propo-
sitions which would be useful to them in the support of what
they themselves believed and by which they could also refute
those opinions of the philosophers which were ruinous to the
foundations of their religion.” *

“he would be in need (mmftakirin) . . . of the other, but need (al-fakr)
is inconsistent with deity.” He then concludes: “This method supports the
demonstration (bayan) by the method of sufficiency (al-istighnd’), and this
is the best of what has been reported concerning this problem.” Exactly
like this, Maimonides argues here that if the world could not be created
except by two gods working together, then each of them, “by reason of
his being in need (li-iftikaribi) of the other,” would by himself be incapable
of creating, and he would thus not be “self-sufficient” (mmustaghniyyan
bi-dbitibi). In Averroes’ Kashf, p. 49, ll. g-10, this argument forms part
of the argument from mmumani'ab, “hindrance,” which he ascribes to the
Ash‘arites (p. 48, ll. 20-21). Cf. above n. 39.

2 De Fide Ortbodoxa 1, 5 (PG 94, 801 A).

“ Moreb 1, 76 (3), p. 161, Il 13-14.

“ Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio XXVIIL, 7 (PG 36, 33 B).

“* Moreb 1, 73, prop. 10.

® Ibid. 1, 71, p. 122, lL. 16-22.
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The historical facts behind this statement are as follows:
Christian apologetical and polemical literature began to appear
long before Constantine’s conversion to Christianity and
hence long before the Nicene Council. This literature was
written in Greek by men who may be described as of the
Greek nation, such as Quadratus and Aristides, and by a man
who may be described as of the Syrian nation, namely, The-
ophilus of Antioch. There was also that type of literature in
Latin written by such men as Tertullian, Arnobius, and Lac-
tantius. Christian works in Syriac by men who may be de-
scribed as of the Syrian nation began to appear in the fourth
century, that is, after Constantine’s conversion to Christianity
and after the Nicene Council, by such men as Aphrates and
Ephrem Syrus. Of these three linguistic groups of Christian
literature, the Muslims came in contact only with those writ-
ten in Greek and in Syriac, and, with regard to the works
written in Greek, they came in contact with them either
through translations made directly from the Greek by Syrian
(;hristians or through translations made from Syriac transla-
tions from the Greek. One more significant fact is to be men-
tlofu?d. None of the ante-Nicene apologetical and polemical
writings were translated into Arabic.*®

In the light of all this, we have reason to assume that Mai-
monides’ statement here was not meant to describe the his-
Forical origin of Christian apologetical and polemical writings;
1t was meant only to describe the types of Christian apologeti-
c.al and polemical literature with which the Muslim Mutakal-
llmf‘m came to be acquainted, and these were all produced
fiurlng the post-Nicene period, when indeed there were “kings
ntent upon the defense of religion.”

Maimonides then tries to show how the Christian philoso-
phy became known to the Muslims. Historically the facts are
as follows: Translations from general Greek philosophic works
began in the eighth century during the reign of Caliph Man-

“ Graf, Geschi . . .
302_3101:8 eschichte der christlichen arabischen Literatur, 1 (1944), pp.
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sir (745—775) and reached their highest point, though not
their end, during the reign of Caliph Ma'mian (813-833).
Then, with Kindi (d. ca. 873), works originally written in
Arabic, based upon the philosophic Greek writings, began
to appear and continued to appear to the time of Maimonides.
At about the same time, early in the ninth century, Christians’
under Muslim rule began to transmit the teachings of the
Greek Church Fathers in works written in Arabic and also
to translate some of the works of the Greek Church Fathers.
The first of such Christian authors in Arabic are the Melkite
Abt Kurra, known as Abucara (flourished during the first

art of the ninth century),*” the Nestorian Catholicus Tim-
othy I (d. 823),* and the Jacobite Abu R2’ita (a contempo-
rary of Abucara).*® These were followed by others until long
after the time of Maimonides.®® One such author before the
time of Maimonides was the Jacobite Yahya Ibn “Adi (893-
974).% Direct translations from Greek Patristic literature,
sometimes only in the form of compilations, abridgments, and
paraphrases, began to appear in the ninth century,” and in
the course of time translations were made of various works
of many Church Fathers® and also of the works of other
Greek Christian writers, among them John Philoponus.* Re-
flecting all this, Maimonides makes two statements.

In his first statement he says: “When the religion of Islam
appeared and the writings of the philosophers were trans-
mitted (nukilat: ne‘eteku) to its believers, there were also
transmitted (nukilat: ne‘eteku) to them those refutations com-
posed against the writings of the philosophers.” * Tt is to be
noted that Maimonides does not use the term turjimat,*® which

“ Ibid. 11, pp. 7 ff. ® Ibid. 11, pp. 233 ff.
©Ibid., pp. 114 ff. = 1bid. 1, pp. 299, 300.
“ Ibid., pp. 222 ff. * Ibid., pp. 302-378.

® Ibid. 1, pp. 79-82. ®1bid., p. 417

% Moreb 1, 71, p. 122, Il 22-24.

*Tbn Halddn, in referring to the Arabic translations of the Greek
philosophers, uses the term tarjam. Cf. Mukaddimab 11, p. 91, L 14; p. 101,
IL 11 and 13; p. 213, L. 5. The term tarjam is often used by Maimonides.

Cf. Moreb 1, 27, p. 39, L. 13 1, 48, p. 71, 1. 20 11, 33, p. 257, L 25; 11, 47, p.
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means only “were translated”; instead he uses the term
nukilat, which means both “were transmitted” and “were
translated.” The latter term, we take it, was advisedly used
by him, for, as we have seen, both Greek philosophic works
and Christian philosophic writings in Greek were made
known to Muslims partly through direct translations and
partly through works originally written in Arabic. It is also
to be noted that just as the statement “when the religion of
Islam appeared and the writings of the philosophers were
transmitted to its believers” does not mean that immediately
upon the rise of Islam in the seventh century Greek philoso-
phy all at once, both through translations into Arabic and
through works originally written in Arabic, became known
to Muslims, so also the statement “there were also transmitted
to them those refutations composed against the writings of
the philosophers” does not mean that at the same time Chris-
tian writings in Greek all at once, both through translations
into Arabic and through works originally written in Arabic,
became known to Muslims. What Maimonides really means to
say is that some time after the rise of Islam there began to
appear Arabic translations of Greek philosophic works fol-
lowed by works on philosophy written originally in Arabic,
that in the course of time there began to appear also Arabic
translations of Christian Greek works as well as Christian
V‘VOI‘kS written originally in Arabic, and that this kind of
literary activity, once begun, continued for many years, even
unto his own time.

In his second statement he says: “Thus, having discovered
the Kalam of John the Grammarian and of Ibn ‘Adi and of
others on these subjects, they clutched it, thinking that they
hac! gotten hold of something mighty useful for their quest.” ¥
This statement does not mean that both John the Grammarian
and Ibn ‘Adi were taken by Maimonides to be among the

291, )l 20. Shahrastini, as we have seen, uses the term fusiratz (cf. above
p- 20). ,
“Moreb 1, 71, p. 122, ll. 24-26.
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first Christian authors who became knowi. to the Muslims
and from whom the Muslims first learned the method of
philosophic argumentation. His explicit statement that “the
Kalam” of these Christian writers was “on these subjects” —
that is to say, on the Muslim Mutakallimin’s arguments for
the creation of the world with its corollary the existence of
God, and also their arguments for the unity and incorporeal-
ity of God — shows quite clearly that these two names are
mentioned by him only as examples of Christian writers who
had influenced the Muslim Mutakallimiin in the framing of
their arguments for these four beliefs and probably also as
examples of the two types of such Christian writers, namely,
those whose works were translated from the Greek and those
whose works were written originally in Arabic.

And no better examples illustrative of these two facts, it
must be remarked, could Maimonides have found. John the
Grammarian or John Philoponus (flourished ca. 500), one
of the most prolific commentators on Aristotle, was a con-
vert to Christianity who wrote works in refutation of the
belief in the eternity of the world directed against Aristotle
and Proclus. Both these works were translated into Arabic,
and one of his arguments against the eternity of the world
ascribed by Maimonides to the Mutakallimiin is traceable
to John Philoponus.®® Yahya Ibn ‘Adi (893—974) is described
by Graf as “a star of the first magnitude in the sky of schol-
ars of the Christian orient.” ®® Besides his being the translator
and author of purely philosophic works and the author of
purely Christian works,® he was also the author of works
dealing with beliefs common to both Christians and Muslims,
such as the belief in God’s knowledge of particulars 2 and
in the unity of God.*® Undoubtedly Maimonides considered

* Steinschneider, Die arabischen Uebersetzungen aus dem Gﬁecbi:&hen,
§ 55 (79).

® Cf. below, pp. 410, 425—427. ® Graf, Geschichte, 11, p. 220.

° Ibid., pp. 233 ff.

1bid., p. 243, No. 12.1. Cf. below, ch. IX, sec. V, 2.

®1bid., p. 239, No. 1; p. 243, No. 13; cf. below,
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him as one of the main sources of the Muslims’ knowledge
of what he calls the Christian Kalam.

Thus John Philoponus and Yahya 1bn ‘Adi are mentioned
by Maimonides not as examples of those who were respon-
sible for the rise of the Kalam but rather as examples of those
whose influence helped to shape some of the arguments for
the four beliefs which he was going to deal with.%

So far Maimonides has tried to show how the Muslim Mu-
takallimiin followed those whom he calls Christian Mutakal-
liman. Now he goes on to show how the Muslim Mutakalli-
miin differed from their Christian preceptors.

He begins by showing how the Muslims differed from the
Christians in their conception of the physical constitution of
the universe. He thus says: “They also selected from among
the opinions of the earlier philosophers whatever he who
selected considered useful for his purpose, even though the
later philosoPhers had already demonstrated its falsehood, as,
for instance, the theory of the atom and of the vacuum, for
tbey believed that these were common notions and proposi-
tions which every follower of a revealed religion would be in
need of.” ® That the Muslim Mutakallimiin’s acceptance of
atomism was not shared by the so-called Christian Mutakalli-

mun must have been generally known by the time of Mai-
monides from such works as Yahya Ibn ‘Adi’s treaties against
atomism,*® so that Maimonides did not feel the need of ex-
plicitly stating here that the acceptance of atomism by the
Muslim Mutakallimin was not due to Christian influence.

Then he goes on to show how the Muslim Mutakallimiin
differed from the so-called Christian Mutakallimin also in
their methods of proving the creation of the world and the

“S.tude‘nts of Fh}s chapter of the Moreb, taking it to be an account of
the historical origin of the Mu'tazilite Kalam, find Maimonides’ refer-
ence to Yahyi Ibn "Adi here to be an anachronism. Cf. Munk’s note ad loc.
in his French translation of the Moreb (Guide des Egarés, 1, p. 341, 1. 2)

and sm_nlar notes by Friedlinder, Weiss, and Pines in their respective
translations ad loc.

::More,b 'I, 71, p- 122, 1. 26-29.
Cf. Périer, Yabyi ben ‘Ads, p- 75, Nos. 27, 28, 32, 33; p. 76, No. 35.
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existence, unity, and incorporeality of God. Using the term
turuk, which literally means “roads” but which, throughout
his discussion, is used by him in the sense of “methods,” ¥
that is, methods of reasoning or arguments, he says: “More-
over (thumma), as the Kalam developed, its exponents de-
scended to other strange roads (turuk), which the Mutakalli-
mun from among the Greeks and others, because of their
closeness to the philosophers, had never taken.” ®® By this he
means that, though they followed the Christian Mutakalli-
man in their main contention about the demonstrability of the
creation of the world and about some of their basic argu-
ments for the existence, unity, and incorporeality of God, they
deviated from them in that they framed proofs upon premises
not approved of by philosophers — such, for instance, as their
proofs for creation based upon atomism — and also in that
they perverted some of the good philosophic proofs for the
unity and incorporeality of God.*®
This concludes Maimonides’ account of the historical back-
ground of the two sets of views he was going to discuss in
his presentation of the views of the Mutakallimiin, namely,
(1) their conception of the physical constitution of the uni-
verse; (2) their arguments for the creation of the world and
the existence, unity, and incorporeality of God. Then comes
the following passage: “Moreover (thumma), also, there arose
among Muslims certain doctrines which were peculiar to
them and which they felt called upon to defend, and since
there sprang up diversity of opinions concerning these pecu-
liar doctrines, each sect set up propositions which it found
useful in the defense of its own view.®
This passage, as well as the passage preceding it, is intro-
duced by the term thumma, which literally means “then” and
which in both Hebrew versions of the work is translated by
“after this.” ™ But this passage, as we shall see, does not deal
 See, e.g., Moreh 1, 73, p. 134, L 23; p. 150, 1. 7.
 Moreb 1, 71, p. 122, L. 29 - p. 123, L 1

® Ibid., 75, Argument 2; I, 76, Argument 3. ™ Ibid., 71, p. 123, 1L 1-3.
7. Cf, Ibn Tibbon's and Harizi’s Hebrew translations ad loc.
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with something that happened subsequently but rather with
something that happened additionally. I have therefore trans-
lated it in both places by “moreover.” What Maimonides
means to say here is that not only have the Mutakallimin fol-
lowed the Christian method of argumentation in support of
the: beliefs in the creation of the world and the existence and
unity and incorporeality of God, of which he subsequently
says that Islam shares them in common with Judaism and
Christianity,™ but they have also applied the same method
of argumentation to beliefs of which he subsequently says
that they are peculiar to Islam and that he is not going to
deal with them in this work.”® While no mention is made
here of these peculiarly Muslim beliefs, we know from his
subsequent statement that one of them is the belief in the
eternit)'r of the Koran.™ Others, we may assume, are attributes,
pre.destmati()n, and certain phases of eschatology, about all of
which there were sectarian controversies in Islam.

So much for his outline of the historical background of
the Mutakallimin’s views which he has chosen to discuss.
Now for his general analysis of some of the fundamental dif-
ferences between the Mutakallimiin’s views and his own views.
As the views which he was going to ascribe to the Mutakalli-
min fall, as we have seen, into two parts, his analysis of how
he differs from them falls also into two parts. First, he shows
how he differs from them with regard to their proofs for
the creation of the world and the existence, unity, and in-
corporeality of God.” Second, he shows how his own con-
ception of the constitution of the physical universe differs
from that of the Mutakallimiin.?

.In my analysis of Chapter 71 of Part I of the Guide, 1
tried to show that Maimonides’ purpose was not to explain
the origin of the Kalam and the history of its development
but rather to explain the background of the conception of

" Moreb 1, 71, p. 123, 1. g4-5.
™ 1bid., 11. 5—10.p P A " 1bid., p. 123, 1. 10 - p. 124, 1
“1bid., 1. 7. Kl Ibid.: I, 72. o BT
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the constitution of the physical universe characteristic of the
Mutakallimiin as well as of their characteristic arguments for
the creation of the world and for the existence, unity, and
incorporeality of God. He tries to show that while on the
whole the Mutakalliman followed the Church Fathers in
trying to support four of their religious beliefs on the basis
of philosophy and even borrowed from them some arguments,
they deviate from them, first, in adopting certain views from
antiquated Greek philosophy not used by the Christians and,
second, in framing new arguments on unapproved philosophic
premises and perverting some good philosophic arguments.
Preliminary to these explanations, he describes how the Chris-
tian philosophy of the Church Fathers, based upon pagan
Greek philosophy but opposed to it, both in Greek and in
Syriac came into existence, and how both the pagan Greek
philosophy and the Christian philosophy came to be known to
the Muslims through translations into Arabic as well as
through works originally written in Arabic. As an example
of a Christian Greek author whose work came to be known
to Muslims through translation he mentions John Philopenus
and as an example of a Christian author who wrote his work
originally in Arabic he mentions Yahya Ibn ‘Adi. These two
authors were selected by him as illustrative not only because
he thought they were each most outstanding in his field but
also because they were sources of arguments which he had
in mind later to present as characteristic of the Mutakallimun.
Finally, alluding to certain beliefs peculiar to Islam, he re-
marks that even in connection with these beliefs the Muslims
employed the method of argumentation which they had
learned from the Christians.

IV. INFLUENCES

I. CHRISTIANITY

The question whether there was any Christian influence
upon the Kalam, which must inevitably arise in one’s mind

i
i
]
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by comparing the account of its history as sketched by Shah-
rastani and Ibn Haldan with that sketched by Maimonides,
was actually raised by one of the earliest modern students of
Arabic philosophy. In a work published in 1842, Schmélders
writes: “I find nothing precise on the origin of the Muta-
kallims. Moses Maimonides, who has of them a rather ex-
tended account, connects them with the first Christian philos-
ophers, maintaining that it is from them that the Mutakallims
borrowed their arguments against the philosophers. Shahras-
.t{mi, however, a more competent judge, says nothing about
it, and the fact becomes still more improbable when one ex-
amines the very works of the Mutakallims. We think on the
contrary that there is no relation between them and the Chris-
tian apologists.” ' Mabilleau, in 1895, after quoting Mai-
monides’ statement as to the Christian influence on the Muslim
Kalam, says: “The assertion is curious and it has nothing at
the bottom but a resemblance,” but he admits that the Kalam
may have borrowed from Christianity some arguments against
philosophy.? This, as we have seen, is exactly what Mai-
monides claims. In the same year, Schreiner, after calling
?ttention to Maimonides’ view on the influence of Christian-
ity on the Kalam, remarks that the Christian influence is to
be found only in the later Mu'tazilites and Ash‘arites but not
in the early founders of Mu'tazilism, such as Wasil b. ‘A’
and ‘Amr ibn “‘Ubayd.? This, again, as we have seen, is exactiy
what Maimonides has meant to say.

However, all other modern historians of Arabic philosophy,
as well as of Islam in general, agree that there was a Christian
influence upon the Kalam, but the influence which they
speak of, unlike that spoken of by Maimonides, is not the
Chr.istian influence upon the Mutakalliman’s argumentations
against the philosophers or upon their argumentations against
each other but rather the Christian influence upon the forma-

:Schn_liildcrs, Essai (1842), pp. 135-136.
: Mabll}eau, Histoire de la Philosophie atomistique (1895), p. 325.
Schreiner, Der Kalam in der jiidischen Literatur (1895), Pp- 2-3-
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tion of certain Muslim beliefs which subsequently became
matters of controversy among the Mutakalliman. How these
modern scholars have arrived at such a view was most clearly
stated by de Boer in 19o1. “The similarity between the oldest
doctrinal teachings in Islam and the dogmas in Christianity
is too great to permit any one to deny that they are directly
connected. In particular, the first question about which there
was much dispute, among Muslim scholars, was that of the
freedom of the will. Now the freedom of the will was almost
universally accepted by Oriental Christians” and was dis-
cussed “from every point of view . . . in the Christian circles
in the East at the time of the Muslim conquest. Besides these
considerations which are partly of an a priori character, there
are also detached notices which indicate that some of the
earliest Muslims, who taught freedom of the will, had Chris-
tian teachers.” * Sixteen years later, in 1917, de Boer added
to the problem of freedom of the will three other problems
which were influenced by Christianity, of which only two are
relevant here to our purpose, namely, the problem of the
eternity of the Koran and the problem of divine attributes.
This represents the state of knowledge about the Christian
influence on the Kalam in the year 19r7. All students of
Muslim philosophy who, either before that year or after that
year, speak of a Christian influence upon the Kalam find that
influence in either all or some of the three problems men-
tioned by de Boer, and their view as to the existence of such
an influence rests, as de Boer says, either upon a general simi-
larity between the problems discussed by both Muslims and
Christians or upon some kind of evidence. Let us then examine
what students of Muslim philosophy have to say upon this
Christian influence with regard to these three problems and
the evidence used by them.
With regard to the problem of predestination and free will,

* de Boer, Geschichte der Philosophie im Islam (1g901), p. 43 (Eng., p. 42).
®de Boer, “Philosophy (Muslim),” ERE, IX, 878a. The fourth problem
mentioned by him is “the relation of God to man and the world.”
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most n.lodern scholars are of the opinion that the belief in
f.ree will arose under the influence of Christianity in opposi-
tion to the native Muslim belief in predestination. In proof
pf t!us, Kremer in 1873 ¢ refers to John of Damascus, who
in h1§ Disputatio Christiani et Saraceni makes a Christia,n and
Muslim debate this question, the Christian arguing for free
V\{xll aw'nd the Muslim maintaining predestination. The same
view 1s repeated by Becker in 1912, by Guillaume in 1924,
by Sw_eetman in 1945,° and by Gardet and Anawad in 1948.1"’
Goldziher in 1910, Tritton in 1947,'® and Watt in 1948
Fake free will to have arisen from certain verses in the Koran
1Fsclf', but, whereas Goldziher and Tritton suggest that Chris-
tian mﬂucfnce hastened the development of this view in Islam
Watt dem'es any Christian influence. As for the orthodox belief,
m predt?stmation, Schreiner in 1900 suggests that it was due
to the influence of pre-Islamic fatalism, which statements
contrary to.it m the Koran could not wipe away,'* and simi-
larly Goldziher in 1910 suggests that, while primarily arising
fron} .the Koran itself, it was also favored by some “mythical
tra(.imon,l"’ l?y which he means some pre-Islamic fatalism.
Thls suggestion of the survival of some pre-Islamic fatalism
1s presented anew, more elaborately, by Watt in 1948.1¢
With regard to attributes, some modern scholars think that

(18;5r’eg;ir,7 gz.dturgescbichtlicbe Sti*eitfz'ige auf dem Gebiete des Islams
: e s .
sch:;g]%%z:ﬁ;y:;EZ%E?;&Z;?;l,(gIz)“,i Islafnische DOgmtT.nbildung," Zeit-
]ousr;z.al‘;f Stl‘;e(;elxﬁil ﬁ;i‘zjcrsg %%y?rf;zr/;)l; .azsbf;edestmatlon in Islam,”
D
N ction 7 j

N %Z.GOIdZiher o ’ d la Théologie Musulmane (1948),

s gen dber den Islam (1g10), PP- 95-96. Wensinck’s

restatem 7 i
partly ¢ g;lrte C(:}'qulzm Creed [1932], P- 52) of the view of Goldziher is only

# Tritton, Muslim Theology (1947), P- 54

*Watt, Free Wi ination i
n 2 e Will and Predestination in Early Islam (1948), PP- 38, 58,

*Schreiner, Studien iiber Jeschu'a b
n ner, . Jebuda, p. 11.
Goldziher, Vorlesungen, P. 95. e \R’att, Free Will, pp. 19 ff.
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only the Mu'tazilite denial of attributes had a Christian origin.
Of these, Kremer in 1873 tried to prove it by taking the
Arabic term za'#il, which is used as a description of the Mu'ta-
zilite view on attributes, to be a translation of the Christian
term kévwos,!? for both these terms are usually translated
by “emptying.” It may be remarked that in meaning these
two are not the same. The Arabic term ta‘til was applied to
the Mu‘tazilites by their opponents, and it means that the
Mu‘tazilites, by denying the reality of attributes, emptied
or divested God of attributes.’® The Greek term xévwors is
used in Christianity in the sense that the Son of God emptied
himself of the form of God and assumed the form of man.
Macdonald in 1903 merely says that the origin of the denial
of attributes “is obscure, although suggestive of discussions
with Greek theologians.” ** Becker in 1912 tries to show that
the Mu‘tazilite denial of attributes is based upon the Christian
view that the anthropomorphic expressions in Scripture are
not to be taken literally.?® Wensinck in 1932, however, seems
to think that both the denial and the affirmation of attributes
have a Christian origin, finding a resemblance between the
Mu‘tazilite denial of attributes and the views of Dionysius
the Areopagite and John of Damascus,* adding “that, on the
whole, the position of orthodox Islam is in agreement with
Christian dogmatics.” #* Sweetman in 1945 collected all kinds
of things on attributes outside of Islam in order to show “that
neither Christian nor Muslim has a monopoly of ideas on the
subject either way. Different schools of thought are to be
found in both religions.” # Tritton in 1947 says that John
of Damascus anticipated the Mu'tazilite doctrine that attri-

v Kremer, Culturgeschichtliche, p. 8.

#1n his [binab, Ash'ari uses the term ta'til not only in the sense of the
denial of attributes (p. 54, Il 13-17 [94]) but also in the sense of the denial
of the visibility of God (p. 19, ll. 2-4 [68]).

® Macdonald, Development of Muslim Theology (1903), pp. 131-132.

» Becker, “Christliche Polemik,” pp. 188-190.

# Wensinck, Muslim Creed, pp. 70-71.

21bid., p. 73.

= Sweetman, Islam and Christian Theology, 1, pp. 78-79.
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butes “are not other than God.” #* Gardet and Anawati in
1948, following Becker, say that the problem of attributes
in Islam arose out of Christian arguments against anthropo-
morphism.?
With regard to the problem of the ‘Koran, Macdonald in
1903, speaking of the createdness of the Koran, says: “We
can have no difficulty in recognizing that it is plainly derived
from the Christian Logos and that the Greek Church, per-
haps tlquugh John of Damascus, has again played a formative
part. Sf’ mn correspondence with the heavenly and uncreated
Logos in the bosom of the Father, there stands the uncreated
and eternal Word of God; to the earthly manifestation of
Jesus corresponds the Qurian, the Word of God which we
rfead and recite.” *® Becker in 1912 tries to show that the en-
tlI"C _problem, whether the Koran was created or uncreated,
originated in Christianity from the fact that in John of
I?amascus’ fictitious debate between a Christian and a Mus-
lim, .the Christian argues from the analogy between the
Muslim problem of the Koran and the Christian problem of
the Logos.*” Guillaume in 1924 denies that the doctrine of the
uncreatedness of the Koran was derived from John of Damas-
cus on the ground that, according to John of Damascus’ own
testimony, there had already existed in Islam the heresy of
Fhe denial of the uncreatedness of the Koran.?® Wensinck
mn 1932 explains the orthodox belief in the eternity of the
Koran. as being derived from the old oriental conception of
pre-existence, mentioning especially the pre-existence of the
Torah in Judaism and the pre-existence and eternity of Logos
in Christianity, and the Mu‘tazilite denial of the eternity of
the‘ Koran is explained by him as being a corollary of their
belief that God alone is eternal.?® Sweetman in 1947 takes

:Tritton, Muslim Theology, p. 57.

mGardet et Anawati, Introduction, p. 38.

mMacdong]d, Depelopment of Muslim Theology, p. 146.

2sBeqker, Christliche Polemik,” Pp. 186-188.

- Gullla.ume, “Free Will and Predestination,” P- 49.
Wensinck, Muslim Creed, pPp- 77-78.
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the orthodox belief in the uncreatedness of the Koran to have
been derived from the Christian belief in the uncreatedness
of the Logos and the Mu'tazilite denial of it to have been due
to a reaction against that Christian belief.?® Gardet and Ana-
wati in 1948, quoting Becker, say that the belief in an un-
created Koran arose under the influence of the Christian
Logos.®

And so all the evidence that has so far been marshaled
for the Christian influence upon these three problems is that
Muslims were in contact with Christians and that an asser-
tion of free will, like that of the antipredestinationists in
Islam, was taught by Christians, that a denial of attributes,
like that of the Mu‘tazilites, can be shown to be the view
of John of Damascus or the Fathers in general, and that the
Muslim belief in the eternity of the Koran has a resemblance
to the Christian belief in the eternity of the Logos.

2. GREEK PHILOSOPHY

While in their speculation as to Christian influence on the
Kalam modern historians, if they were at all bent upon re-
ferring to the testimony of Arabic sources, could have quoted
only Maimonides, in their discussion of philosophic influence
they had before them all the Arabic sources which happen to
speak of influence. All those Arabic sources, besides their
general statements of the influence of philosophy upon the
Kalam which began with translations from the Greek
philosophers, mention also philosophic origins of certain
Kalam views. Thus the Kalam’s theory of atoms is ascribed
by Ibn Hazm to “some of the ancients,” ! and its theories
of both “atoms and the vacuum” are ascribed by Maimonides
to “the ancient philosophers.” 2 Nazzam’s denial of atoms is
ascribed by Baghdadi to “the heathen (7mlbidab) philoso-
phers.” # Ibn Hazm, after ascribing to Nazzam the denial of

* Sweetman, Islam and Christian Theology, 1, 2, p. 116.
® Gardet et Anawati, Introduction, p. 38.
*Fisal V, p. 69, L. 1.

*Moreb 1, 71, p. 122, L. 26. *Fark, p. 113, Il 16-17.
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atoms, ascribes it also to “every one who is well versed in the
teachings of the ancients.” * Shahrastini says that in the denial
of atoms, Nazzam “agreed with the philosophers.” 5 Sifnilarly
the theo_ry of latency, which is identified with the name oi;
Nazzam, is said by Ash‘ari to have been held also by “many
of the'heathen (al-mulbidin)”* and Shahrastini ascribes it
to various “philosophers,” 7 mentioning Anaxagoras ® and
Thales.? Shahrastani finds also philosophic influences upon
Abl'} al-HudhayI’s treatment of attributes,° upon Nazzam’s
demal. of free will in God " and his description of an); kind
of action or change by the term “motion,” 2 and upon Mu‘am-
mar’s statements about the soul.’

In the light of all these, it is not to be wondered that scat-
tered references to various philosophers are to be found in
a!most every modern work dealing with the Kalam. Espe-
cml.ly outstanding among modern students of the Kalam in
their attempt to establish philosophic influence upon the
Kalgm are Horovitz and Horten. Horovitz in a number of
Stl:ldleS tried to show how certain Mutakalliman adopted cer-
tain Greek philosophic views, such, for instance, as how
Nazzim adopted certain Stoic views* and Mu‘ammar and
A?)ﬁ Hashim adopted certain Platonic views: ¥ of how cer-
tain Kalam concepts, such as tawallud, reflect certain Greek
Phllosophje concepts; 1 or how Greek scepticism penetrated
mnto th;/l((alam.17 Horten, in Die philosophischen Systeme der
Jpele’ul.ativen Theologen im Islam (1912), in the course of his
analysis of the various views of the masters of the Kalam
comments briefly on their origin in Greek philosophy. Thus’

“Fisal V, p. 92, 1l 18-19 ® Ibi
s s , 1L . Ibid., p. 258, 1l. 4-6.
:Aﬁgtlzl_, p- 38 L 19 1"Ibid.,pp. 354, 1L ?4—16.
akdlat, p. 329, 1. 4; cf. below, pp. 21bid., p. 37, 1. 17-p. 38, 1. 3

oS il
Hai, p. 39, Il. 13-15.
:ilsb’dﬁ p- 257, Il 912,
- Horovitz, Ueber den Ei iechi . . .
Entllévic.lelung des Kalam ( 1909>:ngg.ﬁ6ii:: griechischen Philosophie auf die
. Ibld., pp 44_78_
*Ibid., pp. 78-g1.
*S. Horovitz, Der Einfluss der griechi : . .
; ) griechischen Sk
der Philosophie bei den Arabern (1915), pp. 5—4:?:” auf die Entwicklung

#1bid., p. 38, L. 7-9.
“Ibid., p. 47, 1. 8-14.
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the index of that work lists numerous references to such Greek
philosophers and Greek philosophic terms as Anaxagoras,
Aristotle, Atomists, Carneades, Democritus, Empedocles,
Galen, Greek philosophers, Heraclitus, Homoeomeries, Idea,
Logos, Neoplatonists, Plato, Plotinus, Socrates, Sophists,
Stoics. Needless to say, the search for philosophic influences
is continued by recent students of the Kalam.

3. IRANIAN AND INDIAN RELIGIONS

Baghdadi, who, as we have seen, said of Nazzam that he
had come under the influence of “the heathen philosophers,”
also said of him that “during his youth he mingled with some
people of the Dualists.” * Three views held by Nazzam are
definitely ascribed by Baghdadi to the influence of those

- Dualists * and, with regard to a fourth view, he is in doubt
whether it is due to the influence of the Dualists or to the
inflnence of the Naturalists.®* Baghdadi reports also that
Nazzam has written a book on Dualism and in that book he
criticized a certain view of “the Manichaeans.” * Among
modern historians of the Kalam, Horovitz, in an examination
of those views of Nazzam which Baghdadi ascribes to the
influence of Persian Dualism, tries to show that they are
really to be ascribed to Stoic influence.® Horten quotes Bagh-
dadi’s statements as to the influence of Dualism upon Nazzam °
and brings together all kinds of statements from original
sources with regard to contacts between Mutakalliman and
Dualists, to disputations between them, and to the influence
of Dualism upon certain individual Mutakallimin, adding
some of his own conjectures as to such influences.”

The question of Indian influence upon the Kalam was
introduced into modern scholarship by Schmélders in 1842.

*Fark, p. 113, 1. 13~14.

*Ibid., 1. 18 ~ p. 114, L 1; p. 119, 1. 17 ~ p. 120, L 3; P. 124, 1. 7-14.
*1bid., p. 121, 1. 2-105 cf. p. 124, ll. 3-7.

‘Ibid., p. 117, . 5-12; p. 123, L 18 — p. 124, L. 3.

® Horovitz, Einfluss, pp. 29 fl.

* Horten, Systeme, pp. 200 fI.

"Ibid., p. 631, col. 2, 5. v. “Dualisten.”

INFLUENCES: IRANIAN AND INDIAN 67

Quoting from several Arabic manuscripts statements attrib-
uted to people called Summaniyyah,® he makes the following
comment: “It is said that the sect of the Sumanites is derived
from India and, though for the present it is not easy to prove
the trprh of this assertion, yet I do not think that one could
call it in question.” He then goes on to show how the Sumanite
sect can be traced to the Chirvikas in India.® In another
place, Schmélders hints ar other Indian influences upon the
Kalarp, besides that of the Sumanite sect, saying: “The Indian
dogtrmes were not so unknown to the Arabs as one ordi-
narily seems to think. Several authors, and notably some
Mu'tazilite leaders, had pretty accurate notions of it. [ hope to
have occasion to return to this question some other time.” 1°
~ Schmélders never had occasion to take up again the ques-
tion of Indian influence upon the Kalam. But the question was
taken‘ up by Mabilleau in 189s. In his study of the history of
atomism, he tries to show that the atomism of the Kalam did
not come from Greek atomism but rather from Indian atom-
ism. ! This view, greatly modified to read that certain ele-
ments 1n Kalam atomism came from India, has been generally
accepted; a full exposition of it is given by Pines. The main
argument 1s that the Kalam atomism contains many features
Whl'C]l are not found in Greek atomism but are found in
Indian aromism, especially the view held by many in the
Kalam that atoms have no extension.!®
The subject of the Sumanites, which was first broached by
Schmélders, was taken up, many years later, in 1910, by
Horten,™ who tried to establish by proof what Schmélders
hafi only conjectured, that the Sumanites were an Indian sect.
His proof is based on a report by Ibn al-Murtadi that Jahm
z[s;hm('ildcrs, Essai, pp. 111-1 15.
: Mljﬁilfl)éa:;myimire de la Phi e a0 - 2
" Pinr At;menlehre e la lnzlf;:oplne atomistique, pp. 328 ff.
. , pp. 102 1.
Cf. below, pp. 472-473.
*Horten, “Der Skeptizismus der Sumanija nach der Darstellung des

Razi, 1209,” Archiv fiir Geschichte d ] 1
5 ) er Philosopl 1142-143;
(1910). Cf. idem,, Systeme, pp. 93-96. PR AL e 0. 6
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and Mu‘ammar held a debate with Sumanites in India ** and
also that another debate was held in India between a Suman-
ite and 2 Muslim.*® In Die philosophischen Systeme der speku-
lativen Theologen im Islam, he tried to paste Indian labels on
all kinds of Kalam views. But, as Massignon in his review of
that book has remarked, all these are based on mere “similari-
ties and isolated coincidents.” ¥*

4. JUDAISM

Finally there is the question of Jewish influence upon the
Kalam — as distinguished from Jewish influence upon the
Koran and the Hadith concerning which there is no question.’
Various opinions have been expressed with regard to Jewish
influence on the following three outstanding problems in the
Kalam: (1) anthropomorphism and anti-anthropomorphism;
(2) eternal or created Koran; (3) predestination or free will.
The last two of these problems, as we have seen, have also
been discussed by modern scholars in connection with Chris-
tian influences.

With regard to anthropomorphism, Isfard’ini, who divides
the Jews into two sects, one of which he describes as anthro-
pomorphists (mushabbibab), says that the anthropomorphism
of such Muslim sects as the Rawiafid and others came from the
Jews.? Shahrastani, in one place, speaking of Muslim anthro-
pomorphists, says that “most of their anthropomorphisms
were borrowed from the Jews, for anthropomorphism is char-
acteristic of them.”? In another place, however, speaking
again of Muslim anthropomorphists, he says that “anthropo-
morphism, in its sheer and utter form, had already existed
among the Jews, not among all of them, but among the Ka-
raites of them,” * without adding that Muslim anthropomor-

5 Al Mu'tazillab, p. 21, 1L 5 ff. (p. 34, IL o ff.).

*[bid., p. 31, Il 12 fI. (p. 55, Il 4 ff.).

¥ Der Islam, 3:408 (1912).

*On Jewish influence on early commentaries on the Koran, see Ibn
Haldan, Mukaddimab 11, p. 393.

* Tabsir, p. 133, Il. 3-6 and r11-12.

s Milal, p. 77, 1l. 19-20. t1bid., p. 64, 1. 20 — p. 65, L. 1.
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phism was borrowed from the Jews. In still another place,
after stating that the Jews are anthropomorphists,® he merely
says that “the Rabbanites among them correspond to the
Mu'tazilites among us and the Karaites to the anthropomor-
phists among us.” ® Among modern scholars, Schreiner argues
quite the opposite, that it was the anti-anthropomorphists
among the Muslims who had been influenced by Jews, and in
proof of this he quotes al-Subki as stating that the denial of
anthropomorphism originated with the Jew Labid b. al-A‘sam.”
Neumark agrees with Schreiner.®

With regard to the problem of the eternity or the created-
ness of the Koran, Schreiner quotes a statement from Ibn al-
Athir, according to which, again, Labid b. al-A‘sam was the
first to introduce into Islam the doctrine of the createdness
of the Koran. Neumark, following his own view that among
Jews there were those who believed in the eternity of the
Torah,'® takes the controversy In the Kalam over the Koran
to have arisen under the influence of the controversy in
Judaism over the Torah.” We have already quoted Wen-
sinck,” who includes the Jewish lore about the pre-existent
Law as one of the sources of the belief in the eternal Koran.

With regard to predestination and free will, Masadi says
of the Karaites among the Jews that they “profess the doc-
trines of the justice and unity of God,” ** that is, they pro-
fess the same doctrines that are professed by the Mu'tazilites
among the Muslims. Just the opposite of this is Shahrastani’s
statement that with regard to free will, “the Rabbanites of
theirs are like the Mu'tazilites among us and the Karaites are
like the Compulsionists.” ** Neither of them makes Islam

°lbid., p. 164, ll. 14-16. *lbid., . 17-18.

* Schreiner, Kalam, p. 4, n. 2, quoting al-Subki, Tabakit al-Shifi'yyab.
*Neumark, Geschichte, 1, p. 119; Toledot, 1, p. 112.

® Schreiner, Kalam, p. 3; cf. below

1 Cf. Neumark, Geschichte, 1, p. 84; Toledot, 1, p. 68.

1d., Geschichbte, 1, p. 119; Toledot, 1, p. 111.

*Cf. above, p. 63.

® Mas'adi, Tanbib, p. 112, 13-p. 113, 1. 1 (159).

* Milal, p. 164, I1. 16-18.
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influenced by Judaism in this respect. Isfara’ini, however,
after saying that the second of the two sects into which he
has divided the Jews are “the Libertarians” (al-kadariyyab),
adds: “And the Libertarians who appeared in the Muslim
domain have acquired their belief from that Jewish sect.” 1
Among modern scholars, Schreiner tries to show that Wasil
b. ‘Ata”s statement on freedom of the will is almost a ver-
batim translation of a rabbinic statement.’® Neumark, who,
like Goldziher, takes predestination in Islam to be a pre-Islamic
heritage,'” agrees with Schreiner that free will was introduced
under the influence of Judaism.!®

V. OriGiN, STRUCTURE, DIVERSITY

The task which I had set for myself in this work was not to
trace influences but to describe the origin and structure and
diversity of the teachings of the Kalam. Whenever in the
course of my study of the Kalam I happened to come upon a
certain belief which could not be found in the Koran or
which could not have arisen spontaneously as an interpreta-
tion of something found in the Koran, I asked myself two
questions, for which I tried to find answers.

The first question was, what is its origin? The answer to
this question was not to be found in the discovery of some-
thing similar to it in some other system of thought of which
it could have been an imitation. Beliefs and ideas are indeed
contagious, and the history of beliefs and ideas is often a his-
tory of imitation by contagion. But for the contagiousness
of a belief or an idea to take effect, there must be a predisposi-
tion and susceptibility on the part of those who are to be
affected by it. In the case before us, we must always ask our-
selves, what was there in Islam that made it susceptible to that
particular foreign influence? Then, also, beliefs and ideas

" Tabyir, p. 133, ll. 7-10.

*®Schreiner, Kalam, p. 4; cf. below

" Neumark, Geschichte, 1, i, p. 119; Toledot, 1, p. 111.
*ldem., Geschichte, 1, p. 119; Toledot, 1, p. 112.
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ride on the back of terms, and whenever there is 2 transmission
of a belief or an idea from one linguistic setting to another,
there is always a transmission of the fundamental terminology
of the belief or the idea transmitted, either by translation or
by mistranslation. In the case before us, therefore, no foreign
influence can be definitely established unless it is substantiated
by a terminological linkage. Then there was another consider-
ation. The important problems of influence or origin that
came up in the study of the Kalam did not, as a rule, concern
simple beliefs expressed by single terms or by single phrases;
they concerned rather complicated beliefs, tangled webs of
beliefs, woven together of many strands of thought and
many threads of reasoning. Moreover, whatever foreign in-
fluence suggested itself in the search of origin in the study
of any of the Kalam problems, it seldom came directly by
way of authentic literature; most often it came by way of
distorted doxographies or by way of hearsay. In view of all
this, a mere reference to single foreign passage or a quota-
tion of it would not be sufficient to answer the first question.

Next to the question of origin was the question whether
the variety of statements in the Kalam teaching on any par-
ticular subject could be forged and hammered and beaten
into a coherent, though ramified, system of thought. Here,
too, the answer is not to be found in collecting all the state-
ments bearing on a given problem and arranging them accord-
ing to some kind of plan. The nature of the source material
makes such a procedure inadequate. It happens that the origi-
nal works of the earliest masters of the Kalam are not extant.
Their teachings are preserved in later doxographic collec-
tions, the earliest of which, so far published, dates from the
tenth century, and restatements of their teachings, and per-
haps also genuine quotations of their teachings, are scattered
through various other kinds of works, extending over many
centuries. The teachings of the masters of the Kalam are re-
ported in these various kinds of work either directly or
through some intermediary or through a chain of intermedi-
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aries in the form of isolated sayings in the name of certain
individuals or in the name of certain schools or in the name
of certain groups of certain schools. The reports of these
sayings in the various successive doxographies, and sometimes
even in the same doxography, are not always consistent.
Sometimes they differ in terminology, and one has the prob-
lem of deciding what the original terms were. Sometimes they
are contradictory, or seem to be contradictory, and onec has
the problem of deciding what the genuine view of the author
or authors quoted was. Most often the sayings quoted are
fragmentary, and one has the task of piecing them together.
In view of all this, a mere collection of sayings, in whatever
manner classified, would not yield an answer to the second
question.

What is really necessary in answering both these questions
1s first to trace all the suggestions of foreign influence in the
problems dealt with by the Mutakallimtn to all the possible
sources available either directly to themselves or to those
who may have been their oral informants; then, by the use
of what may be called the hypothetico-deductive method of
text Interpretation, or more simply the method of conjecture
and verification, which T have described elsewhere, to try to
establish the origin and structure and diversity of the prob-
Iems dealt with in the Kalam. Briefly stated, this method of
text interpretation is analogous to what in science is called
control-experiment. Just as the scientist starts out on some
experiment, say, with a certain number of rabbits, so in our
investigation of any topic we start out with a certain num-
ber of representative texts bearing upon that topic. Then just
as the scientific experimenter inoculates only one or some
of his rabbits and uses the others as controls, so we also per-
form all our conjectural interpretations on one or some of
our texts and use the others as controls.

This is what I have set out do to in this work.

The problems dealt with by the Kalam are varied and
many. Some of them are purely religious; some are purely
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philosophical; some are problems of religion treated in terms
of philosophy. Of these three types of problems, I have
selected as the subject of discussion in this work only problems
of the third type. The first type of problems does not come
within the range of problems dealt with in my series of studies
to which this work belongs, and the second type of problems
will be dealt with in the volume devoted to Arabic philosophy
as distinguished from the philosophy of the Kalam. Even of
the third type of problems, I have selected only those which
are either exclusively characteristic of the Kalam or exhaus- -
tively treated in it. Problems which, though touched upon
in the Kalam, have been more fully and more exhaustively
treated later by the philosophers have been left for the
aforementioned volume on Arabic philosophy. The problems
thus selected for treatment in this work are six: Attributes;
the Koran; Creation; Atomism; Causality; Predestination and
Free Will. Each of these six problems, it may be remarked in
passing, is included by both Maimonides* and Ibn Haldin 2
among their lists of topics on which the Kalam, according to
them, held views especially characteristic of them as a sect.
Finally, the problems thus selected are dealt with only insofar
as they are characteristic of the Kalam as a whole or of a
school within the Kalam or of a group within a school.
Individual Mutakalliman are dealt with only insofar as they
represent the Kalam as a whole or a school within the Kalam
or a group within a school or, occasionally, as expressing an
important or Interesting dissenting opinion.

These six problems are not new with the Kalam. They arc
old problems, and my discussion of them in this work is a
continuation of my discussion of the same problems in my
studies of Philo and the Church Fathers, to which this present
study of the Kalam is a sequel. The problem of attributes here
1s a further development mainly of the problem dealt with
in the chapter on “God, the World of Ideas, and the Logos,”
in Philo, 1, and the chapters under the heading “The Trinity,

* Cf. below, pp. 78-79. ? Mukaddimah 111, p. 114, 1. 1-12.
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the Logos, and the Platonic Ideas” in The Philosophy of the
Church Fatbers, 1, and partly also of _he discussion of “The
Unknowability of God and Divine Predicates” both in Philo,
II, and in The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, 113 The
problem of the eternity of the Koran here is a further devel-
opment partly of the problems dealt with in the aforemen-
tioned chapters in Philo, I, and The Philosophy of the Church
Fathers, 1, and partly of the problems dealt with in the section
on the “Immanent Logos” in Philo, I, and in the chapter “The
Mystery of the Incarnation” in The Philosophy of the Church
Fathers, 1. The problem of creation and atomism here is a
further development of the problem dealt with in the chapters
on “Creation and Structure of the World” both in Philo, 1,
and in The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, I1. The prob-
lem of causality here is a further development of the discussion
of laws of nature and miracles both in Philo, 1, and in The
Philosophy of the Church Fathers, I1. The problem of pre-
destination and free will here is a further development of the
discussion of free will both in Philo, 1, and in The Philosophy
of the Church Fathers, 11.

As part of a series of studies on the Structure and Growth
of Philosophic Systems from Plato to Spinoza, this work
presents a system of religious philosophy based upon certain
scriptural presuppositions laid down by Philo. In Philo, these
scriptural presuppositions are the following eight: (1) exis-
tence of God; (2) unity of God; (3) creation of the world;
(4) divine Providence; (5) unity of the world; (6) existence
of ideas; (7) revelation of the Law; (8) eternity of the Law.*
Let us, then, see how many of these eight presuppositions
were accepted by the Kalam.

In Christianity, as we have seen,® the eternity of the Law
was rejected outright; the unity of the world, though assumed,
is not included among the religious principles; and the exis-

*Volume 11 of The Philosopby of the Church Fathers referred to here
is as yet unpublished.

“Cf. Philo, 1, pp. 164-169.

®Cf. The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, 1, pp. 80-96.
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tence of ideas has survived in a2 modified form in the doctrine
of the Trinity. As for the remaining five scriptural presup-
positions, they were all accepted, but concerning the unity of
God there arose certain deviations from Philo.

In Philo, the unity of God meant four things: (1) the
denial of polytheism; (2) the denial of the dependence of
God upon something else, that is to say, the assertion of the
self-sufficiency of God; (3) the assertion that God alone is
eternal, whence the identification of eternity with deity; (4)
the assertion, as a result of the combination of the scriptural
principle of the unlikeness of God to anything else with the
philosophic analysis of the meaning of the term “one,” that
the unity of God means absolute simplicity, excluding from
God not only the internal plurality that is implicit in the
conception of corporeality but also any other kind of internal
plurality. In Christianity, the Philonic conception of the unity
of God as a denial of polytheism and as an assertion of self-
sufficiency and as an identification of eternity with deity was
generally accepted. But with regard to the unity of God in
the sense of His absolute simplicity, it became a matter of
controversy 1in' its sectarian differences over the doctrine
of the Trinity, orthodox Christianity rejecting it; heretical
Christianity accepting it. And a verbal difference of opinion
appeared n orthodox Christianity also over the propriety
of applying to God the term “corporeal.” One of them,
Tertullian, argued that God could be described as corporeal,
with the understanding that His corporeality was unlike the
corporeality of bodies.®

Similarly in Islam, the principle of the eternity of the Law
was rejected; 7 the principle of the unity of the world, though
assumed, is not included among the religious beliefs; and the
existence of ideas survived in a modified form in the doctrine
of attributes and the eternity of the Koran. As for the re-

*Adv. Prax. 7 (PL 2, 162 C).
"Cf. Steinschneider, Polemische, pp- 322-325; Schreiner, Polemik, pp.
619, 647-648.
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maining five Philonic scriptural presuppositions, again, as in
Christianity, they were all accepted.

The existence of God, as in Philo,® means to Islam a rejec-

tion not only of atheism but also of scepticism. Thus it is
common in Islam to distinguish among philosophers between
those who believed in a Creator and those who did not believe
in a Creator ° and to include among infidels before the rise of
Islam various types of sceptics, who are placed under the
general term “Sophists.” ** But with regard to the unity of
God, of the four aforementioned Philonic conceptions of it,
the first, that of the denial of polytheism, is most emphatically
stressed in the Koran."' Similarly emphasized in the Koran is
the self-sufficiency of God, so that the term al-ghani, “the
Rich,” that is, the Free of Want or the Self-Sufficient, is
included among the ninety-nine most beautiful names of
God.”* However, the unity of God in the sense that God
alone was eternal became a matter of controversy in its
sectarian differences over the problem of attributes, most
Attributists rejecting it,'® while some Attributists ** and all
Antiattributists ' accepted it. So also the unity of God in the
sense of His absolute simplicity became a matter of contro-
versy, again, in the problem of attributes, all the Attributists
rejecting it; the Antiattributists accepting it.*®

Then, as in Christianity, there arose in orthodox Islam a
difference of opinion, perhaps a difference of opinion which
is only verbal, as to whether God can be described as being
corporeal or even as having a body. There were those among
the orthodox who assumed that on the mere basis of the
Koranic injunction against likening God to created beings
(42:9; 112:4), it is permissible to conceive of God as corporeal
or even as having a body, provided His corporeality or his
body is taken to be unlike that of anything else. Thus Aver-

8 Cf. Philo, 1, pp. 165~171. ¥Ibid., . 6; cf. Milal, p. 202, 1. 13.
° Fark, p. 346, 1l. 10-13. " Surah 4:51; 20:7, and passim.
**Based on Surah 2:265, 270; 3:11, 92; 27:40; 39:9; 64:6.

" Cf. below, p. 130. * Cf. below, pp. 132 ff.

* Cf. below, pp. 143 ff. * Cf. below, pp. 133; 138~139.
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’

roes, speaking of “many Muslims,” such as “the Hanbalites
and their many followers,” says that they believed that “God
is a body which is unlike other bodies.” ' Ibn Haldin, refer-
ring to certain Muslims, whom he describes as “corporealists”
(mujassimah), says that “they affirm the corporeality [of
God], but not like [that of] bodies,” *®* and Ibn Hazm, who
himself believed in the incorporeality of God, argues that “if
a Koranic text was shown to us in which God was called a
body, it would be our duty to profess this belief, but then to
qualify it by saying that He is a body not like other bodies.” *°
Reference to this view in Islam is to be found also in the
works of Jewish philosophers writing in Arabic. Joseph al-
Basir, referring to some Mutakallimiin, says: “Their statement
that God is a body notlike all other bodies is unsustainable,” 2
and Maimonides refers to this view in quoting some other
Mutakallimn, who were opposed to it, as arguing: “If you
say that God is a body not like other bodies, you are self-
contradictory.” **

The principle of the creation of the world is explicitly
stated in the Koran,* and, as in Philo and the Church Fathers,
it became an established principle of Muslim belief, but, as in
Judaism, there arose differences of opinion as to its meaning.*
Also explicitly stated in the Koran is the belief in divine
Providence,”* under which are included the problems of
causality, on both of which there arose in Islam difference of
opinion.” Finally, explicitly stated in the Koran is the belief
in revelation,* but on this belief, too, there arose differences
of opinion as to its meaning.”

The philosophy of the Kalam is thus, like the philosophy

" Kashf, p. 60, 1. 13-15. So also the Rafidite Hisham b. al-Hakam is
reported to have said that God “is a body unlike other bodies” (Makalat,
p- 33, Il 10-11; p. 208, L. 1).

*® Mukaddimab 111, p. 52, 1. 20; cf. p- 38, 1L 1—4.

*Fisal 11, p. 118, 1. 25-p. 119, . 1.

® Mabkimat Peti 18, p. 114b.

= Moreb 1, 76, 2nd Argument, p- 160, L. 11.

*Surah 13:3, 4, and passim. * Cf. below, ch. VIL

#Cf. below, ch. V. ®Surah 2:3, and passim.

* Surah 6:59; 15:20, and passin. “ Cf. below, ch. II1.
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of the Church Fathers, based upon five of the eight scriptural
presuppositions laid down by Philo. And so Maimonides, in
a chapter in which he deals with the Muslim Kalam and the
Christian Church Fathers, draws a distinction between beliefs
which are common to Judaism, Christianity, and Islam and
beliefs which are peculiar to Christianity and Islam. As an
example of beliefs which are common to the three religions,
he mentions “the doctrine of the creation of the world, on the
truth of which depends the belief in the truth of miracles and
other beliefs.” * By the “other beliefs” which together with
the belief in miracles are said by Maimonides to depend upon
the belief in the creation of the world, we may assume he
meant the existence and the unity of God, divine Providence,
and revelation, for, even though Maimonides believes that the
existence of God and the unity of God, which to him include
also incorporeality, can be established indirectly on the as-
sumption of the eternity of the world, the direct and real
proof for these two principles, according to him, rests on the
principle of the creation of the world in which he himself
believed,?® and, as for divine Providence and revelation, they
are both admitted by Maimonides to be miraculous acts ° and
hence, like all miracles, are to him dependent upon the belief
in creation. Of the beliefs which are peculiar to Christianity
and Islam, Maimonides mentions the doctrine of the Trinity
in the case of the former and the doctrine of the eternity of
the Koran, which is part of the doctrine of attributes, in the
case of the latter.3! These two doctrines, as we have seen,
mark the deviations in orthodox Christianity and orthodox
Islam from some of the Philonic conceptions of the meaning
of the unity of God. Thus, according to Maimonides, the

= Moreb 1, 71, p. 123, 1. 5.

® Ibid. 11, 2, p. 175, L. 12 - p. 176, L 2.

® As for Providence, see Maimonides’ characterization of divine knowl-
edge and Providence in Moreb 1, 20, p. 351, Il 1-11; I, 23, p. 360, 1L
18-24. As for revelation, see Maimonides’ characterization of it in his
introduction to his Commentary on M. Sanbedrin X and his description

of the revelation on Mount Sinai in Moreb 1I, 33.
% Moreb 1, 71, p. 123, I 5-7.
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philosophy of the Church Fathers, as well as that of the
Kalam, is based upon five principles which they share in
common with Judaism, which five principles, as we have seen,

are five of the eight scriptural presuppositions laid down by
Philo.

VI. Curistian anp JewisH Karam

Christian as well as Muslim and Jewish writers refer to
Christian Mutakallimin. Thus Yahya Ibn ‘Adi speaks of
“Christian Mutakalliman”;* Averroes speaks of the Mutakal-
limtn of the people of the religion of the Christians” * or “the
Mutakallimun of the peoples of the three religions which exist
today”’; ® and Maimonides speaks of “the first Mutakallimiin
of both the Christian Greeks and the Muslims.” * Now in these
three quotations, the statements of Yahya Ibn ‘Adi and
Maimonides about Christian Mutakalliman refer, as may be
judged from the context, to the Christian Church Fathers.
But Averroes’ statement about “the Mutakallimun of the
peoples of the three religions,” in which he says that they all
agree upon the principle of creation ex nibilo, quite evidently
refers to Christian and Jewish theologians who wrote in
Arabic and with whose works he was acquainted; for, while
he may have become acquainted with the Christian insistence
upon the principle of creation ex nibilo from Arabic trans-
lations of the works of the Church Fathers, he could not have
known of the Jewish insistence upon this principle except
from the works written by Jewish theologians in Arabic.®
Since these Christian and Jewish theologians are referred to
as Mutakalliman, we should like to know whether the litera-

tures produced by them shared any of the characteristics of
the Muslim Kalam.

* Périer, Petits, p. 39.

2In.XII Metaph., Comm. 18, Arabic, p. 1489, ll. 4-5; Latin, p. 304 F.
*Ibid., Arabic, p. 1503, Il 11-12; Latin, p. 305 F.

*Moreb 1, 71, p. 123, 1l. 10-11.

® Cf. Steinschneider, Heb. Uebers., pp. 368—461.
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I. CHRISTIAN KALAM

Christians in Muslim countries, prior to their coming under
Muslim rule in the seventh century, used three literary lan-
guages, Greek, Syriac, and Coptic. But during the eighth
century they began to use also Arabic. While at first their
use of Arabic was confined to translations of scriptural and
liturgical works, by the tenth century they began to use it for
translations of the works of the Greek and Syriac Church
Fathers and also for the writing of original works on theolog-
ical problems." Most of this literature has not been published.
But from the few works that have been published and from
descriptions of the unpublished works, one gathers the im-
pression that it was a continuation of the teachings of the
Church Fathers, without its having been affected by either
the philosophical or theological teachings characteristic of the
Kalam. Thus from the fact that Yahya Ibn “Adi wrote several
treatises dealing with the infinite divisibility of bodies * or the
denial that bodies are composed of atoms? and that his pupil
Abii al-Hair al-Hasan ibn Suwar wrote a brief treatise in
which he refuted a Kalam argument for the creation of the
world based on the theory of atoms,* it may be gathered that
the Christian Mutakallimiin did not accept the atomism of the
Muslim Kalam. Then also from the fact that certain Ash‘arites,
who identified their attributes with the second and third
persons of the Trinity, found fault with Christianity for its
limiting the persons, which they supposed to be the same as
attributes, only to two,” shows that the Christians in Muslim
countries during the period of the Kalam continued in the

1See Graf, Geschichte der christlichen arabischen Literatur, 1 (1944),
1L (1947).

¢ Cf. Périer, Yabya ben ‘Adi, p. 75, Nos. 27, 28.

3 Ibid., Nos. 31, 32; cf. also p. 76, No. 35.

+Bernhard Lewin, “La notion de mubdath dans le kalim et dans la
philosophie,” Donum Natalicium H. S. Nyberg oblatum (1954), pp- 88-93;
Makilab I'Abi