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Abbrev.i ations 

!r. = 2eîerenee ta the Arabie texte 

àdi,. = l'~artin Luther, On the :Sondage of the :,,'ill. 

2.I.1 = The :r.eye1ooedia of Is1~. 

E.1.2 = The ::e1'7 Sneye100edia of Is1are. 

S.R.E. = Eneye100edia of Religion and Ethies. 

F;,.i.P. = ';[.E. ~!:att, Free..l,.;ill and Predestination in Early Isla.':l. 

~. = A.J. l';ensinek, Hus1:ün Creed. 

S.E.I. = The Shorter Eneyelopedia of IslaM. 

De Servo = Hartin Luther, De Servo Arbitrio or 3000age of the Will. 

Diatribe = D. ~raSMus, Diatribe seu col1atio de libero arbitrio. 

Ibar.a.h 

Luma c = _____ , Kitâb al-Lllr.1aG • 

Eaaalât = _____ , }!agalât al-IslmrJ yin. 

l·!ilal = Al-Shahrast"irl, Kitâb al-Hilal 'Ha al-::ihal. 

~;iha:ratu ~1-I9dam = Al-Shahrastrurl., Y.itâb ~;ih2"{atu .)l-Iadam Fi 'I1,11 

;:a l-Kalam. 

In this thesis ArberrJ's translation of the ~ur'ân is used for 

direct reference. !3iblieal texts cited by Luther are I.!sed as they 

appear in :Sondar;;e of the ·,iiil (ed. au:! trans. Paeker a."id Johnstor.), 

altho'J.[;!1 they have ceen checked agains"t the ?:3",' trar.slation. 
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Introduction 

The problem of determination and freedom 1s one of those fund-

amental problems in which relegat10n to obscurity 1s not easy. 

It i5 a classical problem to wh1ch the human mim, however dis-

couraged, invariably returns. Each generation debates it ard no 

age settles it. Each formulates it anew, but in wrestling with 

it each gains an insight that does not come ordinarily. 

Irdividuals from MOst nations ard cultures have given serious 

thought to this question in one form or another. Perhaps Paul's 

renection on the issue expresses plainly ard simply one aspect of 

the question which has troubled great am small minds alike: 

For l da not do the good l want, but the evil 
l do not want is what l do. Romans 7 :19. 

!wo other irdi viduals, both theologians, who have devoted 

some attention to the question of man's will are Abü al-ijasan 

al-Ash~arr (A.D. 873-935) am Martin Luther (A.D. 1483-1546). Both 

of these men are outstarding personalities within their own religions. 

sunn! Islam 1s greatly irdebted ta al-Ashcari for bis intellectua1 

defense of Islam' 5 central dOgJ!latic positionsl ; am Christianity2 

May rightful.ly claim Luther as a discoverer am an unfl.inching de-

ferxier ~f its Biblical truths. 

This thesis seeks to establish the similarities and distinguish 

the differences which are evident in the views of these two men on 

free-will. The task i5 approached by way of enquiry into man' s 

abili ty to determine bis ultimate destiny. The question Irlght be 
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posed: 15 man able through ms own stri vings to earn the reward 

of the Beatifie Vision?) A second and c10se1y re1ated question is: 

Can one speak of an a11-powerful and just God without ascribing to 

Him the responsibility fOl' man's evil deeds? 

Sources 

For primary sources of a1-Ash'ari's works, the two se1ected 

are: Al-Ibanah C An U§Ül A1-Diyanah and Kitib A1-Lumac • Both works 

have been trans1ated into Eng1ish. The LumaC: has been translated 

with an introduction by Richard J. McCarthy, S.J. in The Theo10gY 

of A1-AshcarI5: tms translation contains the Arabie text and other 

materia1s pertinent to the study of a1-Ash carI. The translations 

have been well received by western scho1ars, and this thesis makes 

use of the translations. However, the writer does not re1y sole1y 

on the translations. On Many occasions the Arabie texts have been 

consulted in order to grasp the meaning of various words and phrases 

not readily discernable in the translations. 

We are well aware of ';;'he doubt which has been cast on a1-

Ashcan's authorship of the Ibinah. This work conveys the strong 

traditionalist 1eanings of its author. Having ascertained that 

a1-Ash "ar! adopted Kalam as a method, some western scho1ars6 wonder 

whether al-Ashcari could have been the author of a work that had a 

traditionalist tone? The position adopted in this thesis i5 that 

al-Ash car1 is the author of both the Iblnah and Lumac • G. Xakdisi 

relrlrds us that the main current in Mus1im theo10gical tho~ht of 

that period should be sought in the direction of traditior..a11sm. 6 
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Also, it is rot impossible to think of a traditionalist making use 

of the principles of reasoning to deferrl the basic tenets of his 

faith. 

The work selected for Martin Luther's view on free-will is his 

brillant masterpiece De Servo Arbitrio. This work is available in 

the English translations, Martin Luther on the Bo:xiage of the \iill. 9 

This translation, done by J .l. Packer and O.R. Johnston, is used 

in the thesis and occasional references are !J1aCie to the Latin text, 

De Servo Arbi trio fourrl in Luther' s ',Jorks (H'eimerer A us gabe) Vol. 18, 

597 ff. 

A number of secorrlary sources on both al-Ash carI arrl Luther 

have also been consulted and used. These works are listed in the 

bibliography. 
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Footnotes to Introduction 

1A1_AshC'ari is a representative of sunnl Islam, am the 
"fourder of the schoo1s of orthodox theo10gy." See: \o/.M. Watt, 
"A1-AshcarI, Abii~l-l;1asan," Encyc10pedia of Islam, new edit ion 
(Leiden, 1960). Hereafter cited ~.2; the older edition cited 
y. 

2The reference here is to Protestantisme However, now that 
the passions have begun to cool within both Protestantism am 
Catho1icism, the terxiency to treat Luther as ei ther a hero or a 
villian bas been SO!l1ewhat mitigated. For both Protestantism ard 
Catho1icism Luther is important, if not for his doctorinal position 
then certainly as a historica1 figure in the history of Christiani ty. 
See: J.M. Todd, Martin Luther: A Biographical Stmy (Lardon, 1964). 
pp. XII - In. 

3For the orthodox ~uslim, the reward is Paradise where the 
highest bliss is experienced, am where the vision of God is a 
possibility. The question of the visioE (ru»ya) of God was one of 
the principle points on which al-Ashcari ard 1ater Mus1ims who 
subscribed to al-Ash~arr's ereed differed fram the MuCtazi1ites. 
There were people 1ike the Karranites, who owing to their anthro­
pomorphie ideas, held the possibi1ity of the vision of God in the 
ocular sense, bi al-ab§lr. However, the MuCtazilites denied the 
Vision of God, and according to E.E. EIder the phi10sophers ard 
ShiCites also denied it.N-Ashcari, the Ashcarites and the 
Hanifite-Mituridites upheld the vision of God, but empbasized the 
bi1i~: Thus, God will be seen in Paradise through man's eyes 
but they will IlOt see Him as one sees objects spatially situated 
arxi 1imited. E.E. Elder (trans.) A Commentary on the Creed of 
Islam: Sacd al-Din al-Taftizini on the Creed of Na al-Din al­
!lasafi (New Y~rk, 19.50 pp. 7 79 am footnote l, p. 7 J L. Gardet, 
"Allah", E.I. , A.J. Wensinck, citing The Catholic Encxe10pedia and 
al-Gbazzali '5 Ihy~ c1ai.rn that God as seen by the b1essed in 
Paradise is a chief point in both Christianity and Islam. The 
Muslim Creed (Cambridge, 1932) p. 65. Hereafter eited as M.C. 
In Christianity, Paradise is a tenn eommonly used to des1gnate 
heaven. In the deve10pnent of westenl religious thought, the 
meaning of the tenn has shifted. In the Septuagint the tem refers 
to the "Garden of Eden" (cr. Gen. 2:8). Consequent1y it a1so came 
to designate man' 5 reinstatement with regard to his original destiny 
(cf. Luke 23:43; 2 Cor. 11:4). In these texts, the term designates 
the present and future soujourn of the blessed. The Eeatifie 
Vision bas been viewed as the supreme bliss when the glory and joy 
of Gad is fully realized in heaven. Traditionally, it is the sup~e 
reward of the righteous, the unimpeded sight of God in heaven. The 
idea of seeing God was a Ir.&tter of deep concern for both Y.uslims 
and Christians. IeF. ",.j'ood, "State of the Dead (~uhammadan)" ard 
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G. Harris, "State of the Dead (Christian)", Enc*clopedia of Religion 
an:l Ethics, Vol. II (New York, 1955), pp. 148-:1. 9, 110-129. Here­
after, cited E.R.E.; "Beatifie Vision", Van A. Harvey, A Hambook 
of Theological Tems (New York, 1966), p. 39. See footnote 9, in 
Chapter 1 of this thesis. 

4Abû al-Ijasan al-Ash carl., Al-Ibinah e An U$Ül Al-Diyinah, 
secom edition (Hyderbad, 1948) transe by w.C. Klein, The Elucida­
tion of Islam' s Fourxiation, American Oriental Series, Vol. 10, 
(New Haven, 1940). 

5Abü al-l;iasan al-Ashcan, Kiti.b-al-Lumac with translation by 
Richard J. McCarthy, S.J., The Theolog,y of Al-AshC:arl (Beyrouth, 
1953) • 

6A•J • ilensinck am R.J. McCarthy are two scholars who question 
al-Ash~ri's authorship of the Ibl'nah. See: A.J. Wensinck M,., 
p. 93-94, am R.J. McCarthy 22. ~., p. 232. 

7see : G. Ma..1<disi, "AshcarI and the AshCarites", Stuiia 
Islamica, Vol. 18 (1963) pp. 20-22. 

8Ibid., p. 38. 

9t-!artin Luther De Servo Arbitrio, transe as On the Bomage of 
the Will by J .I. Packer, O.R. Johnston, (Westwood, New Jersey, 
1957). Hereaf'ter cited lhli. 
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Chapter l 

Preliminary Discussion on Free-Will am Qadar 

Free-Will: The free-will controversy has gi ven rise to a 

cluster of problems which are mainly due to an incompatibility be­

tween sets of beliefs, neither of which the disputants are quite 

ready to aba.rx:ion. There is no single doctrine of either freedom or 

determinism. Each presents diversity deperxiing on its deferoer' 5 

particular interest: phil050phical, theological, psychological, 

ethical, legal, scientific, political, or otherwise. 

Of the varieties of detenninism the extreme i5 in the fom of 

necessarianism; in theological language it is predestination. 

According to the doctrine of necessity, everyone is under the con­

trol of circumstance: the will of the irxiividual amounts to nothing. 

Man thinks that he is able to ''will'' arxi change his destiny, but in 

reality his life is managed by external forces beyorxi his control. 

Other varieties of detenninism are less harsh with man. Con­

temporary philosophers exemplify the varying degrees of determinism 

which have been championed 50 far. '"illiam James in his essay 

"The Dilemma of Determinism"l made a useful distinction between 

t!1ose phil050phers whom he labeled "hard" detenninists, arrl ":.hose 

""ho~ he called "soft" detemir'.ists. The for:ner are tr.ose who do not 

shrink frorn suer. words as fatality, borxiae;e of the will, necessitation 

anà the like. 2 Cf contemporary philosophers, were J~es still 

al ive , he :ught have inclu:ied such people as 3lar.shard arri -,':eiss 

amone the n 50ft" determinists. Ir. his case for deter.nir.i5!'l1 
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31anshard' 5 main argument against those who clai.'1l that they feel free 

(this is an objection to the belief in determinism) is that they 

are oriented towards the future. He says: 

• • • when we are making a choice our forces are 
always turned towards the future, towards the conse­
quences that one act or the other will bring us, 
never towards the past with its possible sources 
of constraint. Eence these sources are not noticed. 
Hence we remain unaware that we are un:ier constraint 
at all. Hence we feel free from such constraint.J 

Growth of interest in twentieth century physics, modern 

p~chology, psychiatry, social research, and similar fields has 

resulted in a revival of traditional detenninism. The modification 

of classical mechanics resulted in the theory of quantum mechanica. 

This theory which was framed aroun:i 1925, lad some of its ack-

nowledged leaders like Neils Bohr, Max Born, Werner Heisenberg, and 

others to admit some degree of imetenninacy in nature. They were 

convinced that the theory ofquantum mechanics is a self-consistent 

whole, arxi microphysical events such as molecular collisions could 

net be predicted. For a "'hile, Many scientists am philosophers 

yielded to the relinquishing of the notion of "cause and effect" in 

nature, but the vie", of Einstein am others prevailed; nature is 

uniform and ",hatever happens is the result of causes and corrlitions. 

This is also the view of the majori ty of scientists today. 

Like detenninism, irrletermini5l!1 or libertarianiSl!1 has a variety 

of doctrines. Most libertarians acknowledge that freedom i5 in 

some degree restricted. by conditions of the past, but they differ 

very much in regard to the scopa of the restriction. Ir. its extreme 

for:n libertarianiS':!! :nakes caprice its essent1al principle. "",bat 1s 
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asserted is: man is completely detached and is urxier no compulsion 

or impulsion to choose or act. Aside fram the contemporary moral 

philosopher racolai Hartmann, we are unlikely to firrl an avocate 

of extreme libertarianism amon§: present day philosophers ard savants. 

Among contemporary thinkers :,';illiam James, Percy;·:. Brid gman, 

Karl R. Popper, ard Alfred Lardé are avocates of sorne rnild fonn of 

irxietenninism arxi should therefore be considered libertarians. 

Larrlé has expressed his fom of irrleter:ninism as follows: 

Since deceitful demons have no place in scientific 
theories, l have reluctantly joined the party of 
irdetenninacy pure and simple.4 

• • • as a scientist who observes games of chance 
• • • l must concede that the determini.stic inter­
pretation fails, ard this applies not only to 
"games of Chance" in which the statistical dis­
persion is obvious but in general to those cases where 
a similar dispersion of effects is revealed only 
by microphysical events.5 

There is a ride range of positions between extreme detenninism 

and extreme indetenninism. For instance, H.L.A. Hart draws attention 

te "the rationali ty for our insistence on the importance of excusing 

corrlitions in criminal law"; corrlitions he feels no fom of de­

tenninism that he might construct could ir.1pugn.6 Then there are 

those such as Ayer, Hobart ard Z:owell-Smith who try to show that 

the truth of detenniniS!!l does not exclœe the possibility of free 

actions. Yet, ethers like ~ax Black and the adherents to the school 

of "ordinary language PhilosophT' attempt te rephrase ordinary 

speken sentences, or show that certain concepts used in the freeào:o1 

arxi deter.rlnism controversy are unstacle or invalid. :01' instance, 

}~ax :; lack states the folloW'ing: 
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Xany of the traditional problems of causation 
disappear when we becorne sufficiently clear 
about what we mean by "cause" arxi rernirxi our­
selves once more of what a peculiar, unsystem­
atic arxi erratic notion it is.7 

Of all the various positions taken on the freedom arxi de-

terminism controversy, the one which MAy be described as upholding 

self-determination is of interest to us. The ernphasis in this 

position is placed on the individusl, his "will" to achieve a 

certain course in life. The notion of freadom here is that the 

person is autonomous; within him is the spring of action. He 

need not borrow prompting power from outside h1mself am he is not 

subject to cussation, from without. Freedom in such a case May 

be defined as the absence of Any "alien" intervention in the fom of 

aid from divine beings. 

The man who is in the habit of referring everything to God, 

if he should believe in man's freedom, is faced with the task of 

trying to work out an explanation of how God's sovereignty m1ght 

be reconciled with man's freedom. The task is not a simple one. 

If God's sovereignty is asserted without qualifications, any such 

reconciliation is unlikely. If man's freedom is denied, then those 

who see man as the measure of all things (the anthropocentrics8), 

may claim that ethics is reduced to nonsense and man is denied the 

very power which makes him different from other beings. Cne of 

the %!tain reasons for the vigorous opposition to determinism is 

that its acceptance leads te a denial of ~'s desire for freshness, 

oovelty arrl genuine creativity. ':0 as sert that man has c01'llplete 

freedOUl would imply a denial of Gad' s sovereigr:ty. en the other 
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hand, if God's sovereignty is denied, the implication seems to be 

that the world is l'Ilorally chaotic and l1ideals l1 have no reality 

upon which one can depend. The holiest of man's hopes May never 

be satisfied, for there is no guarantee that God's will is effective. 

The histor,y of the free-will issue in theology is an oscillation 

between these two interests: the assertion of man's freedom and 

the vindication of God's sovereignty. 

Islam and Christiani ty demarxi that Gad' s sovereignty be supreme; 

God is ruler arx!. lord of the world. Yet both religions speak of 

reward. Hell arx!. d8I'lln8tion is the reward for unbelievers arx!. the 

reward for the believers culminates in an UltiI'llate Encounter. 9 Thus 

man's ultimate destiny is seen as something personal in nature. 

Both Muslims and Christians look forward to this Encounter. It is 

the hope of a11 such believers that their souls would be spared from 

Hell and damnation, and the reward of the UltiI'llate Encounter be 

theirs. lO Such hope forces one to ask whether man can strive to 

earn the reward by doing good acts while Gad remains the supreme 

and omnipotent Honarch. 

Qadar: In Islam, the key terms fouro in the discussion of 

free-will are gacjr and gadar. Both terms are used to describe 

Goà '5 eternal decree regarding hu:nan destiny. The Shorter Encyclo­

oedia of Is~ states that gad~ means literally "dec1ding" arxi the 

root is developed into a field of meanings such as "commarx!.ing", 

"judging", or dischargil".g' an obligation; arxi gadar means pri."Ilarily 

"to measure", "to estimate", "to assign specifically cy ~easure".ll 
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After having reveiwed the various shades of meaning given to both 

tenns, D.a. HacDonald conclmes that gaeJi" is the eternal arrl 

universal decree of Allah arrl qadar is the measuring out of the 

gacj~ in time.12 

On the other haro, Dam Rahbar' s investigation of the use of 

aadar in the Qur~n discloses that i t is not used as a tenn de­

noting determination. His investigation of gadar reveals the 

following: there are two basic meanings deri ved from the root 

word: power an:i quantity or measure. When,ever gadar is used with 

Gad as subject, there is no meaning of "decreed" or "appointed". 

Such meanings are due to theolo~cal development. 13 

Helmer Ringgren agrees that the technical meaning is a later 

theological development which the Q~an has not assumed.14 How­

ever, the assertion that gadar did not reflect a detenninistic 

ten:iency in pre-Islamic times is questioned by Ringgren. His 

claim is that both ga9ia arrl gadar are two words inherited fram 

pre-Islamic times. According to him, Caskel' s instarx:es of gadar 

am the cogr.ate migd~r show that the two words refer partly to a 

"decree" which brings man calamity, an:i distress a.n:i partly to 

death as decreed by Destiny.16 

Montgomery " .. ;att suggests that despite the denunciation of such 

impersonal am atheistic ideas in the ~in, such conceptions 

continued to be held by Y.uslims an:i they even made their vay into 

"orthodox teachir.gs" .17 ""jatt' s position is supported by al-ashCarl' s 

usage of oadar ir. the Ibinah: 
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The ~adari is he who asserts that he himself and 
not his Lord has the gad,r and that he and not 
his Creator, determines yugaddir) his acts. 19 

Concerning the basic idea of gadar as a technical tenn 

J. Cbennann claims the following: 

It expresses, generally speaking, the share of 
Gad in the destiny of man; • • • In as far as 
man percieves his life and fate, whether in 
totali ty or in any gi ven pa rticular, as con­
trolled by God, as deperrling on God, this con­
trol is gadar. As an attribute it is applicable 
only to God.20 . 

He also points out that to al-Hasan al-Basri and his con-
o • 

temporaries the tenr. denotes "the principle of pre-detennination 

and pre-destination in Allah's administration of the affairs of 

man. ,,21 For Obennann, al-!jasan' 5 aim in his Risna~s to demon-

strate that "50 far as man is concerned, the principle must not 

be thoueht to exterrl beyorrl the metaphysical realm of that admin­

istration." 2) The fact that al-~asan i5 arguing for the restriction 

of the oadar of Allah to the metaphysical reaL~ is proof that the 

early l·:uslims did thir.k of gadar as C-od' s àecree "'Thereby he determines 

or foreordains the affairs of man. 24 

A recent study25 of the ?.isnah MS !'laàe new data available. 

The study reveals the following: al-Easan's position was that of an . . 
interdeteminist, he was responsible for initiating "discussion or. 

al-gadar" arxi the term çadarite26 was firs't used to refer to an:rone 

who took an iroetenninist position, then later it became a tenn of 

abuse, a te~ totall=, ur.acceptable te the ~:t.:C:tazilit.es a:xi the 

Ahl al-.5unr..a.h. 

SeiT":: il'Xieter:-:ir.ists, the Ç.adari tes .... cclà have lc?'ically 
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rejected the principle that Gad decreed both good and bad acts. Their 

position implied that they ascribed to ~4n audrah (power) over his 

mm acts. };o womer they are viewed as the upholders of free-will 

am human responsibility in Early ISlam: 27 By denying that God's 

power determined the affairs of man, they asserted that the evil 

and eood which befall man are due to his own effort. This not 

only meant that God was "relieved·' of the responsibility of ~ 

(unbelief) am shirk (evil)~8 but it seemed to imply that the whole 

course of human life was no longer under the absolute control of the 

will of Gad. 29 This would Mean that Gad' s sovereignty arrl ollU"i-

potence is not really absolute. 

The Qadarite views were later to form in part, the basis of 

the lt.uCtazilite movement.30 In their earnest attempt to deny that 

Gad is responsible for evil and to preserve man's freedom)the 

Hu'tazalites had underlaken to give a reasonable account of evil 

by starting "Tith the assertion of Gad '5 justice am omnipotence. 

Could one logically maintain God's justice and omnipotence while 

asserting that man is responsible for ris own evil? \o!ith the 

:-:uCtazilites, \ole fim the first systematic atterr.pt in Islam to deal 

with the question of man's evil in relation to c~'s o~~.ipotence. 

From the ranks of the HuCtazilities arose al-Ashcan, the man who 

"settled" the question in Isla:n. 

Like Islam, Christiar.ity has given serious thought to the 

question of ~'s evil, but it has 'ceer. fro:!: an er.tirely different 

perspective. ·.·.bile Islam has beer. ?ri:.'.arily concerr.eè ... ith actior.s 

which are enl;l Christianity bas e::l?hasized arrl developed a 
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doctrine on the source cf evil. !'~an' 5 corrupt nature, i t is believed, 

is the source of man's evil. Paul wrote: 

Nmr if l do \orhat l do not want, i t is no longer 
l that do i t, but sin which d"rells "Ti thin me. 
Hretched man that l azn! 'I ... no will deliver me 
from this body of death? Rom. 7 :20, 24. 

Christian theology32 has struggled long and valiantly te explain 

that the fumamental iniqui ty of the human heart has alienated man 

from God am that man' s evil is a resul t of his own rebellious will 

against God's will. If man's will is responsible for man's evil 

am his being deprived of the Beatifie Vision, how is the breach 

\odthin man's own will to be healed? Among those who have given an 

answer to such a question is Hartin Luther, an important figure in 

the history of Christian thought. Luther's answer is not only 

explanatory but also descriptive. In explaining how the breach is 

to be healed, he has also given a description of the status of man's 

will. 
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8According to Paul Weiss, such people are confident that the 
world is thoroughly determined, but man is free; this invo1ves the 
denial that man is a part of nature. That denia1 makes such peop1e's 
view incompatible with the theory of evo1ution. See: "Common 
Sense arxi Beyoni"; D~terminism arxi Freedom. p. 23.5. 

9soth Muslims and Christians be1ieve in the resurrection from 
the dead. Mus1ims look fONa.rd to Paradise which is the reward 
for being be1ievers, havL"lg ~. In Paradise, God is encountered 
through the "beho1ding of His vision". See: al-Ash 'an' 5 Creeds: 
Theo1ogY of A1-AshC'arr; p. 242. The evi1 soul, that does not know 
its Lord, i5 tormented arxi goes to Hell. The 1ife in Paradise is 
described in terms of the senses (Q • .5.5:4.5ff; .56:1-39; 48:16rf; etc.) 
which would natura1ly appea1 to the desert Arabs. Some modem day 
Mus11ms have not restricted P&l"8d1.e to the "atter-life." lo!. Ali' s 
commentary on the Quran is ev1dence. See: M. Ali (tr. arxi com.) 
The Ho1y Qu;:' in, 4th edition, (Lahore, 1961) pp. XXVII-XXX. There 
are however, e1ements of spiritual Appreciation connected with the 
}o;usllm view of Paradise. Al-GhazzUi ls quoted as saying: 'nothing 
of the de1ights of paradise can be compared to the de1ights of 
meeting God; for the other bodily enjoyment of paradise dumb animaIs 
share with be1iever, but this is reserved for hUl a10ne.' I.t. ''';ood, 
"State of the Dead {Muhammad an) " , !:.R.E., p. 5.50. See a1so: a1-
Ghaz~i1i, The A1chemy of Happiness, transe H.A. Homes (!:ew York~ 
1373); Chap. 3 arxi 4. In Christianity, since Gad 15 the object of 
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the Christian's supreme love, to behold him face to face must be the 
Christian' s hope. The unveiled vision of God (Ht. .5: 8) will also 
be the final reward of the pure in heart (Kt. 18 :10). G. Harris, 
"State of the Dead (Christian)"; E.R.E., p. 8)4. However, unlike 
orthodox Islam, in Christiani ty the personal encounter begins in this 
life ~hen man receives the "gift" of the Spirit of God (infra. Note 
10). By means of the "gif't" man i5 able to establish a relation­
ship with God. The relationship finally reaches its zenith beyom 
the grave. See: T.P. Kilpatrick, "Salvation (Christian)", E.R.E. 
p. 126. Compare Rev. 21: 1-.5. The New Testament ems with a 
glowing picture of a new creation. The atonement which Christ has 
wrought between God arrl man has, as its ultimate goal, this new 
creation. It is also to be noted that the final picture of the new 
creation is a city. 

Although the images of Heaven or Paradise arrl Hell are prominent 
in the Bible am the Qur"an; both Islam am Christianity place more 
emphasis on Heaven, especially 20th century Christianity which has 
emphasized Heaven by almost eliminating the notion of Hell. This 
attitude of Christianity has been prompted by the text: "God de­
sires aIl men to be saved am come to the knowledge of God." 
(Tim. 2:4). Both Protestant am Catholic theologians, in the Fast 
regarded Hell as a state of utter am irrevocable damnation. 
Scholastic theologians have divided suffering into two categories: 
1) Poena d8ll".l".i; this i5 the forfeiture of divine presence or 
3eatific Vision, am 2) Peona Sensus; this is the inner tortures of 
despair, anguish, etc. Van A. Harvey, "Hell", Harxibook of Theological 
Tems, p. Il.5. 

Islam on the other ham, insists on the reality of Hell or the 
Fire, but at the same time it admits that God forgives aIl sins 
()9: .53, 54), except the sin of polytheisme See: Lumac No. 189. 
Dr. H.Y. HEfiri, at the Institute of Islamic Studies, has informeci 
the writer that in Isla.'!!, it is believed that those polytheists 
who have not heard of monotheism or cannot understam rnonotheism 
will be forgiven by God. Dr. Hàiri has also said that some V.uslil'!1S 
view Hell as spiritual punishment, net as a place. Also, there are 
traditions in Islam which claim that God.' S %'1ercy has preceded his 
anfer, am mankim ..nll come forth from Eeil. See: Hishkit Al­
l-:aslb!h transe J. Robson (Lahore, 1964) pp. 1219, 1194, 119.5; 
"'!'wo Creeds of AI-Ash'arl", Theolo&,! of AI-AshCaI~.; Ibtr.ah Creed, 
sec. 24, 29, pp. 242-244. Islan therefore is not ur.fl.inching in 
its belief i!l Hell as a place. And, there is evider.ce (Eadiths) 
which illustrates a belief that aIl nankirti will not re!!lair. in 
Hell forever. '.:'his would i!!lply tr.at sooner or later ail !!lankirrl 
woulà be rewarded with the 3eatific Vision. 
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10Cne should not be misled into thinking that the sole aL~ of 
bot.h !':uslL'!ls arrl Christians is to be saved from Hell. The 1-:uslims' 
ai.!n is to sut;r...it to God. The Huslim is one who practices islam 
(r~~) which means "submission." Therefore the name "Islam" is 
a suggestive name, one "rhich suggests "a religion of submission to 
God." From this, one may derive the l-!uslim imagery of man's re­
lation to God. The persona! nature of the relation is in this 
life: l':an is the Servant of Allâh (God). Tr.is is the quintessence 
of Islam. See: "Islam"; Shorter Encyclopedia of Islam (Leiden, 
1961), hereafter cited S.E.I. The Christian's sole aim according 
to Luther, is to glorify God. This means "being set frae from sins." 
Paul tells us (Rom. 3:21-25) that it is through God's redemptive 
act that man is made acceptable to God. Glorification of Gad is 
linked "rith a doctrine of Salvation in Christianity. The importance 
of the redemptive act is that through it God justifies the sinner 
a.n::l makes him righteous; as a result man is both "sinner al'Xi saint" 
simultaneously. Cf. L. Newbigin, Sin al'Xi Salvation (Lol'Xion, 1956), 
pp. 104-109. '.4hen the sinner is justified, he is able to glorify 
God. Through God' 5 grace, His redeeming love, man establishes a 
relation with God wheraby he glorifies God. The man "rithout God' s 
grace is alienated from God. Such a person is not spared from 
damnation arxi He11. See: ~.; pp. 289-291, passm. A1so 
T.P. Ki1patrick, "Sa1vation"; E.R.E. 

llu~a~a~ arxi Kadar", S .E.r.; pp. 199, 200. 

12Ibid. 

13navid Rahbar, The Gad of Justice; Vol. l (Co~J of Ph.D. thesis 
submitted to Cambridge University, 1953) pp. 117-130. 

14.delmer Ringgren, St\rlies in Arabian Fatalism, (Upsala, 1955), 
p. 103. 

15.1. Caske1, Das Schicksal in der altarabischen Poesie, (Liepzig, 
1926), p. 20; cited by Ringgren ~. ill., p. 9. 

16r"oid. 

17,·" ,· .. t - "111 --l Pred t' ti in ~ rl l 1 ........... a ... , 1'ree.~ aU..l eS:Lna on .::.a y 5 am, 
(Lorrlon, 1948), p. 20; hereafter cited F.·,·;.P. 

l8,\l_Ashcan, ::itab a1-Ibanah op. cit., p. 61. Eereafter cited 
roin.ah; p. 61 (av.) as reference to Arabic :ext. 

1ger• Klein' S translatior. of rc~.ah, p. li;; cit.ed hereafter 
as lb~nah. 
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20 J. Gbermann, "Political Theology in Early Islarnll , Journal of 
the American Criental Society; Vol. 55 (1935) p. 143. 

21Ibid., p. 144. 

22rhe P~salah is a document written to the Umayyad Caliph 
cAbd al-:.V.alik, who reigned (A.D. 685-709). See: Ibid., p. 139. 
It has been translated by D. Ede in his H.A. thesiS:-Some Con­
siderations on the Freedom-Determinism Controversy in Classical 
Islamic Theology (McGill University, 1967), pp. 159-199. Arabie 
text ed. H. P~tter "Studien zur Geschichte der islamischen Frommigkeit ll , 

Der Islam, ~/ol. 21, (1933), pp. 1-83. 

230bermann, 2E. ill., p. 144. 

24.rhe Linayyad rulers availed themsel ves of the belief in 
fatalisme They argued that since they were the rulers, the rule 
has been given to them by God arxl revolt against them implied dis­
obedience to God. H. !-!assé; Islam, transe H. Edib (Beirut, 1966), 
p. 204. 

250. ?.cie, 2E. ill., p. 144-145. 

26Cf• "Kadariya", S.E.I., p. 202. J. Obemann, sœ. m., p. 144. 
F • "li .P., Ch. 3. AI-Ashcari discusses why these people deserve the 
name Qadariya in Ibinah, p. 72. For !jasant s relation to the Kadarite 
see: H. Ritter; "F;asan al-3a~ri", E.I.2, pp. 247-248. 

27, .. : .}1. \o/att, Islamic: Philosoohy and Theolog,y (Edinburgh, 1962), 
p. 32. 

28Shirk bas a definite meaning i.e. idolatory or polytheisme 
See: "Shirk", S.E.I. 

29T• Izutsu claims that the Qur an puts the whole course 
of hurnan life umer ab solute control of God· 5 will. viatt makes the 
s8Jl1e point as well. T. Izutsu, Gad arxi Man in the Koran (Tokyo, 
1965), p. 131. Hatt, F.1'i.P., pp. 20,29. 

)OA J ' " " k v C 52 1;' C+" lite • • ,',ensl.nc , ... ., D. • • or Mu ",azl. s 
:iyberg, "al-HuCtazila", E.I.2: pp. 787-793. 

see: !!.s. 

3~he Fitch Akbar l Art. 2 states Ir/I"e enjoy what is just arxi 
prohibit what is evil." This is reco!'Ir!lended in the Q~an (Cf. 3 :110, 
115; 7 :156 et. aL). See: A.J. ""iensinck, [&., pp. 103, 106. T'hat 
~~us1i."!s have placed great er'lphasis on evi1 actior.5 is also e,rident 
in their consiàeration of sin. The ouestion of Kufr .... as raised for 
the first t:i!:!e in Isla::: by the Khari.htes, a Eroüpëoncerneà with 
ascertaining .... ho is an unbeliever (klfir). Arou.-rx: the central 



- 19 -

concept of Kufr arose two other concepts: kabirah ('great sin') 
an:l. saghIra1ï"1' small sin'). These sins were viewed in tenns of 
human·actions. See: T. Izutsu, The Concept of Belief in Islamic 
Theolog,y, (Tokyo, 196.5), Ch. l, 2. According to Hensinck, the 
Hadith is regarded as representing the first stage in the develop­
ment of kab'Irah (H.C., p. 39). There is one tradition in which the 
Prophet said that:-the greatest sin is shirk (Polytheism) then 
next, acts which are abusive to others in the society (2.5:68) 
~. murder of one's child etc. AIso, there is another tradition 
in whiéh the Prophet said, "avoid the seven noxious sins." They 
are polytheism, magic, unlawful manslaying, spen:l.ing the Monay of 
orphans, usury, desertion from battle, slarrlering chaste women who 
are believers an:l. indiscreet; (traditions are based on the authority 
of Huslim cited by Wensinck, M.C., p • .51.) These traditions testify 
that Islam is very concerned W1th evil actions. However, although 
the source of evil is mostly not emphasized, Muslims believe that 
ail evil is a result of man's inner nature. There are traditions 
in support of such a belief. Traditions relate the Prophet saying 
the following: 

The hearts of all men are between two of the 
Compassionate' s fingers as if they were one 
heart which He t urns about as He wills. 

(Muslim) 

God forgi ves my people the evil promptings 
which arise ~rithin them ••• 

If al\Yone has a good or evil inner nature 
God will make apparent sure sign • • • 

(Baihaql) 

citir.g from ~ishklt Al-Ha,ibih, pp. 20, 25, 1107. 

32.rhere have been different stran:l.s of thought on the question 
of freedom in the history of Christian theology. Significant con­
tributions have been made by Augustine, Luther, an:l. Calvin. These 
are a few of the people who have struggled long an:l. hard with the 
problem of !l'Ul1l' S fractured will, the consequences of such a ",-111, 
an:l. the possibillty of its healing. In contrast with the above 
theologians is Pelagius who maintained the worth of huzns.n erdeavor 
or the freedom of ~Iln to effect wons which could heal man' s broken 
relationship vith God. For the position of I!".ajor theologians on 
the efficacy of man's works, see: A.D. Galloway (ed.) Basic Read­
inE:s in Theology (Lordon, 1964). Then, there aN eroups which emer€ed 
frœn the Reformation: the Çjuakers, am the i.:nitarians. :he for.::er 
believe that the Divine Light is in ever:.- :nar., an:l. the latter pro­
clair. the virtue and perfectitlility of :"Ian. oSee: ·" •• C. Braithwaite, 
"Frierds, Society of" an:! J.::. Carpenter, "::nitar:.ar.is:'i", in E:.?.::., 
·;01. é, 12 respecti vely. 
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Chapter 2 

The P~storico - Theological Background of the Issue 

A. For al-AshCan 

The Mu'tazilites had as their forerunner the Qadarites. l On 

the crucial question of the hum an will, they held identical 

positions: man is free. 2 But while the Qadarites' aim was in part, 

a rejection of the l"'.otion of predestination, the l·~u~tazilites went 

further to develop a series of positions. 

Although this series does net characterize a particular system, 

it constitutes a corpus of dogmas resting on definite rational 

principles which i)etray an unmistakable Greek influence. According 

te Hatt3 al-Khayyat lists five points on which all 1-1u~azili tes 

agree. These points constitute the MuCtazilite body of dogma. 4 

They are: 1) Divine unit y, 2) Divine justice, 3) Promise of 

reward arrl threat of punishment, 4) The affirmation of state 

intennediate between that of belief arrl unbelief arrl S) The doing 

of right arrl prohibiting of wrong. 

The fouroer ofS the !-~uctazilite dogznatic principles arx! 

methodolog:r is Abn al-Etrlhayl. He has been called, "the first 

speculative theologian of the Ku'tazilites ll ,6 since it "..ras he ...... ho 

introduced the Greek ~etaphysical concepts that were later to 

characterizo the :·:uC.tazili te l!lethodolo~..r, Kal1Xl. Al though Kalmr. 

is used to refer to scholastic theolo~' in Isl~, it ...... a~ first used 

:n a tecr~~cal ser~e to ~ean either the ~~an or Alllh's "speech", 
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as in the case of Kalam Allâh. 7 \'iensinck claiJns that the rise of 

scholasticism in Islam took place by coincidence at the tiJne of the 

debate on Kallin Allah. 8 Perhaps when the l'{uCtazilites had become 

acquainted with the dialectic of Greek philosophy, the tenn 

developed a cognate meaning of discussion or disputation. It is 

\-lensinck' s opinion however, that in the course of time the tenn 

came to acquire broader usage; it designated that branch of Muslim 

theology 'Iolhich was rationalistic' arrl speculative. 9 

By adhering to the principles of Kalmn, the l'~uc:tazilites fourd 

themselves subjecting the data of revelation ta the scrutiny of 

reason. Umoubtedly, there must have been Christian influence on 

the Hu'tazilite theologians, an::l. they May have emulated the Christian 

theologians with whom they came in contact. lO Christian influence is 

evident on the problem of divine attributes. H.A. 'l'iolfson states: 

No basis for this proble17l is to be founl in 
the Koran. It originated urrler the influence 
of the Christian doctrine of the Trinit Y t an:i 
already in the early part of the eighth cen-
tury there were attributes am anti-attributes.11 

Acquaintance with Greek dialectics led the HuCtazilites to de­

perd on reason.12 Am it soon became for them a distinct aOO 

autonomous source of truth. iiith the rise of theodicy, which came 

as a consequence of their belief in r:.ivine Justice, the !-ruCtazilites 

declared that ~~ individual might becorne a believer in God iOOe-

perxient of revelation. Accordine to them, reli[ion 'ioTaS baseci on 

rational i~sight.13 Thil15s were not gocxi or enl cecause C-od 

declares them 50. The distinction between gocxi am evil lias based 
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upon things being good or evil in themselves. This view is ex-

plained by al-5hahrastinl as follows: 

The adherents of justice say: AlI objects 
of knowledge fail urxier the supervision of 
reason am recei ve their obligatory power 
from rational insight. Consequently, ob­
ligatory gratitu:ie to the divine bountious­
ness precedes the orders gi ven by the 
(divine) law, am beauty am ugliness are 
qualities belonging intrinsically to what 
is beautiful arxi ugly.14 

The MuCtazilites sought to rationalize the problem of human 

action in such a manner that God would not be held responsible for 

evil. One of the five cardinal points in the MuCtazilite dogma is 

that God is juste They argued that there is enough Quranic evidence 

in favor of the principle of Divine justice. Besides, the frequent 

use of al-Rabman al-Rabim (the Compassionate, the Merciful) as 

qualities of Alllh is further evidence that He is juste In order 

to maintain God's justice, it was necessary to postulate that man 

is capable of self-determination. It was rather easy to prefess 

h\DDan freedom, but to make human freedom compatible with their 

belief in Divine justice and the metaphysics to which they sub-

scribed vas quite another matter. 

Their metaphysics resembled that of the Greeks.16 It vas a 

metaphysics of atoms am accidents formulated in such a way that 

they could prove that the world was not eternal but created. 

According to Y.aimonides, vhen they had establlshed that the world 

is c.-eated, tbey vere able to demonstrate Gad' s existence, unit Y 

arxi incorporeality17; the unit Y of C-od was one of the Xu~tazilite 
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do~s. Eai!nonides said that all !.:uta.W:allt.1InSI8 shareà tl:e belief 

that the ur.iverse as a .... Thole is composed of indivisable particles 

\-lhich God is continuously creatine and annihilating at Eis will.19 

They also believed that atoms do not exist for two moments20 and as 

a result there does not exist a.nything to .... ,hich action could be 

ascribed.21 Thus there 'Has no reason to adr.ri.t a principle of 

secondary causality, 'Hhile it is asserted that creation is a con-

tinuous process, renewed with every moment of time, a."Xi if God 

were to refrain from willing the atoms which constitutes the universe, 

the latter woulà vanish. 

Although human acts were considered in the light of such an 

atomic theor'J vThich demes secondary causali ty but maintains that 

God is the efficient cause, the HuCtazilites were divided on the 

conclusions to be drawn from this premise. Follm.ring their trerxi 

of argument, the logical conclusion on the question of man' s acts 

should imply that Gad is responsible for man's actions. Sut this 

was not the case according to some of the Mu'tazilite positions 

citeà ty al-Ashcarl in his !1aoa.l.at.22 

The position of al-9alihl is: Goci should not ce described 

as enablinr; ::is creatures ta create bodies, but :;e is pa'Terful 

enough to ~I{e th~ 'do' such accidents as life arrl death.23 

3isbrb. ll-~~u'tar.ar' 5 position is: Gcd is pmrerful to enable 

;:is creatures to 'do' such accider.t5 as colors, fla'lors, ar.c 50 o~, 

but as for ~Rer of life and death, it is ~ot pe~~tteë t~at ~e 

ll-:;aZZBJ:l' 5 ,;,)()5itio~ is: . . . :here i5 r.o 

accide~t ... :-.ich is ~ot ~rn.is5atle for M to ~?O".;er :.is crea~t;.re5 
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ta perform, but Ee has only empowered them to do movements.25 The 

position of Abü al-Hudhayl, a representative of the Basra School, 

who "is credited for formulating a fairly consistent position on 

the question of moral freedom,,26 is cited thus: 

God is able to empower His creatures to do 
!'!lovements ani rest am all that whose "how­
l"'.ess" (Kayfinah) they know. As for acci­
dents whose "howness" they do not know such 
as colors, taste and smell, life, death, 
inability, ability; it is not permitted to 
describe Gad as able to empower (His creatures) 
to do any ofthem.27 

From the above citation, Abu al-Htrlhayl has divided acts of man 

into twa categories: those for which man has the "know-how" am 

those for which man does not have the "know-how'. Of the fonner 

Abü al-Htrlhayl argued that man is the author of such acts. An 

example of such acts for which man bas the "know-how' is the flight 

of an arrow. 28 ',.;hereas the latter, which are inscrutable, must be 

attributed to Gad; an example of the latter is hunger. 29 

Xejid Fakhry argues that despite the above minor disagreement 

between the heads 0 f the two ri val HuCtazili te Schools, 29 3ishr arx:i 

Abü al-Huihayl agreed on two points "which are central to any 

effective belief in moral freedom.,,30 These t'Wo points Fakhay lists 

as: 

a) First, that in the inward domain of 
willing aM choosing ~an excercises a 
definite freedom of initiative. 3l 

b) Secorxily, that f"All can effect throu.eh 
his will, certain deeds in the outward 
sphere of r.ature by causing (or genera­
ting) such affects. Ir. this way, the 
concept of a causal conn~ction cetween 
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the will as cause and the event as effect 
is tacitly pre-supposed32 and a certain 
measure of consistency achieved. 33 

30th 3ishr and Abû al-Hudhayl betrayed evidences that they 

were strongly influenced by the atomic theory in their analysis 

of human activity which occurs within the sphere God has entrusted 

to man. In their attempt to explain man's power Bishr developed 

the doctrine of tawallud, 'generated or secondary effects,;35 

and Abu al-Htrlhayl developed the theory of wagt, "moments or times.,,36 

',latt tells us that the view common to aIl HuCtazilites was the one 

connected with Abü al-Htrlhayl. It may be stated thus: An act is 

made up of two moments; the first moment is that in which man acts, 

thus the mental aspect of the act takes place, and the second is 

that the execution of the act when it occurs in the external world, 

i.e. the man has acted. 37 

Watt seems to think that in their attempt to make man a 

responsible agent, the MuCtazilites formulated a doctrine of human 

responsibility in tenns of power (guirah): ''}~an has power (gu:irah) 

over both the act and the opposite of it, and this does not oblige 

him to the dotng of it." Then he ('.';att) goes on to link this 

doctrine of human responsibility with Abü al-Htrlhayl' s doctririS of 

"moments" whereby a distinction is CAde between the mental and 

physical aspects of an act. 38 ~bether Watt is correct is another 

matter for discussion. 39 The Xu'tazilites solution to the probl~ 

of freedOfl1 is a very co:nplex matter l'lOt within the ?rovince of thls 

thesis. 
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l';onetheless, the picture which emerges from the complexity 

is that whenever man acted God' s power was withdrawn or God entrusted 

man with power so he may act as he chooses. This point became more 

evident with al-Jubba~i, who later came to head the Ba!?ra school, 

arrl urrler whom al-Ash~ari was a st u::ient. In opposition to the 

Baghdad school,40 al-Jubba'i maintained that Gad continues te have 

power over a class of acts over which He has granted men power. 41 

Al-Jubba~i was not really a "philosopher" ,42 but a theologian, 

a Huslim arrl a HuCtazilite who professed a strong belief in Reason. 4 ) 

Ee realized that failure to assert what he maintained would logically 

mean applying limi ts to God' s power. That being the case, such 

failure was tantamount to disbelief in God. 44 

In spite of al-Jubba~l' s efforts to virxiicate the mode of 

thinking to which he was an heir, there were questions to wbich 

the "school" could supply no reasonable answer without relegating 

the questions to some sphere of obscurity. By making man a respon-

sible agent, the }~uc=tazilites thought that they would make him 

responsible for his own evil. Then, God would neither be held 

responsible for evil nor be accused of injustice for punisbing 

evil doers. Eut the scheme could not ;.rork. Al-Jubbiar realized 

it,45 arrl al-Ash~ari exposed it. 

The ~uCtazilites asserted ~an's self-sufficiency in obeying 

::;od's law whereby through man's own effort he may attain Paraàise. 

Al-Shahrastan! puts i t this way: 

The ~u~azilites unar~ouslJ ~aintair~ that 
~n decides upon, arrl creates his acts, both 
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good am evil; am that he deserves reward or 
punishment in the next world for what he does. 
In this way the Lord is safeguarded from ass­
ociation with arry evil or wrong or any act of 
unbelief or transgression. For if He created 
the wrong, He would be wrong and if He created 
justice, He would be just.46 

Al-AshC.arl presented a test case47 to his teacher al-Jubb;')i. 

Al-Ashc ar1 enquired about the ulti.rn.ate destiny of each of three 

brothers; the first was good, the second wicked, am the third 

died as a child. Al-Jubbâ"I claimed that the first brother went 

to Paradise, the second went to Hell and the third was in an 

intennediate stage. Al-AshcarI took the matter further an::l asked: 

"5upposing the child had asked why didn't God give m.m a chance to 

be obedient and merit Paradise, then wbat?" Al-Jubbi"I replied 

that God knows wbat is best for him. Rad he survi ved, he would 

}-I.ave been disobedient. Then al-Ashcarl said, "5upposing the second 

brother asked why didn't God consider his welfare, arrl like his 

younger brother allow him to die young so he would net be wicked, 

then wbat?" Al-Jubba>i was unable to provide an answer. His 

failure to ansver May be interpreted as failure to justify rationally 

the !-:uCtazilite idea48 that God does what is best for ~. 

The test case revealed a fla,... The ideas of God' s justice arrl 

~an' 5 freedo:r. were in conflict as they were posed by the l'~u~azili tes. 

?.atior~ concepts of justice and injustice could net adequately 

account for God' s dealings with ~a.n. The EuCtazilites soueht 

earr.estly to cœ.preherrl the infinite art:! eternal :;eir..;: in ter:ns of 

concepts ..micn are the products of fir-.ite t::'irrls. 
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P.eason proved to be insufficient. It could not adequately 

account for the destiny allotted to each man. Al-Ashcari becaIl'le 

disillusioned with the tradition in which he had been reared. As 

a result, he turned his attention to the full stu:iy of the Qur'an 

a.n:i Sunnah. After a period of severe mental struggle, not without 

the accompaniment of psychological effects49 usually associated 

with states of transition, al-Ashcari found the answers tothe rest­

lessness of his soul. And before long, al-Ashcari emerged to vindicate 

the truths foun::l in the "ur' in by using the very methodology of the 

NuCtazilites. It is in the latter context that '\ore firxi al-Ashcarl 

faced with the question concerning free-will. 
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The rtistorico - Theological Background of the Issue 

_. For Luther 

The P~formation is one of the Most important events in the 

history of the world: it serves as a great landmark in the in­

tellectual, political, am social developnent of Europe. But the 

Reformation was primarily a religious movement and any evaluation 

of it which disguises its religious significance should be con­

sidered inadequate. 

The cry of the Reformation had its inception in the search for 

the an~{er to a religious question: How can l he saved? This 

was the question which caused Luther great spiritual anxiety. 

Luther was driven to the abyss of desperation because the Church's 

way of salvation Has considered vain. The Church played alternately 

upon fear and hope. God was popularly displayed not as a loting 

Father, but as a terri~ng Judge. l Luther, entered a monastery2 

only to discover that the Church's sacramental system, which was 

designed to bring about reconciliation between Gad am man, could 

not guarantee him the certainty of salvation. 3 Luther, plagued by 

guilt, fear and anxiety could find r~ solace through the sacrament 

of penance. He subjected himself to the Most conscientious 

scrutiny, and yet remained frightened that he might have forgotten 

to confess a sin of omission or commission. 

Finally, the ~ost devastating èoubt of a11 surfaced in his 

min::! : perM?S r.o:' even G1:xi himself is just. :-.clarri ~ainton tells 

us tr.a-: 5ucn a !"7.is~ vinE coulà hav~ taker. t·rTO for:':s r.ei t~.er of 
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;'Thich could bring Luther a~ relief. Cne fom was to vie..,; God as 

absolute and unconditioned, being under no obligation to reward 

man. To Luther this would mean that God was capricious and man' s 

fate was unpredictable. The other form, was to begin with God's 

absoluteness being so total as to render nothing contingent. The 

latter upheld the postulate that man's fate had aIready been decreed 

from the foundation of the world. 4 Bainton thinks that the latter 

vieyT commended itself more to Luther because it had been expounded 

by Augustine, and even earlier by Paul "rho testified that God had 

already chosen sorne vessels for honour and others for dishonour. 5 

(cf. Sph. l :4,5) 

Scholastic theology could not offer a~ assurance to Luther, 

plagued by his problem of personal salvation. At the üniversity of 

Srfurt, he had irnbibed a !;ominalist philosophy, 6 founded by ',\illiam 

of Occam who had effectively fractured the Thomistic synthesis of 

fai th and reason. This religious philosophy was falline; into 

disrepute. Occam claimed that religious doctrines rested solely 

on faith; and what is declared by authority (the Church or Scripture) 

ca~~ot be demonstrated by ratiorAl proof, not aven the existence of 

God.7 Cccarn's slo;:an was: "An article of faith cannot be proved 

demonstratively".E Like Juns scotus,9 Ccca..-; advocated a theology 

;.;hereb:.- Gad is seen as the al!nifhty ',:i11, a.~s01ute arrl èespotic, 

~urxi :'0 no orier except the one which t~.i~ f!'e~ arè irrler...errler.t 

"'.'';11 "'" ... s ~'1"" C • ,c. es ~a::; ~S!1~.-

U:at~cd · ... as bc-.:rè t:j' :".'3:' ther r-;les r-.cr ct1i~aticr. :'0 ccr.!er renard 
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forman's achievements, no T'latter how ~eritorious. Aro, it was in 

this framework that one forro of Luther's ~isGivinfs had its roots. 

If the scholastics believeà that Gad's will was absolute and 

arbitrary, then this meant that T'lan's fate was unpredictable, and 

Gad might never intervene to save man from sins for which man 

himself was not respor.sible. ll For Luther, the scholastic scheme 

offered no certainty of salvation. 

Luther's struggle with the questior. concerning the certainty 

of salvation reached its peak am ended as he concentrated on a 

study of the scriptures. Hhile he was preparing to àeliver his 

first lecture on the book of Psalms,12 Christ's words upon the 

cross ''l1y Gad, my Gad why hast thou forsaken me?h revealed to 

Luther that Christ was net the judge sitting upon a rainbow con­

demning sinners. Like himself, Christ emured desolation and 

experienced desperations.1J Luther's image of Gad then became 

decisi vely transfonned. Gad was not only the AlI Terrible, but He 

was loving and AlI Merciful too. In some inexplicable way Gad 

was able to "reconcile the world to himself." The contemplation 

of the draMa that took place on the Cross convinced Luther that 

Gad was neither nalicious nor capricious~14 

Eowever, Luther still haà to cope wi th the problen: of Gad' s 

justice to which the scholastics gave subtle answers. 15 It was 

r~t until Luther reached the Pacline epistle~ that he found the 

solution to the entire proble:r.. ROr!ans 1 :17 reaàs; "the rightecusness 

of Gad is revealed ir. the C-ospel." Luther at !ïrst cculà r.ot 

urxierstarxi how Paul could cali the gospel itself "ribhteousness." 
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This verse ;,las both a threat am a challenge to him. It was a 

threat in the se~~e that a righteous God punished sinful am 

wicked men on account of Original Sin. It was a challenge in that 

he wanted to understand what Paul was saying to the Romans. After 

he had pomered greatly upon the verse, it strldenly dawr.ed upon 

him that the "righteousness of Gad" was not that which is taught 

~f the scholastics, that which seeks retribution, but that which 

is imputed to the believer through God's grace. It was only when 

he saw the "righteousness of God" in relation to the statement 

"the just shall live by faith" that the significance of the "justice 

of God" came to light for Luther. His own words read: 

Then l grasped that the justice of God 
is that righteousness by which through 
grace am sheer Mercy Gad justifies us 
through faith. Thereupon l felt my­
self to be reborn and to have gone 
through open doors into paradise.16 

It was then that Luther understooà Paul. This resulted in 

the resolution of the conflict between the statements concerning 

God' s justice am His forgi veness. Paul had reconciled i t for 

Luther. The significance of the drama on the Cross had become 

cOItpletely revealed. Christ, in His anguish, had fused the wrath 

ard Mercy of God. This was the glorious parado>: in the gospel of 

Christ. l ? To Luther this meant that God was merciful towards 

sinners an:i not just towards the righteous. For this reason, 

Luther turned aIl his strength against the atte~pts of the schclastics 

am others who tried to àestroy the r.<>tion cf the "~racle" of 

ï:ioà' s grace by trying to ~ke it more comprehensible tr.rougr. reascr .• 
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Cne of those who attempted to destroy this paradox of the 

gospel was Erasmus. He had earned for himself an international 

reputation arrl was looked upon as "the prince of the Eurnan1sts." 

The Humanists were responsible for the new spirit of scholarship 

that had swept through the European ci tadels of learning. These 

people, who were the enthusiastic followers of classical studies, 

were rapidly undermining the scholastic discipline in the univer­

sities.18 Yet, with the exception of one man, they always stood 

outside the theological circles watching the rising conflict with 

great interest. The one exception was Erasmus, the man who stood 

closer to Luther than probably any other Renaissance figure. 

Erasmus was bath a scholar arrl a Christian: he devoted his 

li terary labours not only to the classics, but to the New Testament 

arrl the Church Fathers as weIl. Both Erasmus an;i Luther wanted a 

recovery of true religion within the Church. Erasmus proposed the 

accomplishment of this task by the dissemination of the sacred 

arrl classical writings, but Luther felt that divine truths were 

imparted by the ~~ord and received through faith by the simplest 

of believers.19 Although bath men had much in co~on20 arrl even 

appeared to their contemporaries to be preaching almost the same 

gospel, their orientatior~ were different. 

Erasmus laid particular ~phasis upon the irrwardness of 

religior., virtuous living, arrl proper moral corxiuct. In 1.503 

his writing, :he Harrlbook of the Christian Knight, was putlished. 

It was reallj" a harrlbook of Christian ethics '::;ased on his 'philoso::;.hy 
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of Christ'. The emphasis was placed upon the inwardness of re­

ligion: piety aOO love rrhich are furthered by learning should 

determine man's coOOuct. Christianity for him had to be brought 

within the compass of man's understanding and the difficult issues 

in Christianity had to be relinquished for Ju:igement Day when they 

were to be resolved. 2l 

Luther, on the other haOO was notso much concerned with the 

moral coOOuct of man which could be fostered by religion, but with 

the nature of man. For Luther, man's nature was fundamentally 

corrupt. Urùike Erasmus, he could not in good conscience stress 

the goodness of man aOO ignore the doctrine of Original Sin. As 

far as he was concerned, neither good coOOuct nor learning could 

set man right in the sight of God. Divine grace was necessary aOO 

not to admit its necessity was to deny the truth contained in the 

sacred writings which Erasmus was so eager to have men read. 

The sharp aOO subtle differences between Luther aOO Erasmus 

became publicly evident when Erasmus was pressured into declaring 

his position concernir.g Luther's early refonns. 22 Yielding to the 

pressure fram his esteemed acquaintances,2; Erasmus consented to 

explain his stance. After giving careful theught to the differences 

between Luther aOO himself, the "prince of the Eumanists" penne<! 

against Luther a tract entitled Diatribe seu collatio de libero 

arbitrio (Discussion, or Collation, concerning Free Will) which 

appeared in September 1524. In this tract, he came te grips vith 

the cardinal difference between Luther aOO the EWlanists: belief 
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in the impotence of man's will as opposed to the freedom of the will 

in religious matters. His selection of the topic was 50 well thought 

out arxi appropriata that Luther thanked him for centering the dis-

cussion on the vital spot. Hrote Luther: 

You alone have gone to the heart of the 
problem instead of debating the papacy, 
irxiulgences, purgatory am similar trifles. 
You alone have gone to the core am l thank 
you for it. 24 

Rolam Bainton has appropriately remarked: "Luther' s furxiamental 

break with the Catholic Church was over the nature am destiny of 

man, am much more over the destiny than the nature. ,,25 Free-will 

was no academic question for Luther, since it was related to man's 

destiny. Luther's question was whether doing right (if it is 

possible to do right) could affect man' s fate. Erasmus' concern 

was whether the ethical precepts fourrl in the Gospels have any 

point if they cannat be obeyed. Erasmus failed to recognize 

Luther' s evangelical urrlerstaming concerning the destiny of man. 

This was because he, unlike Luther, did not approach the problem as 

a believer, but as a critical scholar. While Luther, as a believer, 

was committed to the teachings am promises fourxi in the Bible, 

Erasmus, as an intellectual, was mainly interested in the moral 

teachings of the Bible as it reflected the digr.ity of IrAn. Ignoring 

the persor.al and religious ~otives of Luther's stand, Erasmus con-

sidered the del".ial of the freedo:n of the will a dangerous doctrine, 

sir.ce it 1r.plied that r'lar, is relieved fro~ :!:oral respol".sit.ility. 

Lt:ther !"eplied to :':raS!'1t:S by puclishine in 1525 his ;)e Servo 
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Arbitrio (The 30ndage of the Will) in which he criticized Erasmus 

and restated his own theological position. It is this work which 

tells us how Luther saw and UIXierstood Erasmus' Diatribe. 

It is with the vehemance of an outraged preacher, rather than 

the detachment and finesse of a schoolman or the dialectics of 

the nominalists, that Luther responded to Erasmus in the De Servo 

for interfering with the religious matters which pertain to man's 

destiny and which guarantee his salvation. Before presenting his 

own doctrine of free-will, Luther exposes Erasmus' fallacy and 

poor understarrling of Christianity. He accused Erasmus of rele­

gating the free-will issue to the realm of unnecessar.f knowledge. 26 

He corrleroned Erasmus for his attitu:ie on the issue. Erasmus, he 

claimed, held matters of doctrine to be comparatively unimportant27 

and mysteries mattered little: as a result Christianity was thought 

to be essentially concerned ","ith morality arrl a roil"i'TlUIll of doctrinal 

statements loosely appended. 28 Luther therefore saw Erasmus' motto 

as: "what 1s above us does not concern us .,,29 On the contrary, 

Luther thought that the question of the will, whether or net it 1s 

free, was Most important to the Christian. The Christian :nust 

kr.ow whether or not his will has any ability in natters pertaining 

to salvation, since to b~ ienorant of such a thinC is to know 

nothir~ of Çhristianity and 15 to be igr.orant of Joè.3C 

Although 2ra~us did present his position on free-"~llt it was 

not a position that reflecteè. the proper ur.derstarriir:E of Scripture 

and Christian doctrir:e, accordinE to Luther. It was therefore 
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and absurdity of the ar[uments which were used to affirm free-will, 

since ~rasœus' understanding of free-will appeared to make a 

mockery of the promises in the Scriptures; promises which guaranteed 

Luther certainty of salvation. 

It would seem fair then, to insist that Luther's contribution 

regarding the free-will issue be seriously considered. For his 

contribution is net only an exposition of the essence of Christianity, 

but is also a portrayal of the certainty of a man with strong 

religious convictions, and of a scholar on the question of the 

freedom of the will. 
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Footnotes ta Chapter 2 - Section B 

lRolarxi H. Bainton, Here l Starxi: A Life of Martin Luther 
(New York, 1950), pp. 20-25. 
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3~. , p. 42. 
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5Ibid. 
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10~., p. 324. 

ilThis is an implication of the doctrine of Original Sin, which 
declares man to have a corrupt nature. The sin which caused Adam's 
fa1l from Paradise is transmitted from generation to generation. 
Ail descendants of Adam are therefore corrupt by nature. Early 
Christian theologians never un:lertook to expIa in how such trans­
mission is possible. However, Augustine was able to develop a theo~ 
which was later accepted by Medieval P~an Catholicism. The August­
imans, Luther's order, stressed the radical sinfulness of man 
over the sovereignty of divine grace. Accoràing to Augustine, 
man' s corrupt nature can only be U'.ade whole through divine grace. 
But even if man's work was sanctified, there was no assurance of 
salvation, sinee the predestL~tL~ choice of C~ was necessarJ. 
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"Original Sin," An Encyclopedia of Religion, ed. Vergilius Ferm, 
(liew York, 1945), p. 551; R.fi. Fife, The Revolt of Kartin Luther 
O:ew York, 1957), p. 15e. 

12According to Bainton, Luther recognized that Psalm 22:1 
- "l1y God, MY God •• 7" is an UIIITlistakable refereœe to Christ. 
Lecture commenced August, 1.513, .2E,. cit., p. 47. 

13!lli. 

14Ibid., p. 48. 

15ror information on the answers of the scholastics, consult 
H.A. Oberman, The Harvest of Medieval TheologY (Cambridge, Mass., 
1963). 

16gainton, ~= ~., p. 49. 
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transe B.L. Woolf (New York, 1955), p. 42. 

18c f. Fife, 22. ~., p. 22, and O. Chadwick, The Reformation 
(Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1965), p. 36. 

19H.J. Grimm, The Refonnation Era (New York, 19,54), p. 83. 
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quarre1ed with the pope. Bainton,~. ill,., p. 97. 

21~., p. 98. 

22At the Diet of Homs which was sUMllloned in 1521 to decide 
upon Luther' s fate concerr.ing his ear1y reforms, the HUI'lanists 
constituted the midd1e party. Erasmus, the leader of this party, 
was at first very cautious and non-corrzmitta1 with respect to Luther's 
refonns. He even showed sympathy towards Luther, since he talt 
that Luther had done some good and was no heretic. However, Erasmus 
did not stay neutra1 for long. He was unremitting1y pushed by his 
prorr..inent arrl estee:Y!ed acquaintances to dec1are his stand. H.J. 
GrL~, ~. cit., pp. 136-147,166-167. 
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2~ .. tl., p. 68. 

27Doctrine was very important for Luther. He accused Erasmus 
of dividing Christian doctrine into two parts: those recorxiite 
arxi those very plain. According to Luther, this was "",hat the 
godless Sophists did, arxi ~rasmus was plainly echoing them. ~., 
p. 71. 

28rbid. , p. 42, 43. 

29~., p. 70. 

30~., p. 78. 
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Chapter 3 

Fre e _T,Ü Il 

Al-As~an, convinced that the MuCtazili te view did not 

adequately explain man's eternal destiny in relation to man's 

actions, turned to the Qur'an am f;l;adith. ACknowledging the error 

of free-thought, he ascended the pulpit of the Mosque of Ba~ra and 

made a solemn declaration in which he renounced the !-iuCtazilite 

views, announced his return to the truth, am accepted to refute 

the HuGtazilites vieloTs.l 

He had renounced the NuCtazilite views and dogmas, but he 

still had to face the very question the l:.uCtazilites faced: Eow 

is one to explain man as the true cause of his own acts, for which 

he 1s responsible befora Gad 1 That man is a morally responsible 

agent in the eyes of Gad is a given fact in the Qur~an, am it 

ca~~ot be debated since it is a revelation. The best Quranic 

evidence is fouro in its conception of the Last Jtrlgrnent. Reward 

an:i pUI'.ishment are allotted in accorrlance with a principle of 

justice which implies responsibility on man' s part. The Qur)an 

reveals thus: 

Say: ':'he truth is from your Lord; 50 let 
whosoever will believe, arxi let whosoever 
... -111 disbelieve'. ':urely we have prepared 
for the evil doers a fire, • • • Surely 
those who believe, am do deeds of riEht­
eousness - surely we leave not te waste 
the waee of hL~ 'Who dces good ~orks ••• 

(l2:28-JC) 
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And we shall set up the just bala~~es for 
the Resurrection Day, so that not one soul 
shall be wronged anything; even if it De 
the weight of one grain of mustard seed 
'.':e shall produce it, and sufficient are 
we for reckoners. 

(21:48) 

So today no soul shall be wronged arvthing, 
and you shall not be reconpensed, except 
according to ;'lhat you have been doing. 

(36:54) 

The ~ur~an also insists that God is just in aIl His dealings with 

!:'1en. 

• • • God is never unjust unto ~is 
servants. 

(22:10) 

And ''';e wronged them not, but they wronged 
themselves. 

(11:103) 

Surely God shall not wrong so much as the 
weight of an ant.; and if it be a good deed 
Ee will double i t, an:! gi ve from Himself a 
mighty wae;e. 

(4:44) 

Another integral part of the messaee of the Qur>àn is the 

conception of God as the Almighty Lord of the ')';orlds. F.e is the 

creator of ever-.rthing arrl is in supreme control of aIl that 

ha?pens, even tr.at which r:lan doe s. '.:'!1e supre:-:acy of the ::Ji vine 

',,::'11 ,·:hich ;:>8I'!";eates aIl thin[s i:r. the '..mi verse is clearlj' expressed 

.. },.'c • ........ ~~ . 
:0:::.00 be10nes the ::ingdo:: cf the ::eav~ns 
am the ~arth; Ee creates ·,:hat ::e ·,:ill; 
::e ;:i 'les to ~ .. ·ho:"l ;:e ,"~ill fer.ales arx: Ee 
Ci ves to ... ho:-: ::e will r.ales or ::e cou~les 
t::er-., ::otr. ::ales ar.!i fe:r.ales; .;:-.è ::~ r.a~~s 
· .. he:: ;:e ",-ill carrer.. Sarel:, E8 is ;'11-
:<nm:l:'n€" All-?O .... erful. 
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Surely this is a ReIl".imer; so he Hho .. ri-1l, 
takes unto hi5 Lord a '\olay. Sut you Hill 
not unles5 God ~~lls; surely God i5 ever 
All-kno .. d.ng, AlI-wise. 

(76:29, 30) 

It is naught but a Remimer unto aIl 
being5, for wh050ever of you who vlould 
go straight; but will you shall not, un­
less Gad .. Iills, the Lord of aIl Being. 

(81:27-29) 

Al-A5hcari vras faced with two truths which had to be reconciled. 

His r.:uCtazilite teacher, al-Jubba?I, had asserted that man was the 

agent of his acts by way of "creating and producing nev; beings .112 

Although God did not cease to have pen-Ter over such acts,3 man as an 

efficient cause remained independent of God' 5 creative power v:hich 

actualize5 things in the phenomenal ..,orld. In order to maintain 

that man is a free agent, al-Jubbâ~l designated man as the 

"creator" (Khalia) of his acts in the 5ense that man's acts pro-

ceeded fro!'! hi.'ll by Hay of a deternination (Qadar) which comes 

f ,..' 4 rom \,:<X1. 

Tt ;.ras aeainst this backgrourrl that al-Ashcarl had set out to 

fOl'":'l"JJ.ate a theorj- ~,;hich ." .. ould leave C:-od as the creator of every-

thinz ~d.U:out invaliëati!'_c !:.\Z'.ar. resI"->cnsibilit;:,' o!" causality. 

Al-.:"s~.Ca~1.'5 solt::'ior. ~·;as r~ot altosethe:-- ~ .. e~..: or ccr.:plicated. 
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es?ecially since the Qur7ân states: "God createà you arri what you 

make. 1I 07 :96).5 AI-AshC!ari useà the very verse along ... "ith verse 

46:13 not or~y to affirrr. God's sovereienty, but to state his 

proposition: God is the creator of both Man and his acts, and for 

the latter, ma.n is reloTardeà. 6 In order that such a proposition shoulà 

rel'lain valid, AI-AshC,a.ri had to urriercut the l·:uCtazilite principle 

of "justice of God" by reàefil".ing Il justice." Georce Hourani c lai."ls 

that objective values appeareà in the :{uCtazilites' scheme as a 

factor ~'Thich implieà a lirdtation on Goà' s po1-:er; but al-AshcarI 

denieà the existence of these objective values Hhich rrdeht act as 

a standard for God' 5 action. 7 By definine "justice 'l as obedience 

to a lai·r or a superior, al-Ashcari did tHO thines sirnultaneously. 

ne 1) :)roveà that God is the Supreme !·;or.arch and 2) de:r.onstrateà 

that the human conception of justice could not be applieà to God. 

The proof that He is free to do what ever ne 
does is that He is the Supreme !·:or.arch, sub­
ject to no one ri th no superior over Hi"!! "Tho 
can per::lit, or comrr.arrl, or chide, or forcid, 
or prescr-be what He sr..all do arri fix courris 
for Ebl. 

Ir. the T:Jaft.ah the ver:,- point is aeain ~ade: 

• • • the !..orè oi' the ',:orlàs i5 not urrler 
a ~aricah and there is none above H~ ••• 9 

- .... ~ - èefi!".i:'ior: oi' j'.;.::::'ice er.a':::leè :-.i=: :'0 èeal ".ri:':: :'he :;rc'oler: 

of c-.. -i.l. :::ar-lier, -he notice<! that l'"'.is prcr:czi:':"o!""~ stateè. th.at Jod 

.. ~ . . . ... .. crea .. oo :-::ar. an: :1J..S ac wS, a:-xJ. re-,rarèed :-:a:-. for ·è.a:' ::e èces. :ro:-: 
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man and his acts, then punishes man for evil acts. en the other 

hand, the Qur)ân insists that God is just (22:10), and He does not 

'Hill injustice to the viorlds (J :104). In the Ibanah, al-Ashcari 

explained the verses: ". • • God desires not vrrong for His servants." 

(40:33) a."Xi 1: ••• God desires not aIT'J injustice to living being." 

(3:104) accordingly: 

Its meaning is that He vrills not to do them 
injustice, because He said, 'God does not 
~~ll injustice to them,' but Ee did not say, 
'!~e does not will their injustice ta each 
other,' • • • P.e does not '\oTill to do thern 
injustice, even if He ~~lls that they do 
each other injustice. lO 

In the Luma(, by establishing that God is free and subject to 

nothing, al-Ashcarl answered the question of evil. He argued: 

• • • a thing is evil on our part only 
because we transgress the limit and bound 
set for us arrl do what '\oTe have no right 
to do. Sut since the Creator is subject 
to no one and bourd by no c01'!Illland, nothing 
can be evil on P.is part.il 

Sy this argument, al-Ash'arI was able to maintain that evil could 

not be attributed to God, e':en though God created a1l of man's acts. 

The assertion that God createè man's acts \;as verJ much treasured 

cy al-Ashcari. In fact, even toàay it coulà arouse the interest 

of anyone who is ne...- to this particular theological scene. en the 

one hard, there \lere the l·:uCtazili tes like al-Jubb~1 who claimed 

that :"'.an creates l-.is otom acts. This clair. was made 50 that the 

notion of' o:"'.r.ipotence an::! justice as 
•• ...... ,.... • t ... 

ascncea ,,0 ..:OC :"'~f.r." ce 

preserveà. en the other harrl, there .... as al-Asr5ar"'! .... ho clai::eà .. ' ..ne 

op;x:.site: !:":a.r. àoes not create his 0" .... :-. acts. ::is cla::":: :5 :-:aèe 50 
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that di vinity, authori ty an:! effective pm'Ter over aIl things May 

be ascribed to God. How could al-AshcarI m~~e such a claim? 

· .. ;e have already presented a proof of al-Ash'ari showing that 

God is free am a Supreme Honarch. Yet, He .dll present another 

of al-AshCar1's arguments given in the Ibanah, since it is more 

philosophically sophisticated am involves the question of the 'Vrill. 

To the question: ''dhich is Horthier of divinity 
am authority: he of whom it is true that 
nothing exists except \-That he kn01o/'s, ani nothing 
is absent from his kno'V:ledge, am that is not 
possible with respect to him; or he of 'Hhom it 
is true that things exist that he does not know, 
am Most things are remote from his knoHledge?' 
••• the answer is: ••• likewise, he who 
does not \-Till the existence of anything except 
,'That exists, am nothing exists what he wills, 
am nothing is remote from his will, is the 
~'lorthier of the attribute of divinity ••• 12 

One of the distinguishing features of this proof is that God' s 

divinity i5 established on the basis of God's ability to ~1ùJ_ 

everything that exists, am tr.is inclu:ies human acts. In another 

of al-Ashcari's arguments, God's over-riding will is distinctive, 

arrl a rationale is offered for such a powerful ldll. 

• • • no human act can occur ,,:i thout his 
'Vrilling i t, because that would imply that 
it occurred out of carelessness aoo neglect 
or out o~weakr.ess and ir~equacy on His 
Dart to effect 'Vmat Foe wills • • • ~'=ay 
~ be ver-J far above that:13 

7hese ar6lnents, above aIl, sup?Ort the fact that ~an is unable to 

,,~:!.1 his o':'Il aets, EOod or evil, unless God ,d.lls sueh acts. 

Suer. a crazen assertion of ::-od' s è<r.inatinf ;.;"Ï]! am an o\:t-

ri"'ht doer.ial of :.00.' s res?Onsibility for e ... il, ~ake~ 'olS -"ouler ho;.: 
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a man can be responsible for his acts, especially his evil acts, 

when his will appears to be dominated by God' s supreme will. We 

find the answer to this question and other cognate questions which 

have been raised in this thesis in considering al-Ashcar1's second 

move. 

In the second move, al-AshcarI consented to the idea that God 

creates the act, but insisted that man acquires it. Through "ac-

quisi tion" (Kasb) the act is man' s act and he is therefore respon-

sible for the act. Let us turn our attention to the term ~ or 

its cognate iktisab. 

Hatt has shown that al-Ash carl was not the first to employ 

the term, although the doctrine of ~ is sornetimes attributed 

te al_Ashcari.14 Both Watt15 and J. Schachtlé believe that the 

term has its ground in the Qur'an. According to Schacht, the term, 

as it is employed in the Q~ân, has a commercial usage. It means 

"to engage, to pledge one's credit. 1t17 Also, C.C. Torray has in-

cluded the word among those he classified as commercial-theological 

terms in the Qur>in.18 Schacht is of the opinion that the meaning 

"to pledge one's credit," Itto he held rasponsible" either from a 

commercial or religious point of view satisfies the requirements 

of ~ur~anic passages and the theologians' defir~tion beginning with 

al-Hasan al-Basri and onwards. 19 Â~ ex~~ple of its ~ur/anic use, in . . 
which the r.otion of responsibili ty is quiet eviàent is: "Jc.à i.::'.pcses 

O~ eac~ person or~y tr~t of ~r.ich he is capatle: to his cred:t 

C•• .) "ha" "i h ~. '~"ed"" ' .. ~. ~~ " " ...... c •. as teer. crea .. " ... 0 :-.:l.rl, an:::. w aJ.S àebi t tr.at 
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which has been debited to him." (2:286) The above passage is cited 

by Schacht as an example in which "the form Kasaba meant 'to be 

credi ted' aOO the fonn iktasab meant 'to be debi ted ' • ,,20 

In the Ibanah the term iktisib is used once, aOO only in 

connection with the Divine will, where al-Ashcarl claimed that what 

exists is what Gad eternally wi11s and really knows; therefore no 

human act or other act can occur without His willing and knowing 

it; otherwise there is weakness in Gad. 21 

In the Lumac , the term signifies a connection between man aOO 

his aets. Man "acquires" or is given the responsibility for the 

act, by Gad who creates in man the ability to acquire the act and 

make it his own. R. Frank has put it this way: 

!oran is created in the totality of his 
being of which consequently there is no 
aspect which is not utterly dependent 
upon God' 5 universal creation at any 
moment, but Gad does net perform the 
human act. • • The act is entirely the 
agent's insofar as it is determined by 
him, but his existence, the actuality 
of his Being (fi cll gidir) and also the 
existence of the effect came to be aOO 
subsist in Beir~ through the creative 
causality of God. 22 

"(je shall resist the temptation to explore whether the concept 

of ~ really does make r.an responsible for his acts, as al-Ash carl 

tas said in Chapter five of the Lumac • Eowever, let us explore a 

little r.ore the L~?lieation of tr~s te~ which links man to his acts. 

AI-AshcarI has claL~ed tha~ a~' event or ac~ req'Jires an age~t 

(fiCil) who dete~r.~s it intentionally.23 An ey~ple of the acts 

whid: ~e has ci te<i, that neeà a proè~er are ~ (ur.belier) arri 
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kan (faith). ~ must have a mMith who intentionally praduces 

it as unbelief. The mubdith eannot be the K~fir (unbeliever), 

since human knowledge does not eneompass the totality of that whieh 

"is" i.e. 3eing. Therefore, Gad must be the agent who has de-

termined the reality of the aet of unbelief, or faith. 24 This 

holds true for aIl aets whieh have been aequired: they have as 

their a~ent Goà. 25 This assertion whieh al-Ashcar1 has made is o 

perfeetly aligned with the religious assertion that Gad is the sole 

cause of everything. 

However, it is not neeessa~ that the agent (fiCil), Gad, 

be the one who performs the act (the muktasib). It is also not 

neeessa~ that the ereated agent who perfonned th~ aet be the one 

who determined the entire reality of the aet. The event takes 

place through someone who performs the aet, but the creative power 

of this "someone" (muktasib) 1s not suffieient for the "someone" 

to àetermine the entire reali ty of the aet. Therefore, the fi c11 

am muktasib are not the saroe, and this is shown by al-Ashcart' s 

definition of the two terms. 26 

In his analys1s of Motion, where he also diseussed the notion 

that God is the agent of the aet but !"lot the aequirer,27 al-Ashcarl 

distineuished between neeessary an::i aequired :notior".s. 7hrough the 

distinction we are able to urxierstand eXBetly what al-AshCar1 had 

in ~in::i .... hen he used the te~~. Aecordi!"lg to the analysis, 

neeessity is defined as that whieh is eonstraineè and c~pelled. 

7here is !".o escape or vay to get free, e .... e~ thoug:: ar. eY.hausti .... e 
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endeavour is made to do so. An example of necessarJ motion is 

shi vering from fe'1er or shaking from paIsy. 28 On the other haro, 

acquired motion is of a contrary description. Therefore, it cannot 

be necessary motion. A description of acquired motion is the 

motion of a man who comes and goes; this motion is quite different 

from the man who shivers from a fever. 29 Acquired motion has some 

degree of freedom in comparison to necessary motion, for while the 

latter is characterized by compulsion, there is no compulsion in 

the former. It is also possible to distinguish between necessary 

and acquired motion by a necessary knowledge which leaves no room 

for doubt. JO The man who is shivering knows that he is shivering 

and cannot control it. He cannot help knowing that he has no control 

over bis shivering, since in necessary motion power does not exist 

for the indi vid ual; thus, the man is impotent. In the other 

state or motion, which is its contrary, power ~ existe This 

motion is therefore an acquisition. JI Thus the ~eaning of acquisition 

for al-Ashcan is that the act is produced by virtue of a creative 

power from the acquirer. J2 

This creative power or capability (istit~eah) is created by 

God in man,JJ so that man does not create the act but acquires it. 

!-~an' s responsibility for his act is through his acquisition, not 

through the creation. AI-Ashcan reserved the principle of creation 

for God, arxi a1lotted the principle of acquisition to !!'..an. Accord­

ing to al-5hahrastar.I, the difference cetween creation (Khalg) 

and acquisition 15 that creation does r~t affect ~he producer in 
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any way and the producer i5 aware of the entire reality of the act, 

while acquisition is willed by man's will, is within his power, and 

man acquires a quality from it. Thus man is affected by the act, 

ani knows only one aspect of the act.34 For this reason, al-Ash'ar1 

did not agree with al-Jubba~I who asserted that man created the 

act. To say the latter would mean that man knows the whole reality 

of the act. 2\0 wonder the Huctazilites could assert that man is 

irrleperrlent of God: But with al-Ashcarl, the stOl"J is different. 

He believed that man created nothing, and since man's capability 

for acquiring a work does not continue,35 man is therefore dependent 

upon God for his act. 

~fuile the conceot of Kasb refera to the connection between . -
man arrl his acts, the concept of istitacah (capacity) deals with 

the question of power to receive the acts and make them one's own. 

In dealing with the latter concept, al-Ashcarl has informed us as 

to when a man is capable of doing something, i.e. an act. For 

al-AshcarI, unlike the Y.uCtazilites, istiticah is an accident 

which neither exists before the act nor errlures. 36 It is an 

accident which exists siMultaneously ~~th the act. 3? In other 

'rTOrdS, the power and the act occur conco:nitantly. Therefore, l".an 

cannot act until the act is eY~stent, and having capacity to act 

'lP before the sct occurs i5 denied./~ !·iot or.ly that, al-Ash'arl has 

gone further by saying that the power to do an act is to do nothing 

else but the act. 39 :his ~eans that when a persan has tr~ power 

to act he cannot "not act". 70 "not set" i5 ir.possible because 
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it would mean that the man has power over the "act" and "not act" 

in which case both would have to exist, and "it is impossible for 

a man to have power over both the thing am i ts contrary. ,,40 

A much better case for the denial of the HuCtazilite view 

that a man has the power to "act" or to "not aet" invol ves the 

differentiation of human power al-gudrah al mubdathah and God's 

power al-gudrah al- gadim. AI-Ash'arl has defined man' s power 

i.e. created power, sueh that it includes the existence of the 

abject af the power. 41 Such power bas na eternal existence either • 

• • • it is inpo5sible far a man's power 
ta exist perpetually ~~haut the existence 
af an act af his • • • 

On the ather han:l, God 's power i5 defined as an etelTAl power whieh 

daes nat neeessitate the existence af an aet • 

• • • it is nat a camitian af the Sternal's 
power that its existence include5 the ex­
istence of it5 object, am since it can 
exist withaut any act, it is nat impossible 
far it ta exist eternally withaut arry sart 
af act. 4J 

· .. .'hereas God has the eapacity to aet at all times withaut even 

having to act, man's capaeity must result in an act for whieh the 

power is given. If man had the eapacity ta aet, without acting, 

his gudrah wauld have na liJr.1ting carrlitian; am that is impossible, 44 

since i t is only God' 5 au:irah .mieh has no li.'ü ts. Therefare a 

~.an 1s capable af actir~ ar daing something anly at the ~ament of 

the existence of the aet. 

Al-AshcarI's main eor~ern in ~is disc~ssio~ af capacity 15 

wi th the question of power. :'~an' s power is 11.:-.1 t~ ax cCC'.:.rS 
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concomitantly with the acta Prior to the performance of an act, 

a man is incapable of doing the act. Therefore, it may be said 

that a man is able to do something only when he is doing it. There 

is no power to act before an act. Such a position undercuts the 

notion of "free to act," because to "act" or to "not act" is a 

power which is granted by God only at the existence of the event. 

Han is therefore depement on God' s power, am this is backed by 

the religious assertion which subordinates man's will to God's 

.dll. (76:30).45 Han has no real effective power for an act. In 

the Ibanah, AI-Ashcarl has argued that effective power is attributed 

only to God. 46 

Han' s will or his power to act should therefore be se en in 

subordination to God' 5 will am power, am, at the same time, as a 

necessary comition for the actualization of an act. l~an does have 

a will am power to act, 50 that whatever he does may be his by 

acquisition only. 

As a result, evil is not attributed to Gad but to man, am 

yet it is not outside God's jurisdiction because ~e wil1s it with­

out being affected by it. The !~u(.tazilites abhorred the idea of 

sayine that God willed evil, because they upheld the assertion that 

only one who is foolish wills folly.47 AI-Ashcari countered this 

a~sertion by reference to the çur~an where, 8..":ong other eXBJr.ples, 

the stOIJ' of the two sons of Ad~~ (5~3I-32) is rArrateè. Cne of 

the sons tried to kHI his brother, and the brother !':aèe r.o defensi ve 

or offensive effort, but said: 
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Even if thou stretch forth thine hand 
against me to slay me, l will not stretch 
forth my hand against thee to slay thee. 
Truly l fear God, the Lord of the ~dorlds. 
Yea, rather would l that thou shouldst 
bear my sin and tune mm, and that thou 
become an inmate of Hell. 48 

The narrative L~plies that the speaker willed a course of action 

which included his brother killing hL~, because he considered the 

alternative to oe sinful. In this respect he willed his own murder 

"Tithout becoming evil; hence it is possible that God wills evil 

without being evil. This is not only true for evil but for all 

acts of man. 30th God and man share in the act, but God remains 

unaffected by the act. Hammouda Ghoraba has stateà that fact in 

the following way: 

• • • capability of man does not create 
anything; nor yet is this share (man's 
share) inconsistent wi th God' s "Tilline 
everythine which exists for rr.ore than 
one "Till may contribute to any one work 
in different ways • • • Thus God wills 
the creation and man the acquisition of 
the saroe work at the saroe time withcut 
ar.~' incont;rui ty. 49 

::~. :c!"'.~arèir:E this lir.e of arg1.~':ent, al-Ashcar'I has !::aOe compatible 

~he two religious asse~ior.s: 1) Mar: is held responsible for all 

his actions, anè he .~ll ce pur~sheè accordin[ ~o his actior.s or 

rewardeè accordin[ to th~, jus~ly, and 2) ~od is the supr~e 

anè o:-I.l?Oter.t ~·:c!"'.arc:-; '\o:i th r.o ;'i.-:i tatior.s ~o his ?Ower. :hus 

al-As~caii is aele te!::aintain the iàea of ar: all-r~werf~ Goè 
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distir.ct irlpression that man has no choice. Ean' s po .. rer baing a 

created power is for one act only, arrl not for the contrary of the 

act. ~e are forced to a~~t, given al-Ashcari's arguments, that 

choice does not belong to capability, but to the will which is not 

subordinated • .50 

From the above, we are forced to conclude also that one cannot 

strive to earn the reward of the Beatifie Vision. l':an has no 

power of his own that can earn him the reward. This conclusion 

is further supported by the reply .. ,hich al-Ashcarl Eave when his 

opponents asked: 

Is the creature ever free from being 
either the recipient of a favor for 
which he must give tha~~s, or the ab­
ject of a trial whicr. he must errlüre 
patiently? 

He replied: 

The creature is never free froIn favor 
aOO trial. Arnong trials are those 
which must be errlured patiently such 
as misfortunes of sickness and disease 
• • • And a.'nor.g thel"l are those which 
must not be endured patiently such as 
unbelief and aIl other acts of dis­
obedience. 51 

7he assertion, that the creature is never free from favor 

and trial, s~pports the conclusion. ?-~t ceCBuse of al-Ashcarl's 

classification of trial, we are led ta believe that al-Ashcarl 

:-.as ::ade a subtle reove, especially ... ,r.en he designated 1.lr.telief as 

an set whlch sr.auld not se patientl:: errlured. St:ch a desigr.atior. 

t::e 

ser.se that sonethir>€ Cj" ::ar. car. be dor.e to discantir.~e the ?atier.: 
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erdurance of unbelief. Then the onus for unbelief is assigned 

to man am not God. 

Besides, al-Ash~ari has also given a reason for unbelief. 

God has charged the ur~eliever with the dut Y of believine. If the 

unbeliever is capable of believing he would believe, but he does 

not believe. The reason is not that he is impotent (eajz) but 

that he omits (tark) to do so, ~~d is occupied with the contrary 

of belief • .53 

If he is an unbeliever because he omits to believe, then that 

implies he has the ability to believe. lnability, according to 

al-Ash'arl, occurs when "both the thing am its contrary is beyooo 

one' s power. u,54 Since he has the ability to believe, ·.-Thy does not 

the ~an believe rather than omit to believe? Al-Ash'ari's areument 

at this point is vTeak. Let us recall an earlier argument: the 

power to act is only "to act," and this power occurs concorni tantly 

Ynth the act. If the act of bellef does not happen, then it is 

irr.possible for al-Ashcar1 to claL~ that the unbeliever has power 

to believe, given the earlier argument. Any insistence on his 

part that the unbeliever does have the power to believe implies 

ei ther a Heakness in God, because Gad grants po ...... er to believe, and 

celief is not effected: man o~~ts to believe; or there exists 

a sphere ;There !!léir.' s will alone operates, since t'lan rr.ay omit to 

'::' 
celieve insp:"te of the power to lelieve.;"; In either case this 

woulà r.i":. directly at or.e of the fu..>'rlar;er.tal ~uranic tr1.J.-t.r.s ,...hicr: 

al-~shC.ari maintains: :-od i5 the suFtre:-;e am o:".I'.lpo":.ent t"'.or.arcr.. 
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~owever, man's ultir,~te destiny is not dete~~ned by belief 

alone. Faith an:! good ;.!orks do not constitute a sufficient con­

dition by which man's ultimate destiny can oe determined. God's 

"predestinatingll56 choice is required. 'l'hat God' 5 "predestinatine" 

choice constitutes the sufficient condition is evident in the 

arguments found in the Ibanah. In one of ms arguments, al-Ashcarl 

has asserted that "He (God) tells us (7:178) that He produces 

(dhara~ a) for Jahanilam l'lost of His creatures. ,,57 In another 

argument, al-Ashcarl has cited the tradition58 in which the Prophet 

told C.i:>igah that "God ordained (jacala) a people for Paradise when 

they .... rere in the loins of their fathers a.rrl a people for the Fire 

~ .. hom He ordained for it ,,,hen they l-Tere in the loins of their fathers," 

in order to explain that misery precedes its recipients, while 

blessedness precedes its recipients. 59 Both arguments insist on 

God's "predestinating" choice. 

The argument in which the "predestil"'.ating" choice of Gad is 

strongest and most evident is that argument whereby al-Ashcar1 has 

ci ted a nurnber of traditions to prove that God kno\-ls what will be, 

... -111 be, arxi writes it down. Accordine to al-AshC.a r1, " ••• He 

(Gad) writes down the people of ?aradise and the People of Eell, 

and produces (dhra~a) them as two groups: a group for Paradise, 

a.rrl a group for the flazr.e."6C Cne of the traditior.s cited6l 

relates that ir. the -,;ri t a person is assit:neè. as "::elor.ginE to ei ther 

the people of ?a.radise or t!-:.e people o~ ::e11. A1thc'.l,::: he ~a:,· 

~rfo~ the ~~orks of tl:e opposite ëro'..l:;:, t::e O .. ;rit forestalls ::1.-. 
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arrl he enters the place ta \-Thich he has been assigned. 62 

Since al-Ashcari has stated that Gad knows what '-1ill be, will 

be and He has written it down (supra), then we rnay infer that, for 

al-AshcarI, man' 5 ultimate destiny has already been decided and man 

can take no course of action that ~~l effect a change in his 

destiny. Besides, man does not know where his ul timate destiny 

lies. It is strictly in the "haros" of God. Ail that man can do 

is to work his work since "everyone does easily that for which he 

was created (khalaga),,63 aro fear Gad in sa far as he is able to 

do 50. 64 

' .. le cm therefore conclude from al-Ashcarl' s arguments that 

greater preporoerance is placed on detenniniSIT!. than on freedom. 

But, it is not al-AshCar1's intention to be a determinist; since 

he tried to allow for a concept of limited human capacity, ta act. 

i::ven then, bis primary concern, to preserve the religious assertion 

that Gad is the Lord of the ;~orlds, has overshadowed the notion of 

human capacity 50 greatly that he is forced ta admit that hunan 

capacity presupposes Divine power. 
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creation, that men are caused to err or become evil. Gad must 
certainly foreknow who will err and because lie foreknows we feel 
justified in the use of the tenn "predestination" as that which takes 
place subsequently to creation as a result of God's action. 

Detailed investigation, not within the scope of this thesis, on 
al-Ashcarl' s understarrling arri use of the three Arabie terms cited 
above is needed. Such investigation would probably reveal a better 
understarrling of al-AshcarI's position on predestination. For the 
various usages of the above Arabie tenns see: S.H. Lane, An Arabic­
Snglish Lexicon (Lorrion, 1863); arri J. ?enrice, A Dictiona~ and 
GlossarY of the Kor-ân (London, 1573). 

64rhat man is to fear God in so far as he is capable, is one 
interpretation of the Quranic verse: "50 fear Gad as well as you 
canl! (64:16), given by al-Ash'an; the other interpretation i5 IIFear 
Goè in .... ihatever you are able to do." Lumac , i~o. 146. 
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For Luther 

Luther's view on free-will was not the result of a deep theological 

reflection, but an assertion of conscience. Luther's certainty of 

salvation was based on religious assertions: "The righteousness of 

30d is revealed in the Gospel," arxi "the just shall live by faith" 

(Romans 1:17). Because these assertions guarantee for Luther full 

assurancel of salvation, it is not surprising to firxi him relying 

on assertions and maintaining that they are funàamental to Christianity. 

Luther said: 

Take a"-Tay assertions, anà you take away 
Christianity. ','[hat Christian can erxiure 
the idea that we should deprecate ass­
ertions? That would be denying aIl re­
ligion arxi piety in one breath -- asserting 
that religion arxi piety and all dogmas are 
just nothing at all. 2 

Another important assertion wb~eh is àear to Luther is: t~2t 

God foreknows aIl things whien must therefore necessarily happen. 

It was over this assertion that Luther disagreed with Erasmus. The 

latter claL~ed that it is irreligious, idle and superfluous to 

i~vestigate any such natter.) 3ut not sc for Luther, who claL~ed 

that "kr,owi~~ whethe!" 30d fcresses an;:rthing contingently, or whether 

we do aIl tr.ings of r.eeessity~ is an ite~ in the s~~a~; of Christ-

ia!""': t;;'. 4 It is this asser:.ion ;.;hieh raised ::-.e questicr. eonce!"nir;E 

:,,:üiY.e :::ras:'1Us, Lutr.er 
. .,. . 
oe l.l.evec -:r.a~ :'t is 

a Christia.r: to i<r.ow .... hether or not his .... i..ll !-.as a~' effieacy ire 
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natters pertaining to the destiny of his soule Am, it was arourrl 

~his issue that the Erasmus - Luther controversy revolved. Luther 

hil'Ilself admitteà it: 

Indeed, let Me tell you, this is the hinge 
on which our discussion turns, the crucial 
issue between US; our aL~ is, simply, to 
investigate what ability 'free-will' has, 
in what respect it is the subject of Divine 
action am how it stands related ta the 
grace of God.S 

To knovl nothing of such things, according to Luther, is ta be 

ignorant of Christiani ty arrl anyone who clai.'lled that the knowledge 

concerning such matters was unnecessary could hardly be considered 

a Christian. 6 Luther felt that lack of such knowledge meant that 

a person was ignorant of God's work arrl power, and was therefore 

ienorant of Gad himself.7 Irrleed, such a person could hardly worship, 

praise or gi ve thanks to someone he did not kno;l, let alone to God 

for what He has done for hi.-r.. 8 Luther, therefore, v:anted li clear 

understanding of Gad 's power and Man's power, sa that :nar. rnieht 

kno"T how much he should at tribute to himself and how much to God. 

!':an, also, would then knO"trl that for which he should be thankful to 

To accomplish the above, Luther began by ir.sisting on the 

assertion that C~ foreknows a1l things which must r~cessarily 

happer.. ~e stated it thus: 

It is, then, fund~~er.tally r.ecessa~l and 
.holes~e for Christ~afis te kr.o~ that :~ 
fore~~.ows nottir.€ contineer.tly, ~ut that 
~e foresees, purposes, ar~ dces al1 tr~fies 
acccrdir~ ta Eis o.T. ~-..;.:.aole, ete rr.éÙ 

ar~ ir~aflicle "~11.9 
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This assertion, according to Luther, has scriptural basis. Isaiah 

46:10 records: "Ny counsel shall stand, aOO rny will shall be done." 

Luther insisted that any schoolboy understands quite clearly the 

meaning of the words in the text, and there is no obscurity or 

ambiguity about things taking place by necessity.lO Luther's 

point here was that the assertion is a datum of revelation. 

(cf. Rom. 9:15ff). 

Hmrever, a second warrant for the assertion was presented. 

Luther remin:l.ed Erasmus that the belief that "God foreknows aIl 

things ll is not only a datum of revelation, but it is a belief held 

in pagan antiquity. By pointing to the pagan poets Luther found 

support for the assertion for even poets and wise men have denied 

the efforts of man. In Luther' s words: 

Those wise men knew, what experience of 
lire proves, that no man's purposes ever 
go forward as planned, but events overtake 
aIl men contrar,y to their expectation. 
Hence that commonest of aIl remarks wmch 
is on everyone'~ lips (is) - 'God's will 
be done'; aOO: 'If Joel will, we will do it'; 
aOO : 'God so willed,' such "ra s the will of 
those above .11 

The Y.nowledge of predestination and God' s foreknowledge, according 

to Luther, is a COmMon kr~wledge; and such notion has remained in 

the ~orld no les5 strongly than the notion of a ~ivir.e being. 12 

A close examination of Luther's assertion reveals that it is 

in fact r-.ade up cf t.iO assertions :13 l):-od fONkr.o'ls ail thines 

ar.d, 2) ;.;r.atever :::-od forekno;;$ ard foresees !-.a~poe!'.s b:t necessit.:r. 

Lut~er att~?ted to esta'blis~ the firs:' assertion on scriptural 
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evidence and popular belief. He said that nobody questions that 

there is a great deal hidden in Gad of which man knows nothing. 

Consequently, the scripture is cited to show the thines which only 

Gad knows. For example, matters pertaining to the last day are 

knoiom only by Gad: "Of that day knoweth no man, but the Father" 

C·latt. 24:36); and Paul records: "It is not for you to know the 

times arrl seasons" (Acts 1:7); also: "The Lord knm-leth them that 

are his" (2 Tim. 2 :19); arrl again God said: "1 know whom l have 

chosen" (John 13:18).14 It is an implicit biblical understarrling 

that God foresees all things, still Luther' 5 evidence can be questioned 

by a logician. All that the evidence states is that there are sorne 

things such as the times, the elect, etc. which God alone knows. 

At no point does the evidence used by Luther state explicitly that 

Gad knOi-lS .ill. things beforeharrl. But let us bear in minci that 

Luther does not claim to be a philosophical theologian. He is simply 

a believer ~~ a confessor. This first assertion, therefore, should 

be seen as a confession of a sinner.15 

The second assertion is established, r.ot by scripture, but by 

"ray of rational argument, beginning with Erasmus' assertion: Gad 

is by nature just arrl kindness itself .16 Luther argued thus: If 

s~ is by r~ture just arrl kind, then it follows that ne is immutably 

jl.lst arrl kirrl; arrl, as Eis nature remair.s unchanced to aIl eternity, 

50 does Eis justice and kindness; wha~ever is said of His justice 

ard r:irxir.ess !"".ust also Oe said of ~is %r.o ..... leè§':e, '..risdœ-:, will, arxi 

t~ _.. +t i'· 17 o .. er _n.~ne av r c-.: ... es. Lu~her stopr~d short of his cor.cl~ion 
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only to calI attention to that on which ~rasmus has insited. Luther, 

directing his remarks to Srasmus, wrote: 

You (Erasmus) insist that "re should learn 
the irnmutability of God' s "(dll, Hhile 
forbidding us +,0 knovr the irnrnutabili ty 
of His foreknol-Tledge! Do you suppose 
that He does not will what He foreknovTs, 
or that He does not forekno"T ",hat He 
wills?18 

Luther' s argument continued as follows: If Gad v.rills what He 

forekno"Ts, His will is eternal and changeless, because His nature 

is so; therefore, logic forces us to admit that whatever man does, 

hmlever it may appear to us to be done mutably and contingently, 

is done necessarily am immutably with respect to the Divine "ri11.19 

This latter point is further supported by an insistence on 

the e ffecti vene s s 0 f God' s "Till. God' s .-rill c annot be irnpeded, 

since po"Ter belongs to Gad' s nature; am His "risdom cannet be 

deceived. Since God's ,,:ill is not impeded., whatever is done, there-

fore, can only be done by whoIn, when, where, how, and to the extent 

God foresees and w~lls.20 

' .. :ith these two assertions established., Luther vras then able 

to reach his desired conclusion: 

2. 

COl"'.clusicn: 

It is f~ this conclusio~ tb~t :~ther was able to assert t~at :~ 

fore~!1O""s r.othir.G cor.ti!"'-€e~tl=,- eut that ::e fore::ee:: p~rpo~e!ô, ar.è 

~·~ll. 
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Since aIl thinEs happen necessarily, then man acts of necessity. 

Luther vras very careful to qualify what he meant by necessity. He 

did not mean a necessity of compulsion, but of L~utability. The 

difference between these bIO types of necessity is L'llportant in 

un:ierstarrling that the vrill is at no tiree forced. l';ecessity of 

compulsion is in the case of a person doin~ something against his 

'Hill, like a thief beine dragged off against his will to be punished.21 

:;ecessity of immutability is exemplified in the case of a person 

actinz spontaneously and voluntarily; this volition cannot be 

eliminated, restrained or altered; rather the volition is more 

provoked to crave if opposed .22 Luther vras someHhat hesitant in 

using the tenn "necessity." Necessity cannot accurately be used 

to spaak of man's will or God's will because it suggests compulsion, 

its meanine is too harsh, and Luther did not wish to leave the 

ir.lpression that the Hill is compelled. ';,nether the "Till be God' s 

or man's Hill, the will does as it pleases. Anà, Luther's point 

was to stress that C~'s will is imnutable ~r~le man's vdll is 

i!-lpotent arrl corrupt. 23 

The precedinG sentence carries for us the force of Luther' s 

con":iction a~ er.coèied ir~ his ser~ral asserlion: :-od foreknows 

aIl thincs ar.d the:: r.ust r.ecessarilj· happen. The force of the 

assertion centers or. t~e question of salvatior.. Luth~r ,ds~eè te 

e:-:pr:1size t!-.at r.a:-:'s sa:'vation de?8rx:s ~clely or. -:-00 a!'ri :-:an car. do 

nothir.: te contric'J.te to !--.is sal·;atior.. :~ar.':; desti:-::,,· èoes not 
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to his destiny is tha~ his '\onll is corrupt and i~potent. It is 

therefore necessary for man to kn01·T this facto 

:-101·!eVer, those '\oTho do not know this fact are iGnorant of God, 

and salvation is incompatible i·rith such ignorance. 7he assertion 

is I~a ~ate1·Ta.y ta riEhteousness, an entrance into heaven, and a road 

to God .11
25 Those Hho are i~norant of the assertion Illabour urx:l.er 

a false assurance of salvation, never learnin~ the fear of God and 

1126 • To knoVT the assertion is to fear God, true h~iliation • • 

to rel;y oYl the Divine ·.-iill alone, am to realize that no effort or. 

Man's part can er.able hiIr. to enter heaven. 27 ::ar..'s 'Till is there-

fore not free to help hirn to achieve the re • .;ard of the !3eatific 

'" . . J.Slon. ':'he Hill i5 not free in the sense that it is corrupt ar.d 

impotent. :'herefore, if man i5 to attain the 3eatific Visior., 

he nust deperrl on the Spirit of God, the Spin t .:hich justifies 

~od's necessitatins forek!".o~dedge .:;uarantees also that Gad 

~~ll kee';) ::is prcrnises, that ~e can be èepc:-.ded upon. Luther has 

O!"'. t::c 

·.·.-r.er. ::e l'lakes pror.ises "Jou ou:::ht te '::::e 
out of àoubt that ::13 kr.m.;s, ar.ci ca!'". an::: 
·.·~il:!- rerfoI'!T:, ..... hat ::e ?ro~.ises j othe~.-ise, 
j'OU will 'oe accountin:: ::~ nei t:-:er trt;,~ 

nor faithful, -..rhich is 1..1r.'oe1ief, 2rt:! tbe 
hei~ht of irreverence, arri a àenial of the 
:-:ost hi.&. ::-od :29 

;-J!'C:"'.ise 

:;.c:-:a!".s ~: t, 2 

• ,.. 0ç:. _. _.~ , 
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Another text 't-Thich Luther has cited to show that Gad does not 

lie, but keeps His promises is Eebrevls 11:6, Il;:e that cometh, must 

believe that God is and that he is a re,-1arder of them that hope in 

:;. 1131 .:.J.I!l. Tr..:ls teri, besides being evidence that God vlill execute 

Eis .. Till, states explicitly that God is a re,-Tarder of them that hope 

in rIiIn. The text speaks of God as promising revTard, but how can 

God promise reward, Hhen man can do nothing in the affairs of his 

destiny7 

According to Luther, the promise does not prove that man can 

do anything; it simply states that there is a re"Tard for man. This 

is made clearer by l'~atthe"T 5 :12, "Rejoice a.nd be exceedingly glad, 

for great is your reward in heaven," which Erasmus has interpreted 

as the rei-Tard of free-w-ill, and to sucn interpretation Luther has 

objected. 32 Luther believed that these texts 33 wr.ich spea.l{ of 

reward, seek to establish the consequence of revTard, not the viorthi-

ness of metit. He "Tas well a .. rare that necessity has neither merit 

nor reward; but that is true of necessity of compulsion or~y, not 

necessity of immutability.J4 

Luther had in view or~y "consequence ll not "worthiness." ::e 

has written "who will reward an urr.dlling workr.an, or ascribe %terit 

to him?1I35 If "worthiness" is in vie .... there is no reward. ::o .... ever, 

for "those .. -ho do good arri evil willir.gl;:, even though the:r car.not 

alter their ,,"ill Dy their o,,;n stre!1.t,-th, rer:ard ard. pur.isbr.ent 

follo-,.;' r.aturally arxi necessarily." (cf. ?s. 62:12).36 ..... 
"'~ . 
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of natural consequence "'Thich he has cited is the case of a person 

in water: if he sin.1.cs, he 'Hill be dro'llmed, an::! if he SHimS, he 

vrill be saved. 37 ':iith "consequence" in vie'llr, there is nothing good 

or evil that cannet be rer..larded. Accoroi!1g to Luther, both the 

'lIricked and the good have their reHard: 

Hell and judgement of God await the ~~cked 
as a necessa~J consequence; though they do not 
themselves desire or conceive of such a reHard 
for their sins, and indeed think it abomir~ble 
and, as Peter says, rail against it (cf. 2 Peter 
2 :12). In the same .... ;ay, a kingdom awaits the 
godly, though they themselves neither seek it, 
nor tb~r~ of it; for it was prepared for them 
by their Father, not only before they themselves 
existed, but before the foun::lation of the l-lorld 
(cf. ;'iatt. 25:34).38 

Luther appears to have found himself in some difficulty in 

t~fine: to explain "re1·;ard". His distinction bebleen necessity of 

compulsion and necessity of i~utability does not seem to have been 

of ~uch help to him, even though he felt that he had adequately 

explained "re'llTard." i;ecessity of irnmutability in relation to reward 

is simply an insistence on the fact that man will be rewarded. 

3y introducing the tem "consequence, Il he only emphasizes the fact 

that re.rard is the consequence of some action or thing. 

Perhaps Luther did realize sorne difficulty and for this reason 

he Made an odd move which appears to resolve r~s q~~J. ~e 

placed the merit where bis opponent placed re .. rard. In other 

","0 rd s , the ::ingdo::'1 of :;od me ri :'5 i ts sens, not U'.e 50!"':: the Kingd<Y.'l. 

Eis ratic!1alc Has tr.at the ?inëdo:-: is !':ot i!'". :':-.~ :-,!"oc~ss 0:- p~;:.arat.ion, 

. t --- ~ ~or "·s sens ...,~çoo"""""ar"'; 'v:::... 2C:·"?4) ou was ? ... ",pa';'<:;'U'" ~~ ..... _ ...... <;;; ••• -. \ •• ___ • ..,'~ • :'r:~ sons 
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of the Kingdom do not prepare the Kingdom; for they themselves are 

in preparation; thus, the Kingdom merits them. Likewise, Hell 

merits its sons. (Matt. 25:41).39 According to him, the reason 

that the Scripture is insistent on reward is that man might be 

disturbed about, awakened to, am. instructed concerning sin. 

Luther has stated this reason quite explicitly am. firmly in these 

words: 

••• the law (God's words40 ) serve their 
t urn by instruction and i11 umination to 
teach us both what we ought to do and what 
we cannot do, so the words of reward, sig­
nifying what is to be, serve their turn 
by exhorting and threatening, am ammate, 
comfort and uphold the godly to press on 
in doing good am. urrluring evil, lest they 
should be wearied, or their spirit broken.41 

Thus, passages in the Bible which speak of reward should be inter­

preted as consoling passages. Fur Luther the texts (1 Corinth. 

16:13; 15:58) "Quit you like men, knowing that your labour is not 

in vain in the Lord," is an exhortation of Paul to his Corinthian 

converts; while, by the words of threat am future joogement, the 

ungodly, it is hoped, will be terrified aro abstain from wickedness. 42 

The move which Luther has made is appreciated, however, when we 

urrlerstaro that Luther is trying to prove to Erasmus, that the texts 

dealing with reward do not prove free-will. Luther, therefore, 

has shown that l!lerit is not proved from reward, nor is free-will 

proved fre: :nerit. 

If p~-ises and threats serve as a warnir~ of that w~~ch follows 

sin, arrl neither of the::! ascribe an; worth to ~erit,43 then this 

presupposes that :an is responsible for his evil actior-.s. 3ut, 

how car. this ce logically possible when Luther fir-~y believed that 
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God foreknows and wills aIl things? Above a11, Luther has admitted 

that God makes man "proper subject for damnation." This is clearly 

seen in Luther's definition of faith. Luther has written that the 

r~ghest degree of faith is: 

••• to believe that He is mereiful, though 
He saves so few and damns 50 many; to believe 
that He is just, though of His own will He 
makes us perforee proper subjects for damna­
tion ••• 44 

Here we have, in Luther' 5 own words, the picture of a just God who 

makes us fit subjects for damnation, and who is responsible for 

saving few and damning many. 

Luther believed that he placed the responsibility of man's 

evil actions on man and net on God, ri thout having to compromise the 

reality of God's omnipotence and sovereignty. By arguing that those 

things wbich man does net producs can still be man' s own, Luther 

bas shown that actions carried out through necessity are still 

man's actions. For instance, Luther, in bis attack against Erasmus 

that necessity destroys moral responsibility, wrote: 

Shall we omit to call Christ ours, because 
we only recei ved Him arxi did not create 
Hlm? Again: if we create the things that 
are called ours, it follows that we created 
our eyes, we created our haros, we created 
our feet, for ourselves; unless our eyes, 
haros aro feet are net to be called ours: 
(cf. l Cor. 4:7)45 

Luther's motive in this arguu.ent is to ~ake it possible to speak 

about grace. If things are ours because we Froduce then, then grace 

can never be ours, sir.ce it 1s f~ God.4t 

~race is offered without works.47 !t 1s grace fra!:': Goo, t::rough 
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Christ, to man. Thus it is man's grace. SL~lari1y, Gad creates 

man's work for man, 50 things which he did not produce are still 

his. Evi1, then, is still man's en1, although created by God. 

Gad creates e'Vi1 in the sense that He works through man's 

evi1 nature. Gad does not create evi1 as a potter creates pottery 

from clay. For Luther, Gad multiplies man's evi1 nature: all men 

are barn corrupt.49 Luther, has cited Paul (Eph. 2:3, cf. Job 

14:4, Ps. 51:50) in support of ms be1ief that man is by nature 

sinful arrl corrupt.50 Through man's nature, which is void of the 

Spirit arrl is warped by sin, Gad creates evi.1. Luther asserted the 

latter: 

Though God does not make sin, yet He 
does not cease ta form and multip1y our 
nature fram which the Spirit has been 
withdrawn arx:l. which sin MS impaired. 
He is 1ike a carpenter who makes statues 
out of warped wood. As is the nature sa 
are men made; for God creates arx:l foms 
them out of that nature.51 

The evi1 which man does, a1though it is done out of necessity, 

is a spontaneous evil. It is not against his spirit, since it is 

evil done through the necessity of immutabi1ity. Luther has given 

a vivid picture of evil done by way of L'!lmutabi1ity: 

A man without the Spirit of Gad does 
not do evil against his will, under 
pressure, as though he were taken by 
the scruff of the neck arrl dragged 
into it, li..1.ce a thief or footpod being 
draœed off against ms will to pur.ish­
ment; b~t he does it spontanecusly and 
va hll''ltari1:r • .52 

Therefore, · .... h~m ::;'00 · ... o!"Y.s in a!rl through an e'lil :-.ar., evi1 deeds 

are the outcor-:e. ::e,:::oà, uses evil too1s ..... hich cam';ct escape Eis 
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orr~~potence. The evil man is impelled to action by the movement 

of Divine power.53 As a result of the movement of Divine power, 

God operates through all men: those vrith the Spirit producing good 

works, arrl those void of the Spirit producing evil '!-Torks. According 

to Luther no one, not even Satan, is outside the sphere of God's 

operative power. 

Since God moves anà works in all, Ee 
moves anà works of necessity even in 
Satan arrl the ungodly. 54 

!,.otwithstarrling Gad working through evil man, as in the case 

of Pharaoh .Thich is Luther's illustration of hoVl God works evil,55 

C~d is not evil. It is true that God hardened the heart of Pharaoh 

through Eis operation arrl action; but God cannot be accused of 

unrighteousness, nor is there need to make excuses for God. God 

is good arrl cannot do evil. Luther has made it clear in the se 

"TOrdS: 

Yat Gad, though rte does evil by means of 
evil men, cannot act evilly E~~elf, for 
::e is good aul cannot do evil.5b 

30d is not orùy good but is also just with ~an. Luther is 

quite certain about this. Eis assurance is backed by the scriptures 

- Johr. 10:25-29, and Paul's 'TOrdS in RO!'l1ans 11:13: Ife t:;e à'?pt.:: 

of the rictes bot~ of the wisdo~ and kncwledge 0: :~è: ~o'W 

:l!".sea!"Ch.a.tle are ::is jt:.dge:"lents, and ::is 'r,aj's past fir.G~r.E ou~!"57 

::ïoà' $ ~·.lstice is beyorxl hlr.an co~prF;her.sior. arè r:ar.' s reckor.ir,~, 

3r.è for t::a:' :-easo!". :-od' s j:xige~e!".t 
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debated in everJ age and is never solved.59 Luther's statement on 

God's justice is a statement of faith. Through the light of glo~, 

the question concerr~ng God's justice,which is not resolved by the 

light of grace, becornes resol ved for Luther "Tho declared: 

30th the light of nature and the light of 
grace here insist that the fault lies not 
in the "rretchedness of man, but in the in­
justice of God; nor can they judqe other­
T/rise of a God vTho crm-ms the ungodly freely, 
without merit, and does not crown, but d~~s 
another, \oTho is perhaps less, am certainly 
not more, ungodly. But the light of glory 
insists otherwise, and \oTill one day reveal 
God, to whom alone belongs a judgement 1-1hose 
justice is incomprehensible, as a C~ whose 
justice is most righteous and evident - pro­
vided only that in the meanwhile \oTe believe 
it, ••• 00 

The picture vrhich we have of Luther' s account of evil is a 

picture of how God works in man. God works both good and evil in 

man. C~ is incessantly working and active in all His creatures. 6l 

Poe does not alter man's will, but by means of His own ir~scapable 

movement of Divine and o~~ipotent action, He moves in man.62 

Thus, God the Just and the Omnipotent impels those without the 

Spiri t to act in accoroance with their own nature, thereby effectinc 

evil works, " .. hile those with the Spirit :'e i."'lpels to act so tr.at they 

effect works in accoroance with their "ree:ereratedtl nature; hence 

[ood "'TOrkS are effected by them. :·:an, therefore, is subject to God' s 

wor~i~g by passi,e necessity.63 

Lcther, of course, has anticipated t!".e qu"!stion: tr .~ .. ' .. ny ~ner. 

does !1Ot God cease frœ: the :-:O'le:-:er:t of o:-:.ipotence t:," w:üc:: t!:e 

w:.ll 0:' t.he ur.godly 1s :":ove<i to CC or. ':::ein:: e':il, a!ri ta ::rc-..: · .... o!'se?" 
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arrl "'tlhy did God let .Adam fall, arrl why did Ee create us all tainted 

. th th . • ~( Il 64-~ e sa~e s~n. • The answer to the first question for 

Luther implies asking God to cease being God, in .'to1hich case God 

.Tould cease being good. 65 The movement of His Divine omnipotence 

affects different people differently and effects works according 

to the nature of each person. If God Here to cease the rlOvement of 

Eis power just for the ungodly, the mO'~ment would also cease for 

the good. The ungodly work evil not through God's fault, but by 

reason of their own defect. 66 The alternative is to ask: 'dhy then, 

cannot God alter the evil will of the ungodly?67 Luther's answer, 

unlike the above answer, is given through his usual parrying 

technique. To ask such questions is te only probe into the secrets 

of the Divine Hajesty where His j1.rlgernents are inscrutable. (Romans 

11:33).68 

The second question involves a similar manoeuvre. To ask of 

God the reason ~e permitteà Adam to fall, or the reason He created 

~n tainted with Adam's sin is to ask concerning the cause or basis 

(ratio) for God's will. Luther is of the conviction that: 

God 15 Poe for whose will no cause or 
ground (ratio) may be laid down as its 
rule and standard; fo r nothing is on a 
level with it or above it, but ~t is 
itself the rule for all trings. 9 

God, then, has no 5uperior, r.or i5 Ee bounded oy ar:.! law Ol" rule. 

I~'hat Ee W'ills must he therefore right because ::e 50 wil15 i t. 

Thus, when :-oè. let Adar: fall, or c!"8ated :r.ar: !'ror: a corrupt seed, 

it was the right thinE that :-oè. did. AIse, Ee does no~ have to 
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account to anyone for what He does. Unlike man, He does not have 

imposed on Him any necessity. He is completely free in His actions. 

Divine freedom and the necessitating foreknowledge of Gad 

must imply human necessity. According to Luther, it follows by 

irrefutable logic that man does nothing by himself, but only by 

Gad' 5 omnipotence. 70 Thus, God' 5 foreknowledge am omnipotence are 

diametrically opposed to man's free-will. The De Servo Arbitrio 

is strewn with rebuttals to free-will arguments which are given by 

Erasmus in his Diatribe. Luther's arguments are of two kims: 

1) axiomatic and logical, am 2) Biblical. 71 However his arguments 

are deployed, Luther's sole aim is to show that man's will is unfree. 

On one level, Luther has left us uncertain about the human will. 

' .. :e are not certain, whether it is free, unfree, or man has no free-

will. Svidences may be fourxi for ail three co mitions of the will. 

For instance, in one place Luther has argued that God has granted 

man a free use of things at his own will. Concerning the things 

below man, in the created word, man is left to his own will ani is 

under no precepts of God.72 This argument may be interpreted as 

man having free-will concerning terrestial affairs. 

Sowever Luther has left us certain about one thine: man has 

no free-will concerr~ng his destiny. His salvation depends solely 

on C~. Tr~s is the predominant note which De Servo Arbitrio So~~&. 

Luthe~ has r.o": failed ta re:"'".irxi ~s ~ader that rr.a~ ca!"' .. do r.othir.g 

o~ ~s Fart to effect a cr~nge in the course ~ .. . ... 
OJ. r::lS aes\.:lr;:i. 

pain: is e~phasized. !~ the la~tcr sectio~ of ~ 



t Servo, Pauline and Johannine writings are cited in support of the 

point. Romans 10:20; 9:30-31 are given to ShOi.f that man's destiny 

is not dependent on his previous endeavour. 73 This is because 

"sa1vation is by Christ a10ne" (John 14:6) ,74 and there is comfort 

in knovTing that one' s destiny does not depend on free-i.n..11. 

Luther argued that if his own sa1vatior. was dependent on his 

free-vTi11, he might not ce able to stand his ground against the many 

temptations of the de~~l. 3esides, he would never be comfortab1y 

certain as to whether or not he had done enough to p1ease God. dut 

with his sa1vation under God's .. Till instead of his ownwi11, and 

wi th Gad' s promise to save him according to His grace al".d mercy, he 

has certainty concerning his destiny; for Gad does not lie, is 

faithful, great, am 50 powerful that none of his children i-l'ould be 

p1ucked from His hands. (cf. John 10:28-29).75 On such know1edge 

and promise of Gad is bui1t Luther's assurance concerning his 

ultimate destiny. 

Luther has argued very 1broefu11y against free-loTill. Re has 

not been concerned about either the psycho10gy of h~an choice, or 

the ~etaphysics of action. ~is sole concern has been to deny free-

~~11 and thus affi~1 man's total il"~bility ~o dete~~r.e his ultimate 

destir.y, a.1so to affiZ':!l at the sa..",:e ti:.:e the soverei[flt:;- of ::;i vine 

grace in !T'.an' s saI vation. In relatior. to :::-od and the tr.ir;§:s of 

God, :,:ar. !1,as no free-' .. -!ll. Th~s, man car.r.ot detel":"::'r.e !lis t:.ltirr.ate 

destin:". 
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T .:.:. :·:cConough, The La .. ; and the Gos,Jel in Luther (Oxi'ord, 1963), 
p. l, 2,30,31. See: ~., p. 284-287. 

41Ibid., p. 183. 

42Th'r .:=....2:,;;:.. , p. 183f • 

4J1"d ~., p. 183. 

44rbid. , p. 101. 

45roid. , p. 136. 

461' ' . 
~. 

471' 'c: ~ 157 • ...eL... , !J. 

4-3Tb 'd :....1..... 

l~9This reflects the belief in CriGinal Sin. 3efore the ?all, 
Gad r.lade man very good, then man becru::e evil throu[h .Adar.' s sin. 
Thus God abandoned man and left hirr. ta hi."lself. ':'hrough Ada.."l' S 

corruption all ~en are corrupted, a~d th~oush Christ, Gad h~s redee~ed 
~ar.. The co:'1ir.S of Christ into the ',olorld, creates for all ~en the 
opportu.Y'I.ity to establish the prcpe~ relationship idth Gad. l'cid., 
p. 187, 202. 

50~., p. 

Cl l' 'd ..,''-.....!?L., 'P. 
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61Ibid • , p. 206. 

62~., p. 207. 

63ill.ç!., p. 206. 

64rbià. , p. 208, 209. 

65roid. , p. 208. 

66-, 'd 
~., p. 206. 

67-b' . 
~., p. 208. 

62rbià. 

69~., p. 209. 

7150 far this thesis has p~senteà the first ar~ent, i.e., 
that "lhich is axiomatic and logical. In this arSU!"!ent, Luther 
relies on natural reasen and logic. e.g. God is omnipotent in 
povTer and action, am !-îe knovls arrl foreknm·.!s all thines; therefore 
:~e cannot erre See: §.:i.., p. 21e. The Eiblical argtl!'lent "rhich 
cames lat~r in the De Servo is based on Pauline and Johannine 
~~tings. For instance, Luther marshalls the verse Romans 4:2-3 
to show the total irre1evar.ce of rr:an's \oTorks to !!'.an's righteousness 
before God. Then, John 1:.5, 10-13, 16 are used to ShOH that sa1-
vation is by the Grace of Christ through faith alor.e. See 3.· .. :., 
p. 29.5-314. Towards the end of this chapter on Luther's vi-;;W-of 
free-~dl1, l have made allusions to Luther's biblical arguments 
against free-'.-ri11. In.fra. 

72~., p. l.50f, 309. 

73~., p. 301. 

?h-· '..l 3C2 ~03 JG7 'l00 Il ~ 1 t' . , ,.., . ~ al Il ,~., p. ,.;, -..J /. ;;a va :lon:1.S cy v!':nsJ r one 
1.:3 a :-uarantee for Luther that God :--:'115 to save ~an. ':'0 believe 
~1.!eh ~ s:'atenent is a.."l .let of faith. Luther enèeè the De Ser-lo 
8~/, ~r~i tin;: t!1t:s: "I: -,.:0 celieve tha-: Chris:' redee!':cè ~~en by Eis 
olooè, ~~e a~ forceè te eO!".fess that ail of :-:an ..... as lost; other­
~;isc j·je ;'la.!-:e :hristei:':·.~r -,::-:011:,' sU:-:"=lrfJ.uo"ûS, cr oIse the redeer-,er 
C ~ ·--e lo~s'" ·'/a' .. ., .... 'e ....... ,.... o-f' ,....,.., onl·r· ···\.,~e\-' -i.- .... ,.,,..~--,.,_ •• :l..,.M 
~ ..... , _d.:'" .-.\.00."""" ...... -. ~.... _ •• 0-" J' r .... _ •• _....: ...... _G..:J:~ ....... -J' _.~ 

~acrile~e.lf ~ciè., p. ;1::. :!-"le precedir:: i~ lir..ked -:'0 the ~o!'"lCe?t 

O '~ _,..re~ =o;--=-u·~o"" f1-r.,c",11 ~<: "'·-..l's -erc~ ro··l ·....;"!1 te '-a,A a'" _._cl ....... __ "", •• .-_, ~G _ __ ... _v..~ .• __ ~" ___ ~ -' - ~ 

it ·,·:as re':ealed te \:S ir. Christ, tb.:.~ "":.:-:0 ;:raeiO'l!O èisr"osi ":.ior. of 
:-od ," is ~·~!:.a.t Chris:' offcrs to ~..a,.kin:i as a ";hole a.n::. :'0 1..:5 :"r;­
èhrièuall;-. Cer:ai!1ty of ~oè' S brace t!':ro',;:;:!-. Chri~-!-. i!: cc~air.'tj· 
of' ~~:cd a..-è ::::5 ëracio·~s d:'~;:Gsi:'icr., ax :'~i!: :-:~ar.s ~cr:Gi!":~:," o~ 

~ ~1 va: ::or. ~O~ : "~:'!~~r. 
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75rbid., ~. 313, 314. 
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Chanter 4 

Comparison of the ~·m VieHs 

The tHO approaches to the issue of free-iorill are strikingly 

different. ' .. 'hile al-AshCari beca1'lle involved in a discussion ',-hich 

i1'llpinged upon the metaphysics of huroan action, Luther cor~ined 

his discussion to the nature of being: the nature of man, and that 

of Gad as it is revealed to man. The theoloEical am intellectual 

milieu of the period. in ioThich each theologian li ved May weIl account 

for the differences between the two approaches te the issue. 

AI-AshCart lived in a period. 'Then the Arabic-speaking people 

ioTere becoreing acquainted with Greek ideas. The EuCtazilites, the 

school to l-lhich al-Ashcarl first belonged, took hold of Greek 

philosophy, studied it with great ardour, am received it without 

question. l Thus, they became acquainted ~~th a forro of atomism 

and a technique for theological discussion, Kar-am. ~nder the 

influence of ~ellenism am Christiar.ity,2 the :·:uCtazilite theolo[ians 

ir~tiated serious theological discussions on Quranic concepts in 

an atte~pt to project an edifyins picture of ~od for the refined 
., 

!r.; ms a'1lon::; the Arabic-speakint; people.~' The ir~ce of God held 

by the ~·:uCtazilites W8S one in "Thich :od is thouGht to te just 

am actinG fro~ mo~ent to mo~ent, i~ contrast to the i~aEe of a 

:Cd ~·:ho ha~ fixed the course of the .:orld ar.è h~a~ events ..... ithin 

the .... orld, an::! is !".ot activelj" involveè. ".d.th ::is creation at each 

:-!o:"".en~. ;'s a re~~t, '\oTe fi."XÏ. in the =sla.~c ~~orld of t!':at ti.:-:e, 

t:,:o ~rallel ar:d ?redO!":inant s:'::-ea..-;$ of thought: cr.c :::'::-ea~ 
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~·rhich atterr.pted to appropriate GreeY.: iàeas to the service of IslaIl'., 

arri the other Hhich temed to remain comprehensive, SilTlple, Il un-

fom.ulated," an:l. fü..Ylda."'1entally Islamic. 

Al-Ashcarl' s vie'T on free-.Till reflects an attempt to reconcile 

these two streams of thought by appropriating the ~:uCta.zili te 

methodology to defen:i the basic and simple beliefs that .. rere furrl­

a.'T.entally Isla."llic. 4 Not only did al-AshcarI endorse their method-

clog:y, but he appropriated their atomistic vieH as weIl. ':','e firrl 

faint traces of an atomisrn reflected in his dealine VTith the question 

of po",er to receive an act am make it one's mm (istita Cah).5 

Al-Ash'arI clairned that istita:cah 'toTas an accident existing smul-

taneously 'toTith the act, not enduring of itself, am siven for an 

act and not the contrary of the act. 6 In this 'to7ay, al-Ash' art could 

deny that natural bodies had a.~y potentiality, except through the 

direct efficacy of God. Also, at the saroe tirle he could affim 

the absolute pm'Ter of God in the universe am in all spheres of 

h1..t"!an activity. 

' .. :e teoo to feel that al-AshCarl was COI".mitteà to the idea of 

atomisme This feeline; is based on his use of an ator.rlsm to support 

his arcu:r.ent for Gad' s absolute po.rer. Eowever, the ato:nis:-r. does 

not logically make room for takllf (dut y) or human responsibility. 

~l-Ashcarl ~ust ~aY.e room for h~an responsibility, if taklif is to 

oe naintair.ed as a :"!eanin!;fcl concept. ;::"..lt, if Goè re-creates a 

:-:e"..; ato:. ë. t e7ù-::r !".ei·," instant, :r.e notion 0 f 
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AI-Ashcari realized the inadequacy of the application of an 

atOIl1.istic vie,? Instead, of relinquishing or modifyinf his atomistic 

idea, al-AshCari resorted ta an artful subtlety.7 This subtlety 

is most glaring on the question of Iman. 8 He ascribed ta the un-

believer the dut y of believine, and the reason for the unbelief was 

not man's inability ta believe, but his omitting ta believe and his 

preoccupation vnth the contra~ of belief. Rather than placing the 

anus on Gad for inability ta believe, al-Ashcar1 ascribed it ta man 

by introducing the idea of !:!.!!i (omission). 

If you mean by your words (that Gad 
enjoins on man a dut y he cannat ful­
fill) that he is incapable of believing 
because of his impotence ta do sa -- no. 
3ut, if you mean that he is incapable of 
believing because he omits (tark) ta do 
sa aoo is preoccupied with t~ontra~ 
of belief -- yes.9 

The notion of ~ does not help. If the man onits ta believe, 

his omission L~plies that man has the ability ta believe. That 

the implication is correct is supported by al-AshcarI's distinction 

between impotence and inability given in the above answer: " • • • 

that he is incapable of believine because of his impotence ta do 

50 -- no,': and by the definition of "inability te do a thin~" 

as t!1e individual not havinE the ;n .... er ta do the thin: or its 

cor.trar-J. lO Since the unbeliever dees the cer;trar:l of c,elievinc, 

inacilit:; te c~lieve ca..'I"'\.r.ot he ascri":Jed to suc!": a. ~~rsen. ;'.ather, 

te ":Jelieve. 

if ":he ~an has 
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believe, since ability, already defineà, is had Hhen both the power 

to act and the act occur concomittantly. Since he does not believe, 

we may conclude rightly that God did not give him the power to 

believe, Il or the poyTer to believe endures. Si ther conclusion 

reveals a logical inconsistency, thus making the application of 

ato~~sm by al-Ashcari inadequate. Jet al-Ashcari persisted in 

appropriating an atO!d.stic viei'; to support God' s absolute power am 

to explain human responsibility in relation to God's absolute power. 

',ie cannot help but feel that al-AshcarI is committed to an idea of 

atomisrr. vThich was prevalent ",.-J.thin the theological circles of his 

day. And, it is commitment to the idea of atomism v~hich greatly 

determined his approach to the issue of free-v.~ll. 

Luther's approach, also, was in several 'Hays influenced by the 

theological and intellectual posture of his day. The mystics and 

humanists had together introduced a different atmosphere to the 

theolov.co-intellectual \olorld. There Vias a rnovement of the spirit 

arsi of the nind i-ihich found i ts expression in an imiaro religious 

cor.sciousness of piety arrl le a rd. r.s • :'here ;,:as a ne .. i atmosphere 

of irrli·.,rièualiS!':, aro creat interest 'Has ":a.'..œn in the delight of 

::ÜS :-:O'le:-:er.t stood èirectly cr,r-csed to the popular sü;:erstiticn5 

anà idclatrc"J.s !ôractices ?Cr?9trateè t..i" 50:-:e ir. tr.e r..a.r:e of 
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bw centuries, am t!d.s philosophy -.ras slO1oTl;;r beginnin[ to gi 'le 

Ha:/ to humaniJm. The ::ominalists disputed the Hhole claim that 

philosophy is able to confirm or deny the àat~ of revealed reliGion. 

To them, Gad became intelligible not throue;h l"lan' s favorite Heapon 

of reason, but through Gad' s O'\orr: acts of self-revelation. :\om-

inalism, opposed to the scholasticism of Aquinas and scotus,cegan 

to decay Hhen it turned itself from the real.m of theology to logic 

and the problems of ~eaning.14 AlthouCh, the study of logic pro-

vided a basic discipline for the mini, i t offered no no-..u-ismr,ent 

for the soule And, before long, earnest men of religion ceaseà 

to belieye in the Horld of scholastic reasonine; .15 Also, there 

"Tere the humanists "Tho Here skeptical of metapn:-'sical reasoning 

ar.è. syllozj.s!"!s. T'heir skepticisr:1 undoubtedly hel?8d to urrler.-c,ir.e 

scholastic ap~roach.l6 

Luther .... ras not uninfluenced bj" the ::ominalists. It is [cnerally 

agreed that Luther Has r:rourried in the philosophy and theology of 

:,orr.ir.alis:'1,l7 as it ',.'as taueht by the desciples of Gabriel ':iel. 

·.:e are told that L'..lther ac:.cnm-rled;:.:eà his adherence te the ;.ominalis't 

party, and He kno'" he even s?Oke of C.CC8['1 as his "beloveà f'iaster" 

the r:ost er:inent ar.à the :,:ost 'crilliar:t 

sc r.ola~tic doctors (r;,rincens et ir.7er.iosissi."r:us). I! 1:' 

:1 fo!"'à!"'.ess :~cr the "d ialcctic 5 1 a!"'.à se!"::o::ical 0. rls ir. ·,·::-.ic!: the 
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teachinf:s pro'lided Luther Hi th key doctrir..es, but or..ly to calI 

attentio!1 to features in Luther' s discussion of free-."ill 1-:hich 

reflect ::or.linalist influence. The first feature is Luther' s adherence 

to revelation, arrl his insistence on faUh. ~:e find it hard to 

believe that :;ominalist influence did not help to validate and 

fortify his stress on Siblical authority. hbove aIl, he doubtlessly 

absorbed some of the i\ominalist emphasis on the majesty am 

omnipotence of God to I-Thich he constantly refers in his arguments 

aeainst free-.d,ll. The second feature is his .j. •• ",r:nnl.ne i.'1 Occamist 

lordc2O 
u an::l. the subtleties of scholastic discipline, Hhich are· 

betrayed in his discussion on free-vrill. The subtlety is seen in 

his distinction betueen necessity of compulsion a.n:l necessity of 

i~utability;21 then again, in his odd move of putting the merit 

,,;here his opponent places the reward. 22 His use of logic is seen in 

the establishment of the fact that man cannot do anything by him­

self if the forek!1Oi-rledge and om!1ipotence of God is conceded, 23 

then again, in establishing that the perspicuity of the scripture 

is t1>,o-fold. In the latter case he admits to the use of logic. 24 

',;itnout the scholastic method of reasoning arrl IOEic, it is possible 

that Luther ~icht not have been able to expose the fallacy in 

:::::ra.s!'":us' definition of free-~ill, 2.5 a.rrl te locatH the v:eaJr.ness in 

":0 car..r.ot hel? !Jut acree ,-.'Uh . " t.i •••• :oèd tha:' tI~:.:.t!1er' s trainin:-

in Ccca:-.ist loc:.c helped hi!-: te fir.è h:s ',.ra:" to·,.;a!"'is :). radicall:.' 

"econo:"'.ica:!." t:1eolor:: attritut:'r.f all to :-oè rat:-.er "7..na!". te secc,r.èar-J 
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causes. 'l27 For this reason rie feel that the theological and. in­

tellectua.l movement of Luther' s day does account in part for his approach 

to the discussion of free-will. 

The difference, therefore, betHeen the t,TO approaches may be 

traced to the dominant theologico-intellectual movement to Hhich 

each theologian was exposed, respectively. AI-AshCari was influenced 

by an atoIl".ism prevalent in his day, vThile Luther vTas influenced 

by the ~;ominalist philosophy of his day. However, i.re should not 

fail to acknovrledge their psychological differences as a possibility 

for their differences in approach. AI-Asheari, a man reared as 

a ~':u~tazilite arrl who strangely enough was susceptible to dreams, 28 

reflected a type of personality which .. Tas dependent on the voice 

of authority. In a dream, he had received a marxiate from !,:uhammed. 29 

As a result, al-AshGari appears ta us as a compromiser. In Luther 

He find a personali ty, i·;hich is e;ravely conscience stricken, in 

search of an ar.5\oler to an eristential question. JO There is no 

v:an:late r:iven directly arrl personally te Luther, arrl stock anSi·:ers 

of the Church do not provide any assurance concernin~ his destiny. 

',:hen he finally fourrl that ~'Thich ::;uaranteed certainty arx::i vTas 

convinced of it, Luther haè no choiee but to defend that wr.ich 

broucht hi.l'll certaintj" an:l peace of :"ü.n:i. For this reason He fi.>-rl 

hi",: u."1.flinehinE i.n his yin:iication of God' 5 r:ro;-.ise, ada1'!ant in 

r.is belief in such pro:"'.l.ses, arè vircieti ·/e :'o~·;ards those who ~en:l 

te supr;.ort a view that .... "i11 rlaY.9 Goè d:TJ82.r as a liar. 
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·,iere corrrnitted to the defense of the proposition: God is the Divine 

omnipotent and supreme sovereier'. Each accepted the omnipotence 

and supremacy of Gad' s divine lordship as a datum of revelation, 

a datum which for al-Ashcari is found in the Qur)an, and for Luther 

is fo~~ in the Bible. Eecause it is a datum of revelation, there 

vTaS no question about its truth. Arrl having insisted on the 

primacy of reve1ation, they subordinated reason to revelation. In 

t~~s respect both theo1ogians are on common eround, since they re1ied 

on reve1ation but did not dispense vdth reason. 

They are also on common ground in the content of their prop-

osi tions which they uphe1d: God is the Di vine Lord who has none 

above Ei.'Il, and aIl things, inc1uding the vri11 of man, are subjected 

to Eis Hill. l,:either theoloeian lost sight of the omnipotence of 

the Divine Sovereien, nor did either fail to call his opponent's 

attention to the overwhelming majesty of Gad throughout their 

discussions. In the Ibanah, AI-Ash Car1 has brought forward 

argu:nents to shm'T that God alone is worthy of effective power, 

divinityand authority.31 Also, in the Lumac , a1-Ashcarl has not 

fai1eà to bombard his opponents with the idea of God's majesty. 

Ee argueà that Gad is free to do as Ee pleases in his al"'.5l-Ter to the 

question whether Gad is free to inflict pain on il"'Jants in t~e next 

, .; &Oc. 32 
_~J._. 

':'he proof that ::e is :ree te do ~·:hat~"er 
::e does is that Ee ü: ":.he 5:u?re:-:e :':or'.E.rc ~, 

~") 

s~~ject ":.0 no o"e ••• ~~ 



i·;hich daBS not will, Dar 

:-:e does not Hil1. 34 

Likm-:isB Luther ,·ra s t:r..yieldi::.;:; ir.. 1;.is claÏ!"': 0:: Goci' s di vir..e 

!"".ajest:r • J5 Luther :"r..sisted that it is God ~·~ho '.ecesdt.;:tes aIl 

thin6s, and 18. thout !~i"r. Ylothin;; i5 effecti 78 :-:.ar effected: ":or 

::e is or.J.r.; T;ote:::t, and effective action belcn~s to :::'3 c!:.:::i.?ctcncc, 

• • (cf. :':ph. 1:11).1136 Cr.. the questior. ,.<r:ether ~od cocid alter 

u:;or: the secrets of :-:i5 :·:ajesty, Il for Gad ::2 S Dci "':.!";.cr rule or s"':.a n.:lard 

laid dovr. for ;:;-r:, nor an;:rthing or. the Sar'.C le-;01 '.dt!";. =-:i",)7 ~:e 

can continue to point out evidences of Luther's ;nsistence on the 

reality of Goà 's najesty, but it is rr..ore fruitful ta U!'""dersta,.d 

t!";.e reason for his and al-Ash~ari's insiste,~e OYl tte reality cf 

divine :r.ajest:i, a reality Kr.icr. is lir.iœd to the pr.!>:ci;-ùe of di"lir.e 

::;'c reason is a relati vel;: si"'lple one. 

stood irithin tis 01·~. re:"i[ioU5 traditior. that 'Joè. :"5 a!':c, trd:c 

di vine a:::d o:...r.i;>otcnt. 

:-. ...... ~ ""0~1-l ..... .. _ .. - - -<.-._- ' ..... ' • 

O .. ~ ...... ·~ -,,...."'- r.Yr">r>o . _ ... _ -v .1_ ......... 

d.C:S, ~CG t::: 
.. . 

,.~:: ":O~0G 
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a certain aspect of reality. According to al-Ashcari and Luther 

any such divorce can only imply that God's pOloTer might be limited. 

And, if God's omnipotence did not extend to eve;y aspect of reality, 

it is possible that God might not be truly omnipotent. AI-Ashc arl 

and Luther suspected their opponents of not believing in a truly 

omnipotent God and thereby not being faithful to the scriptures. 

For, the Qur)ân insists on God's omnipotence and supreme control 

over aIl things (1:2; 2:186, 187); and the Bible declares His 

sovereignty and might (Acts 17:24-29; Rom. 1:19, 20; Eph. 1:11, 

19-21), and announces that salvation is solely by His grace (Rom. 1:16; 

Eph. 2:8, 9). 

The XuCtazilites, the opponents of al-Ashcari, in their attempt 

to maintain the principle of Divine Justice and to ascribe to man 

an effective role as an agent, were forced to acknowledge that their 

position implied a restriction on God's omnipotence. However, if 

Gad' s omnipotence were to be limi ted, then this would suggest that 

within the universe there are certain operations vThich are exclu:ied 

from God's will and power. A.I-Ashcarl, committed to the truths 

found in the ~ur~n, could not subscribe to such a position, for the 

~ur~an insists that nothing can be willed unless God willed it .JE. 

::ot only that, but his cOl'!mitment rested or. a Mandate eiven to hi.!'l 

8:1 :·:u:-.a."r'.!r.ad in a vision. 'rherefore, al-Asl:cari nad r.o choice eut 

to ir.sist :1:at :-od is or. ... l'1ipotent and suprer.:e, if he .,rere te 'ce 

true :'0 1:i5 co~tment ars:i convictions. 

Sir.ilar1:r, Luther' s oppcr.er .. :, :::ras::-.us, <:i~.è those ... ho :::elie"/e'i 
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in free-vnll, argued' for a principle which Luther believed not to be 

in agreeMent vnth the principle of divine omnipotence. Erasmus 

viho sought to re-instate the IItrue religionu )9 argued tr.at man has 

a free-will. Luther sal-T ~rasmus' arguments as falsifyj.ng the gospel 

which clearly stated that salvation is dependent on God's grace,40 

in which case free-will has no effect in relation to man's destiny.4l 

Luther's own understarrling of God as He is revealed to man, led 

him to believe that he May be certain about his salvation because 

God justifies man through His grace. God is able to do this because 

He is God, Divine and Omnipotent. 42 To uphold a principle of 

free-will in the manner which Erasmus argued would suggest that 

God's omnipotence is limited, and therefore God's promises could 

not be relied upon. By the time De Serve was 1oTritten, Luther had 

already becorne psychologically deperrlent on God 's "'TOrd.4) God' 5 

promises had given him assurance concerning salvation, and the asser-

tion of the principle of free-,dll would intimate that there can 

be no reliance on God's words. Luther strongly believed that God's 

~ord is true and stands unshaken. 44 Probably Luther emphasized his 

conviction because it was supported by Many Eiblical evidences. 45 

:;onetheless we cannot help thir.king that Luther' s emphasis cn God' s 

oMnipotence is linked -.rith his quest for the cerlair.t:; of saI vatior.; 

a certainty ~ranteeà by God 's prordse ir. the Scripture. 

:~'5 o~~Fotence is 50 over.;hel~ir.g that L~ther, o~t o~ shBer 

CC!".·r:.ction, denieà that :-:a!". !-.a s ~ree-.....-il1; C'..:t al-;' s:: Ca ri, al tf.o'..:;":: 

... ~.""" . .. e :.;.:...;. :.r.-:ec 
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state bluntly his position concerning the freedoIr. of the idll. 

Hm·rever, 10le nay adduce enough evidence from al-Ashcari's arEUMents 

to shm'7 that implicit in them is a principle of ur.free-Hill. In 

this Hay, ",e may truthfully sa;7 that both theologians maintain a 

principle of ur~ree-will. 

However, neither theolagiar. should be considered a strict 

determinist, because their der~als of free-will are primarily 

'Hith respect to man's eternal destiny, especially in Luther's 

case ,o7here it is more evident. Luther was "tdlling to concede that 

man has free-~dll concerP~ng things of the world as in the case of 

a nan milkine his COH vThen he pleases, deciding to go to sleep, 

etc. In the realm of things below man, man is 100 by his mm vrille 

God has given hirl the free use of things, and in this respect man 

ha s free_will. 46 Yet, man is dependent on God. Ean needs God' s 

cooperation in aIl things, since Gad necessitates aIl things. 47 

P.o~.;ever, in relation to the thine:s above hi.'rT'" marI has no free-vdll. 48 

This free-.... lill, io."hich man has, becomes ineffective .... rher. it is applied 

to spiritual affairs. Tr~s is because man is morally defective. ~e 

is unable to perfo!'!"l ;;ood ... :orks ovring to the domination of sin, 

h · . ~ ed t bec ~ corru~ ... +.49 w lC~ :las ca~s ~an 0 o~_ -~ This corruption is in 

t~e heart of ~ar., according ta Luther: 

A-:-t1 èou::)tless that igr.orar.ce and conte='lpt 
are net seated in t~e ~esh, in the sense 
c~ ":.he 101·~er ar.d grosser affections, c'..t":. 
:.!: 't::e h:"[~est ar.d :-':05:' excelle::t po;~e~s 
0: ::a:: • • • ":.hat is, :'n reaS0n a:-ri ~~ill, 
an::: 50 in the veI7 ;::.oi:er of '~ree-,-:ill', 
..:.,.. .. ~c .'r~..,.... eeea" 0" "p"""'; -\.o:"'Y-e~c; :-_::e -:-.cs:' 
~c~c;;·'P~:·~"';"'- ~,...,-",:Y;~B"'''· ..>_, - -

J' .. .... ___ ~ ..... ...... _ •• E, _ ..... G .... " 
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Therefore, unaided by God' s Grace man by hi.~self is pOiolerless to 

1-Tin God's favour. 51 Luther was quite happy .-lith this fact, since 

it guaranteed him certainty concerning his o~~ salvation: 

••• now that God has taken my salvation 
out of the control of rr::y O1-m idll, am put 
it urner the control of Ris, and prorrased 
to save me , not according to my "Horking 
or rur>.ning, but according to Eis O'ioffi grace 
anà mercy, l have the comfortable certainty 
that He is faithful and idll not lie to 
me, • • • .52 

It is tms comfort iolmch Luther enjoyed, that made hL":]. insist that 

man has no free-will in relation to his ul tiInate destiny. The 

thrust in Luther's argument is on sin and its effect on the inner 

heart of man rather than "on the outward members of the body" 

relative to the La"T.5) 

That being the thrust of Luther's argument, the question con-

cerning man' s abili ty te act in wr..atever way he may choose is orüy 

of secondary iMportance to him. It is considered by Luther only 

because the principle of free-1-;ill leads to the denial of God' s 

sovereignty and Eis grace '·;hich is necessary for the Ulti.'!late 

Encour~er. And, Luther did not hesitate to place Man's terrestial 

freedon urrler God' s jurisdiction. This is clearly seen .. Inere 

Luther .. rrote: 

:.ot that Gad leaves hi.!'Tl (rr:an) alone ir: 
the sense that Ee does l'lot co-o?erate 
" .. rith h;~ in all things; but in the 
ser~e that ~e has grar.ted h~l a free 
use of things at l'lis Di·n-. ..n.ll, ar.d 
not hedge~r-.in in \-rit!: aIlY laws or 
co~ards. 

It is in this sense that we r:a,? cor.clud.e ::-lat ~<.:.t:-;er wa~ r.ct a 
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strict determinist, although for hL~ personally, the will is psycho-

logically enslaved, and even if the ~Qll were free it would still 

be under God's movement of omnipotence. 55 

Unlike Luther, the thrust in al-Ashcarl's argument is on the 

human act. AI-Ashcarl, although preoccupied with the omnipotence 

of God, endeavoured to understaoo the validity of the human act 

as truly the act of man ..,Qthin the context of God's creative process 

and omnipotence. Reflected in his arguments is a principle of un-

free-..,Qll. The evidence of such a principle is given belo"T. 

In the Ibanah, al-AshcarI argued that God's will is not 

originated, but is eternal;56 am because it is true that nothing 

exists excepting what He knows or will, am nothing is absent from 

His knowledge or is remote from His 'Hill, He is worthy of the title. 

of divinity. 

• • • he "mo does ..l'lot will the existence 
of anything except what exists, and 
nothLl"lE: exists except what he i·rills, and 
nothi.l"lg is remote frem his will is the 
worthier of the attribute of divinity.57 

:!.ere, "Te firrl that al-AshcarI 1-l'as insisting, against his opponents 

the z.:uCtazili tes, that the Divine ..... '1.11, beinr: an essential attribute 

of S..oo, enbraces everfthing .... rhich can be ~dlled, including evil as 

weIl. Ir. the Luma', al-AshCarI cited the Quranic verse (76:30) 

"You shall not ,,;ill U1"~e5S Go<! .rilltt Î!':. support of the ?<,sitior: th.a.t 

"~. . that· • .. , ·11' c:~ ••• Go<:!' s .rill emeraces evel'j ·~!'unE. 15 ... r-:J.J..y 'I-n ec.; ..... ~ a poS1 \.o1on 

f • L -'h- • c;c. er.ur:ciated in his pre ace \.00 tr.e .L .. ar.an.""'" 

::-.at :-oà' s ... -ill ertends to cO';er !:z.ar. acts i:; ::aèe c Iear :l!"l 
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another of a.1-Ashc:.arI' s answers on the question concerning the 

Divine ',-:ill: 

There cannot be, under the authority of 
Gad, any acquisition (iktisâb) on the 
part of human beings that God does not 
will, just as there cannot be any 
universally recognized act of God' s ovrn 
that He does not will, because if any 
act of His occurred "tdthout His knm·Ting 
it, it would imply a lack in Gad, and 
the sarne ,·rould be true if any hurnan act 
occurred vTithout ms kno .... Ting it. There­
fore, in the same Hay, no human act can 
occur vdthout His vrilling it, because 
that would imply that it occurred out of 
carelessness am neglect or out of loreak­
ness and inadequacy 68 His part to effect 
what He wills, ••• 

This an~rer definitely strikes a blow against the principle of 

free-will, although al-Ash'arl '5 concern in giving the answer .,las 

to affinn that Gad vTills that everything that exists should exist, 

am Gad eternally wills what He really knO.,lS. Since man "acquires" 

ms acts from C-od, man's willing, which in itself is an act, is 

"acquireà" from God; therefore man is depement on God. Gi ven such 

an aretnllent, we are left with no alternative, other than to think 

that man has an unfree-will. 

This principle t)f unfree-will is even detected in al-Ashtan' 5 

positio~ concernine man's ultimate destL~. en the question of 

ir.-an (belief), a question on which Isutsu6l finds al-.Ashcarl very 

confusi."s, al-Ashcarl asserted that the capacit:r to believe 15 a 

. ~t ~ _-l ' '''+ . ft· 1·'......,., ~. t' roul 62 D... or._'UU S pa_ 1.: a Zl.... ~ver. exc USl.ve~y ...,0 ..... :e -'.al.:1... • 

• f.. ') 
' ... 11er. ~~e cor.sider Is:!.a.",: as 'ceir:t: estaclished or. the fi 'le ?l.llars,~..) 

one of which is "~elief ," then "e realize ho· .... i!-:porta.!·lt a. role 
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Ilbelief" plays in ISlam. 64 He who "subrnits" must believe in the 

oneness (ta"VlbId) of God, if he is to attain the Beatifie Vision. 

Sut if the pm-Ter to believe is not granted by God, none can believe. 

AI-Ashcari stated that God May even command people to believe and 

yet not grant thern the pm-Ter to believe. On the question of ability 

to believe, he asserted: 

It belongs to the Bestower of favors, if 
He enjoins faith, te suspend P.is po"V:er 
of besto"VTing favors and not bestow favors 
by it, and so to enjoin faith upon them, 
even if He deserts them and does not give 
them the ability to believe. 65 

He cannot help but think that such a position taken by al-AshC.arl 

can only rnean that man' s ultimate destiny, or at least whether or 

not man could believe, is dependent on C~. 

Hmlever, that man's ultimate destiny is detennined solely 

by God, becornes more evident in al-AshcarI' s discussion in the 

ro~h concerning gadar. 66 A nUInber of traditions67 are cited in 

support of Qadar, some already cited above. 68 They relate that it 

is not man's works, but God's "predestinating,,69 choice Hhich de-

tel':T'.ines ",hether a man will attain Paradise. To deny God' s "pre-

destinating" choice ..:ould suggest that man may be able to determine 

his ultinate destiny. AI-AshcarI would not allo1-: the positior. that 

n:an's ultiIr.ate àestiny may be determineà by l':a.''1, because it 1010uld 

mean tr~t S~ is deficient. 70 

••• he ',;1:0 claineè that ser.-ar.ts (:':uslilns) 
ào ar.d èeteX"!:".i.ne (yuoaddirc:n) ;::-.2.t ~oè. dic! 
!'";ot deterr".Ïr.e (~"UOaè.diruh) ar.è t:-:'ey (laVe 
;.o';er C;,:acdir.m over .... hat :-od has :-.0 ::c~·7fJr 
cver, t:-:.us ~e has attrl'::,uteè. (j~ca.la) to 
t~e~. n .. ..:tho:-it:t, anè ~ ... :er an:! a:'i1it:,:" "(~!-'2ch ~ 
.,.. .. r Y" • ,...... .. 't-...... ... ":" ........ r- ":.~ .,....,...: .,..,., ?..:. ,.c Coe.o .. 0" ..... J"r:.~ __ e JO _cc, J .. J ,.e~,-,~_~. 
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:'he use of the term gadar definite1y strikes a death-blm'T to any 

free-.. rill princip1e ."hich "Tould imply that man is able to determine, 

solely by himse1f, his ultimate destiny. Eere is Hhere .. Te find 

that AI-AshcarI assumed the posture of a staunch determinist. 

HOvTever, it was not al-Ashcari's intention to be a staunch 

determinist, for his task ioTas to shoH ho .. , man is still responsible 

for his action vTithin the context of Divine Cmnipotence. AI-Ashe arl 

had to alloH for come measure and forro of freedol"l. Ee supposedly 

achieved sorne forro and measure of freedom by trading on the terro 

Kasb, a tenn already discussed. Thus by the use of the terro ~, 

al-AshC.arI could point to the tta.1dns over' aspect of a created act; 

~~, therein lies man's freedom. According ta the phenomenolobists,72 

such a freedor.l. is the freedom of aHareness; a freedom 1-Tithin the 

realr.: of 1ived experience. l'his kim of freedom allo't·~s the man to 

make meaningful for hireself the act which he has 'taker. over'. 

',':e strone;l~r believe that al-Ashcari may have had in r.lird. a 

psychological freedorr. Hhich he did not postulate, lest he oe accused 

of ::uCtazilite vieHs. The reasor. for this belief is that a1-Ash'"ari 

had to account for rev;ard and punisment ',rhich v~ll oe r:eted out 

0::' the Ja:; of Judr;er:ent (cf. ~. 12:22-30; 21:42; 36:;'4). '.:hen a 

:"'.an thirJ.:s of rel·rard <' .. ne! ?ur.is:T.e::.t., rus face is tur.-.ed tO"n"arc!s 

the f~t~re. ~ccordin~ to ~lar.3hard, the ~an ~s orie~t~ in hi~ 

cr.e G.ct or .... ..! "": 1 t. ___ ~_ 

the :"'.2.!'". fee1s 
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puniSfl.'nent Hhich results from his deeds, the most natural thing 

happens: man forgets temporarily about the causes or origins of 

his actions. Ea.ch tinle he acts, he does not stop to thin.l.c or assert 

that God is making him act. Thus, not giving any attention to 

the spring of his actions in the process of acting, man feels that 

he is free to act as he pleases. Tbis type of freedom, one in which 

the man feels free, is only "na tural" to man. ':le cannot help 

thinking that al-Ashcarl most likely acknovrledged such a freedom, 

since it 'oTould make compatible to a Great degree the principles of 

Divine Omnipotence and human responsibility. 3ecause al-Ashcarl 

argued for the compatibility of these two Quranic truths, we feel 

that it is fair to say that he had in mind some measure of freedom 

for man. Thus al-AshcarI cannot be labelled a strict determinist. 

Cn the question of free-~~ll, we may conclude that both 

theologians were deter:ninists who were loTilling to allow rrlan some 

measure of freedoIll ",~thin the experiential world. Yet, this freedom 

is not the saroe in each tneologian' 5 case. \'.'hile al-AshC.arl seems 

to have made allowance for a psychological fo~ of freedom whereby 

!:lar. thir.ks that he is free, Luther was "\orilling to concede that 

~ar. has a terrestria1 freedo!':l whereby God has grar.ted man free use 

of thinss or. the ::arth. 3ut this lir'.i teà freedo:r. in eac}: theologian' s 

-
case is overshadowed cy .. ' ... ne pri!'1ciple of i:livir.e C;':'cr.i?Qtence .... hich 

results in bot}: t!:eolcf~iar.s der.yir.g that :-.an has ar,y acili t:,' or 

freed~ :'0 dete~.ine !:is :.à ti:.ate destir.y. ::-.us, t!':e :'r;;t}: cf ar.:,' 

freeào~ which is ascriceè to !':lan, in either t!:eoloLia~'s case, does 

r.o:' exclt:de :lor lkit::-oà' s -.. 1.11, ::is ac:'ior., or :::'5 c:"'.ni?Cter.ce 
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in any ~Tay" Accordingly, man' s will can never be really free, since 

it is subject to God's will. 

That being the case, it would seem that man's .fill to do evil 

is also subject to God's will, in which case God is the one who 

effects evil. Both theologians argued that God effects evil, but 

there could not be any legitimate principle of Divine morality 

~Thich is applicable to God. 

In the case of al-Ashcari, he argued that although God effects 

evil, He could not be described as being evil. The MuCtazilites 

claimed that God did not effect evil because if He did He would be 

evil whereas Ee is always juste But in claiming that God did not 

effect evil, the HuCtazilites had unintentionally placed a limitation 

on the principle of Divine Omnipotence. Al-Ashcari did not lose 

sight of God's omnipotence on the question of evil. Ee insisted 

that God being omnipotent must have power and authority over everJ 

aspect of man's life, in which case man's evil is under God's 

omnipotence and is therefore willed by God. Yet, in no way is God 

evil. 

AI-Ashcarl backed the claim that God is in no way evil by 

two arguments. The first argunent demonstrated that it is possible 

to will sin without being sinful am he illustrated it by the 

stor:r of Adam's sons. 74 In like rnanner, Goà \<'-:llls evil without beir.g 

evil. 75 :~ creates ~he evil not as ~is evil tut as ~an's evil. 

~e does not ~~ll to ào ~an injustice, eut ~-:ills ~~~t ner. should 

d h .. '- . ~ ~ ~... 76 o eac. O~ner ~nJus", ...... e. :'he secorri arg1r.er.t is that :::-od, beine 
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a doer of what He wills (11:109), is free to do as He pleases. 

Since He is under no law, subject to no one, and has no limits, 

nothing can be evil on His part.?? Therefore, if He wills that men 

do each other injustice, there can be no question of Di~r.ine morality. 

itlhereas Gad is not under any law, man remains subject to C-od' s law. 

As a result, evil which is created by God for man is not God's evil, 

but man's evil. 

In Luther's case, likewise, there is no question of placing 

evil outside the sphere of God's omnipotence. Through the action 

of His omnipotence, God moves and works in 0911, including Satan. 

The fault for evi1, according to Luther, lies in man and not in 

God's action.?8 Gad does not make evil, but through His actions 

He fonns and multiplies man' s evil nature. Luther wrote, "He 

(God) is like a carpenter .... Tho makes statues out of "Tarped wood. ,,?9 

Thus, urxier the impulse of Divine power, 0911 men work. But the 

works of ungodly men areevil. Through the Divine action therefore, 

Gad '\oTorks evi1 through evil men, and yet He is not evi1. Luther 

09150 cited the examp1e of "the hardening of Pharaoh,,80 as a mode1 

of how God .... ~orks evil by His omnipotent action upon man' s evil 

The existence of man's evi1 l-Till raises the question of its 

ongin, a.rrl this question :ir:pinges upon the question of Di vine 

~orality. Through the fa1l of Ad~. aIl ~en beca~e ta~~ted with 

Ad~'s sin, for all ~en 'Here created fro~ a seed corrur·;:'ed cy cnp. 

( 2 0)' 31 r:ar. cf. Sph. 0 J. f.owever, Joel car.!'.ot 'ce qt:.estioned r.or is ::e 
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obliged to give reasons for "That He does as in the case of Eis 

creating man from a corrupt seed, or allo1-ling Adal'Jl to fall. Luther's 

reason for insisting that God cannot be questioned on such matters 

"Tas that there is no cause "lI'hich can be laid down for Gad' s will. 82 

There is no rule or standard laid down for the will of the Creator, 

whereas causes and rules are laid down for the "dll of the creatures; 

thus whatever God does is not ri~ht because C~d is bound to will it, 

but whatever takes place is right because He ldlls i t so. 8; 

Therefore it should never be said that God is either l~on~ or evil. 

Above all, there should be no question of Divine morality, as 

far as Luther was concerned. God's justice cannot be comprehended 

in tenr.s of human conception of justice, because His justice "Tould 

no longer be Divine. Luther supported his bellef that man's knowled~e 

and judgements are unable to comprehend God's wisdom and justice 

by recalling Paul' s HOrdS: "e, the depth of the riches both of the 

,·d.sdom and knowledge of God: EO"T unsearchable are Eis judgenents, 

and ?..is ways past finding out: (Romans 11 :1;). ,,84 Thus, Gad' s 

justi~e remains incomprehensible and inaccessible to man's under-

standing, am there is no way man could really judge arrl evaluate 

God t S judgement. Eo\o:ever, Luther fin'Ùy believed that b:: the li~ht 

of glory it will be revealed one day that c~ts justice is ~ost 

righteous arrl evident. ES Since man car.not ur:derstar.d :-od t s ..... a:·s 

nor ::is judG'3:!:er.ts, t!;er. i:-. reali t:.; !!la:-. car.r;ot reaso:-~'cl:-' assisr. 

evil ":0 ":he Creator even thcu::-~ ::is o!"'x.ipote!"!': ac::'cr. e~~ects c':il, 

for it also effects zooè at. t!-.e 
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The question of good and evil frequently touches the issue of 

moral responsibility. If aIl things are necessitated by God, the 

,.,Till of the creature subjected to the will of the Creator, and aIl 

human acts are foreknown and v1illed by God, then it "TOuld appear 

that man cannot be morally responsible. But the Qur'an insists that 

man is responsible for ms deeds. HOH can man be morally respon-

sible when God foreknows and wills the acts of man? This was the 

crucial issue for al-Ashc'ari, whereas for Luther it 't.;as not crucial, 

but important for the doctrine of grace, and for the instilling 

of God's IIfear." Erasmus argued for the principle of free-will, 

50 that man should remain morally responsible. Luther, however, 

felt that neither the overwhelming majesty of God and His omnipotence, 

nor the bondage of the human ,,1ill implied a denial of the principle 

of moral responsibility. 

'de have already mentioned ho", al-Ashcari tried to make man 

responsible for his acts. In the first place human responsibility 

is affirmed in the Qur'an e.g. (12:28-30). Al-Ash carl's goal 

was to reconcile the latter with the Qurénic dat~ of Divine 

Cmnipotence. ~e did this by focussing atter.tion on taklif (dut y) 

ar:d (istitacah) as fau.rrl in the ~uranic text (2 :22) v~r.ic:: includes 

the use Ç' -, • 
o.t.~. 

:::-od c::arr-es (':ukallif) ;'0 seul save ta 
i~s capa;ity t~~sca~a); stand~.: te its 
accot:.!:<: i::; :·::-,at it ha::; ea!"!".ed C:as2.'c:a":.), 
n.r:è. a.:-:air~s: its accc~:' is :·::'at. i t :-.ns 
~e""":"'-.J (;~"'ac:a;-a·) a". _ __ t.!'I..,.;,. _r. \", ... _ .... • 

.Acccrèi;.~ te al-Âs::c~r:', :cè.' s .. :O!"CS 
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only .. ,hat it can do" means that "Gad does not enjoin upon a soul 

anything vrhich vTould afflict it too severely;1I God enjoins upon a 

soul "only vIhat He makes possible for i t .11
87 Thus, Hhat is commanded 

is not difficult for the soul to effect. This, of course, is con-

sistent .. Tith the line of argument "Thich al-Ashc ar1 took on the 

question of 'Iman. God imposes belief on the soule Eo .. rever it is 

not difficult for the individual to believe, but the individual 

"omits" to believe. At the same time the verse (2:28) insists that 

man is held responsible for the things he has acquired, i.e. his 

deeds. Therefore "acquisition" of a thing is no excuse for denial 

of moral responsibility. "Acquisition" illustrates the connection 

of the act between the creature and the Creator, but obligation 

(taklif) implies that the creature is morally responsible for the 

act "Thich, ho'to/'ever it May appear, is not beyond his capacity 

(istita~). Since man's acts are never beyond his capacity, 

al-Âshcar.l believed that the creature is made morally responsible 

for his acts l'oThich are ahTays under Gad' s control and are 't-rilled 

by Him. 

In Luther's case, bis opponent Erasmus insisted on a free-will 

which VTould allow for a principle of moral responsibility, but Luther 

felt that althou~h man's will is in bonàaEe and Gad necessitates 

all tp~gs, the prir~iple of ~oral responsibility is not destroyeà. 

It was Era~us' intention to grant man free-.dll 50 that ~ar. cculè 

ce n'oorall;:,- responsiole. ~rasr:us, ceir'G a ht:":ar.ist, stressed 

fu.."xia:.:ental Eoodr.ess cf ro:.a."1 a.>'Xi ifncreè the Au.C-lstir.:'an doctrine 

of ori;:--inal co.; .,... .... _ ... ln arder to sup;x>rt the vie',~ o~ ~ree-·,::'ll, ::ras:".".ls 
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interpreted (Hatt.7:l6),'IIBy their fruits ye shall know them," 

saith the Lord' as an indication that all is not carried on by 

necessity, but ~~n has a share in ~~s works. 88 

On the other hand, Luther, who believed in the doctrine of 

Original Sin, maintained that the text did not affirm free-will; 

and although Gad necessitated all things, that which man receives 

is nonetheless his. Luther supported this argument by citing Paul 

( l Cor. 4:7) to show that there is nothing vrhich Il"~n has that he 

did not receive. 89 For instance, things ,·rhich are given to man 

such as his eyes, ears, and hands are still his, even though he has 

net created them; for man is accustomed to claim such things as 

the eyes arrl ears as his own "in the MOSt proper sense. ,,90 In 

like manner, the works loThich God has given man by His Spirit are 

to be called man's own works. 9l By insisting that man does not 

have to create something before it can be called "his ,ft Luther 

accomplished twe things: 1) He made a place in his scheme for 

God's Grace and the Spirit; thus man is able to speak of Christ as 

his own, even though man did not create Christ; and 2) Re maintained 

moral responsibility by citing l Cor. 4:7 te ShOioT that whatever 

Mar. does, although r~cessitated Gy the will of Gcd, still re~ains 

~an's àeed. 

In fave~ of ~oral respor.sibility is an arcumer.t cased or. tr~ 

te:ct ~ccl. 11:é ~~ch Luther citeè to ~~~er the :iatrioe's questic~: 

"::OW is i-: of :",..a.r. :'0 prepare t!'-,e heaTt, wher. Lut:-.lJr affi:r::s ~ .... ",r.a _ 

aIl thir.~!: are cor.trolled C".J' r.ecessi ty?,,<;2 
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that man should strive to do his best, for aIl things future are 

uncertain to man, arrl this fact is made knm-n1 in Ecclesiastes: 

"In the morning 50101 thy seed and in the evening hold not thine 

hand: for thou knowest not l-1hich shall prosper, this or that" 

(Il :6). 94 !>~an' s knowledge of such things is uncertain, although 

the outcome of such things is necessary; this necessity, ho101ever, is 

enough to strike the fear of God in man, 50 that man does not entertain 

any false hope of security.95 Therefore, because of the fear of 

God, man should st rive al101ays to do his best. In this 101ay God' s 

necessitating action does not destroy moral responsibility. On 

the other hand, man' 5 uncertainty of the necessary outcome of aIl 

things, should aIl the more urge man to place his trust in God. 

r.either theologian denied that man is morally responsible for 

his deeds, hOl-1eVer, each theoloe;ian affimed man's moral respon-

sibility differently. In al-AshGari's case, he affirmed it because 

it is a dat\lIll of revelation. ;':hereas, Luther affimed it, not because 

it is a datum of revelation (cf. l Cor. 4:7), but because it follmred 

fro!ll the ver"J argument ... Thich allo101s rr.an to admit that the Spirit 

and C~'s grace belong to man even though man has not created either: 

the :Spirit arrl Goà 's grace are essential to Luther' 5 doctrines of 

justification, and salvation. 

:;efore ":,rir'c:"r.E :'hJ.s chapter to a close, a fe~,: re;:arv.s 0;' the 

q1.l9stior. of ?redestir-.atior. are fittir.::, for pre<Ï.estir.atio;. l:as 

trad:..tior.all:: ':.eer. associateè ... :itt-. ::-.e ql.:e!:ticr. cf free-~,:-:'ll :"r. 
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predestination, the thesis has not focussed its attention on the 

question. This is because the question Has not central for either 

theologian. Let us recall that for al-AshcarI the task Has: hOH 

to explain ~an as the Bcause" of !ris own act for ,·,hich he is respon-

sible before God, .. :hereas for Luther the task i'las: to expIa in that 

man's sinful nature, 'Hhich is the cause of his enslaved ldll, cannet 

effect Horks that 'Hill hring salvation; thus man's vrill is not free 

and man r.ust re~ain dependent on C~d's grace for his salvation. 

, ' 

There i510 doubt that al-AshcarI 's arfw:ents carry a note of 

predestination. Concerni.l1g God' s'Hill, al-Ashcarl cited argUrients 

Ï'ihich imply a predestinarian vieÏ'T. For exa."?:ple, God' s 1':n01·:1edt;e 

cannot be orie:inated, therefore ~·.'hat ::e foret:noÏ'7s, :-:e Must Hill or 

alse Ee Hill 'oe accused of being careless. 96 'l'hen, on the question 

concernine Qadar an::l. its preof, al-.hshcarl, :l,S in so~e of !lis ê:>ther 

argur:ents, spoke in a predestinarian tone 1-Then he said: 

These badits97 prove that God kno~s that 
Ï'lhat ,·Till De, 'Hill be, and ,·:rites it do,-m; 
and that Ee ,.;ri tes dO'\·m the people of 
Paradise and the people of ::1311, ard ereates 
them as t'tTO groups: a GroUD fer ?aradise 
and a [roup for the flar.-.e. 9~ 

::o',:ever, sueh predest;!îarial: re:leetior.s are cour.t8reà ,·rith :';urar.ic 

è-oes fer ·"~~ .. ic!: 

S'...:C :-. a r:- H -, 
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kply that Man should do his test él.t Hhatever he is involyed Hith, 

and he should not HOrI"'J about the fruits of :b; s actions. 

Cn the ,·rhole, the question of predestination is not denied by 

al-AshC.arl. For him, ho"Tever, the question ga.ve t·;ay to the more 

important question of m~~inE compatible the affirmation of human 

responsibility "Tith the affinnation of Gad as the sole Creator 

arrl Sovereign of the uni verse. 

Like al-Ashcarl, Luther did not deny predestination nor did he 

shy a"llay from the use of such i·;ordS as "ordained", "foreknowledge", 

"decreed", ~Yl<i "elected." Ee admitted that the knoHledge of pre-

destination is something "rhich has been left in the Horld ,-ri th a 

great desree of certainty; and poets along id th the COl'!lIllon people 

recognize predestination as familiar. 102 :lm'Tever, the details of 

God's predestination are not r-.noim to man.10) Therefore, the topic 

of predestination should gi 'le place to that '\oThich God has revealed 

to man, arrl about which man is certain. 

::rJ.at the auestion of predestination adumbrated for Luther i·ras 

the two '·Tills of God: ::is revealed arrl r.is secret i-rill, or God 

preached and God not preached.104 AccordinE to Luther, there is in 

God an inscru.table Hill. It is enouEh for !'laYl sinply to kno .... : tb.at 

.Joel. ~s an inscrutable arri incorr.prehensible v:ill, and it is un-

larrfcl. te ir!ouire conc9!"!".inS it. ?ather, it s:,oulà '::'0; reverer:tly 

aàored. Cn the ot:,er ha.rxi, the revealeà v~ll is t::'3 ~.;ill of 3cd. 

is :!-.e ~O:! ~.;no ~as dealir.;:s ' .. :it:-: r:a!"., .:ho ar~ ",:::0 
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,·rorks to justify man by P.is grace so that sin and death are vanquished. 

l·:an should therefore concern hirnself ,·rith that which is knm-m of 

God, His revealed 'Hill; and he should "fear and adore" the God 

vTho is hidden in Hajesty. 

Since predestination is a question 10lhich touches on God' 5 hidden 

vdll, Luther felt that it should not be discussed. Rather, the 

more important issue of God's Grace should be emphasized, for God 

has chosen to reveal to man details of His savins grace. It is 

therefore essential that man should knoH of God' s saving grace 

vThereby He makes man righteous, if man is to attain the Eeatific 

Vision. AIso, knovlledge of Gad' s saving grace is essential for man, 

since it makes clear that man by himself cannot effect his O'ID 

salvation; God's saving grace is necessary. 

1;Ie see then, that although al-Âshcarl. arrl Luther acknowledged 

the principle of predestination, each treateà it differently. 

Al-Ashcari saH i t as evidence of God' s di vini ty, foreknovTleàge, arrl 

sovereign rule, and used it to affirm God's supreme control of 

every aspect of ~an's life. Luther, on the other harrl, felt that 

altho\;.gh the ~:nOi.;ledge of predestir.ation has remained very certain 

in tr.e Horld, Man should nontheless be co!":cerneà about ,,"hat God 

~s revealed in detail to :o:an. ',;e fir.ri in 'Doth theolo:,:ia!1s a 

+.errler.c::· to r.ot co~e to [rips ~,rith th8 principle of ?redestin3tio!": 

a~ it nffected ~an's L~eàiate life. ~oth theoloGÏa::-:s see~ ta say: 

:or. 't '::le ·cot:-.ered a':)o1,;t ~·~hether ::0'.1 'r~ll :0 to ::ell or ::eaver., 
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'.·onat is more inportant for man to realize is that God is the 

~o:iGhty, POvierful, AII-Knowing arrl Supreme l'Ionarch ,omo Hills, governs 

and contrals all aspects of man's life. Sven man's ulti~ate destiny 

is deper.d.ent upon the Supreme Honarct. This is the emphatic point 

in al-Ashc arl' s am Luther' s arguments, and Hhat folloHs necessarily 

is: Since man's Hill is under the authority, 1·rill, an:! or.u1ipotence 

of God at ail times, man is impotent in effectinc by himself a 

change in his ultimate destiny. Therefore, man cannot have a 

truly free-,,1ill. 
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Footnotes to Chapter 4 

IDe Lacy O'Lea~, Arabic Thought and its Place in Eist0rY 
(London, 1954), p. 124. 

Zrhe MuCtazilites probably emulated the Christian theologians, 
like John of Damascus, at Basra, Baghdad, and elsewhere. Evidence 
of Christian and }luslim contacts are the writings of John of Damascus 
and his disciple Abü Qurra (d. 826). M. Fakh~, Islamic Occasion­
alism, p. 23, 49; cf. ~., p. 53. 

3~. 

4Concerning the question of the unit Y of Gad, the ~~uCtazilites 
claimed that Gad is pure essence, having no eternal names, and auality. 
AI-AshC.arl taught that Gad has real, eternal attributes which a';'e 
neither identical with His essence nor different from it. They are 
real, although 'to1e do not know their "how." F. Rahman says that in 
the latter connection, al-Ashc-ari was making use of "the negative 
dialectic of the Mue: tazili tes. • ." F. Rahman, Islam, (London, 
1966), p. 92. An example of al-Ashcar~'s way of reasoning i.e. 
his methodo10gy, is seen in his arrivaI at a positive answer concerr~ng 
the question whether Allah may be seen in Paradise. Ibânah, p. 56-
60; 10-16(Ar~, and ~., p. 88-90. 

5According to HcCarthy, al-Ashcarl made no distinction between 
istitàCah and gudrah. 30th words are used synonymously to mean 
power, or ability. Luma':, p. 76, footnote No. 1. 

6rbid., l~os. 123-126, supra, p. 55. 

7The subtle move on al-Ashcarl's part, involved the introducting 
of ~ (omission), Luma c , r;o. 135; defining inability as not having 
the power to do a thing or its contrary Lumac , lio. 135; and assiening 
unbelief to that class of trials which should not be endured 
patiently. LUl'lac , 1;0. 100. ::owever. such a move does not really 
make human responsibili ty meaningful: it still remains an outward 
avo-.:al. 

~umaC, :;0. 135. Cn the questior. of 1."ian in al-Ashc ari, 
Izutsu thinks that there is a se~ar.tic cor.~on on a1-Ash car1's 
~art. Concept of 3e1ief, p. 207-210. Cne ter~s to agree with 
Izutsu. Eo;'l'ever, i t is possible that al-Asr.c ari is ceir.g su::tle, 
i:-. -.:~;ich case a1-As=:carl' s sche:-:e dis?lays inconsister;c~T. 

~L'-"" ,. 131:: ...=-' .. 0. -1. 

lC~' . , 
~. 
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llIbanah, p. 108. AI-AshcarI admits that capacity to believe 
is a gift of Gcxl. cf. sura 10:99. cf. LumaC:, !':os.85, 86. 

l2chadwick, 2E,. ill., p. 30. 

13For info~4tion on such superstitions and practices, see: 
A.G. Dickens, Reformation and Society in Sixteenth Century Europe 
(London, 1966) p. 34-51. 

14Chadwick, 2,E. ill·, p. 36. 

15Philosophy was not completely dead in the time of Luther. 
The Franciscans were still Scotist, the Dominicans still Thomists. 
~.; Although Occam, the founder of ~ominalism, was anti-Scholastic, 
his manner of expression and his method of exposition vias scholastic. 
S.H. Hel1one, "Scholasticism" E.R.E., Vol. II, p. 248. 

16rhomas !1ore is reported to have said that "he might as soon 
obtain bodily nourishment by mi1king a he-goat into a sieve as 
spiritual nourishment by reading the schoolmen,1I and Erasmus wrote 
contemptuous1y that the divines were "underpropping the Catholic 
Church vdth their syllogistie buttresses" like "Atlas bearing the 
heaven upon his shoulder." Chadwick, 2E. ill., p. 36. 

17B.A. Gerrish, is among those "mo has given we11 documented 
evidences of such agreement. Grace and Reason, p. 44. 

18Ibid., p. 44f, 45, and footnote 3. See: Luther' s'l'Jerke, 
(''':ei.'11aren Ausgabe), Vol. 30, pt. 2, p. 160, line 3; Vol. 38.160.3; 
Vol. 6.183.3. Gordon Rupp has suggested that 'many of Luther's 
diferentia1 remarks about Cceam prove to be ironical': Luther's 
Prop;ress to the ùiet of Horms (Ne1'; York, 1964), p. 17. Ir. De Servo 
he called the !:ominalists his friands. hl.,!=J. 139. 

19Gerrish, 2E. ~., p. 38,46, 47. It is possible that 
Luther taught "Little Logic" before cOrlpletine: his master' 5 àeEree, 
for one of the conditions of attainine a bachelor' s de[ree '~Tas a 
promise to teach for b-ro years in the faculty of philosophy. 
~ rd· • Fif ' • }. c; 41"' tt- • ttl - . Il • h Jtcco 1r.;:s "o. e, 2,E. ~., D. "f'J' ~. 1.1 •• e L0E:lC ~·Tas ~,e 

intrùducto!7 course bascd or. 500ks : uri Iï cf tr-,e '::'..::'::".ulae LOi'ica.:!.es 
of ?etr~s ~iSpé~US. 

2C1-~elal'lchthon testifies that Luther read with pleasure the 
writings of Cccam, D'Ailly, and Eiel arxi knel-l t!1er: 'cy heart. 
T.H. ~·~C!)or.OUEh, 00. cit., p. 34. Urxioubtedly, Luther n:ust have 
read about Cccam -;;- logical theo~· which Gerrlsh shows as ceing 
surprisingly advanced, although it suffered from the lack of arry 
system of symbQls. Gerrish gives one illustration to show that 
Occam was acquainted with 'me l-:organ' s Laws", ,2E. ill., p. 46. 
Luther' s teachers also wrote books or. 10gic, arlCi Luther W'Xioubtedly 
read the Lede of Aristotle. Documented. by C-errish, 2E,. ill., p. 
37, 35 anà Fife, ~. m., p. 56-59; ef. ~., p. 151. 
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21 
Supra., p. 94f. 

22Ibid., p. 97-99. Another example of his subtlety is his 
interpretation of "nothing" in John 1.5:.5. See: lkli., p. 2.59ff. 

23~., p. 217. 

2~id., p. 71, see also p. 81 where he uses logic again. 

2.5tuther said that on the grounds which Erasmus had established 
free-vdll, it was easy to establish that a stone or a log had free­
will. ~., p. 142. 

26rt is not insinuated in this thesis, that without the 
Kominalist training Luther could not have established an unfree­
will. He need not have destroyed Erasmus' argument by exposing 
the vTeakness of the arguments. Luther could have simply proceeded 
to establish unfree will as he did in.the latter section of De 
Servo; by presenting a Biblical doctrine of unfree-will to oppose 
Erasmus' argument of frae-will a.rxi to point out that the Bible in 
its teachings does insist on unfree-will. 

27J.M. Todd, Hartin Luther, p • .56. 

20"1. Spitta, Zur Geschichte Abü:Ol-~asan al-Ashc arl's (Leipzig, 
1876), p. 118 in Arabie. This Arabie text is translated by D.8. 
l1acdonald, The Religious Attitu:ie and Life in Islam (Chicago, 1912), 
p. 89, 90. The preceding referance gives an account of al-Ashcarl's 
experience as it is told by him. Hacdonald has said that it is 
remarkable to find al-AshC ad' s experience tald.ng that form, since 
to a MuC:tazilite dreams had litt le value. Ibid., p. 89. -

2~he marxiate was gi ven by the Prophet Muhammad. It was to 
support the truths fourxi in the Qur"an am Sunna by Kalim, ~., 
p. 89, 90. 

30rrhe existential question is: How can l be assured that l 
am saved? Luther felt that the Church's traditional answers did 
not guarantee any certainty. ·,.,rhen he had done vrhat the Church had 
pre sc ribed , he still had doubts as to whether he was worthy in the 
sight of God to be saved. 

3lrcmnah, p. 100-103; cf. L\.I:!l8.C., 1;os. 49-.53. 

32LumaC , 

33~., ,-
.. 0. 170. 
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35s.\-i., p. 169. Luther refers to Gad as the Divine Najesty. 

36rbid., p. 83, 203. 

37~., p. 208; cf. p. 209. 

38sura 76:30, cf. Lumac , No. 6.5. 

39Chadwick, EE,. m., p. 38, 39. 

4Ocf• John 14:6, 3:14, 1.5, 18, 27; ~., p. 301-310. 

41cf• Romans 4:2-3, 9:30-31, 10:20; ~., p. 29.5-301. 

42Luther argued that God's ... 'il1 cannot be resisted, an:i it is 
fulfi11ed by what tous is necessity. cf. Luke 11:2, Romans 9:1.5ff; 
~., p. 212-218. 

4Joe Servo was pub1ished in December 1.52.5, (~., p. 39), 
and Luther's solution to his prob1em concerning the certainty of 
salvation came with his urxierstaming of the Scriptures between 
the years 1.513-1.518, sometimes cailed "the crucial years" of Luther. 
cf. McDonough, EE,. ill., p. 17f and Todd,.2,2. Ell., p. 80ff. 

~.W., p. 82, 84. 

4.5For examp1e, some such texts cited by Luther are: Isaiah 
46:10, Romans 3:4; 9:6, 2 Timothy 2:19, Titus 1:2 etc. ~. 

46rbid., p. 1.50, 1.51. 

47 God foreknows am wills ail things necessarily am immutab1y. 
~., p. 83, 84. Man's will, good am bad, is moved to will am 
to act by movement of the DivL"le will am operation of God. Ibid., 
p. 2.59. "He works ail things in ail men." ~., p. 267, 26r.-

48cf• ~., p. 1.51, 271. 

49The who le wor1d is sinf'ul, for we are al1 children of wrath. 
(cf. Eph. 2:3). This is because we rAVe been created from a seed 
that has been corrupted by the sin of Adam. lhlè.., p. 314, 273-278 • 

.5°Ibid., p. 260 • 

.51Ibid., p. 270. 

52I!2i4., p. 314 • 

.5~·:cDonoueh, 2E. ill., p. 29. The La" is the Decalogue precepts 
arri pro:rises, i. e. the ioiorci as Law ioihich is anti tetr..ica11y re1ated 
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to the ir/ord as Gospel. The Law is a mirror of man' 5 sinfulness, 
and a preparation to the advent of the Gospel promise of forgiveness. 
It leads to Christ by giving knowledge of sin. ~., p. 287f. 
Luther did not discuss the Law from the point of view of ontology; 
but he spoke of the Law only as showing man what man is to do. 
McDonough, 2E,. m., p. 31. 

54B.w., p. 150. 

55rbid., p. 267, 268. 

56:rbânah, p. 100. 

57~., p. 101, 102. 

58tuma~, No. 65. 

59Ibinah, p. 43; cf. p. 44. 

6oIbid., p. 103; cf. Lumac , No. 49. 

61Izutsu, Concept of Belief, p. 207-210. 

62Ibinah, p. 108, 109. 

63The five Pillars are the five essential constituents of 
Islan established in early Muslim theology. See: ~., Ch. 2. 

64See : Izutsu, Concept of Belief, p. 57-66. 

65rbinah, p. 109. 

66rbid., p. 124-130. 

67These traditions which are cited on the authority of Malik 
arxi others, according to al-Ashc arl, prove that "God knows what will 
be, will be, arxi writes it down;" thus "He writes down the people 
of Paradise am the people of Hell am creates (dhara' a) them as 
two groups." ill2,., p. 127ff. 

68rbid., also supra in Ch. 3. sec. A, footnotes 57-61. 

69rhe meaning of "predestinating" is given in Chapter 3. 
sec. A., footnote 63, supra. 

7°Ibinah, p) 74 (Ar). 

71Ibid. 
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72For examp1e: Mer1eau-Potlty, Sartre, and \-lild. John Wi1d, 
for instance, holds to a concept of freedom operative in a wor1d 
where causality is not fundamentally applicable. It is a world of 
1ived experience. Existence am the Wor1d of Freedom (Eng1ewood 
C1iffs: N.J., 196)), p. 109, 148. 

7~lanshard, 2E. ill., p. 21. 

74rbinah, p. 104; supra., p.57. 

75rbid., p. 105. 

76rbid., p. 109; cf. Lumac , Nos. 97, 98. 

77Lumac , No. 170. 

7Bs.w., p. 20), 204, 205. 

79Ibid., p. 203; supra. , p.79. 

8Oill2,., p. 207, 208. 

81Ibid., p. 202, 314. 

82Ibid., p. 209. 

8)~. 

84rbid., p. 315. 

85Ibid. ; a1so cf. p. 234. 

86rbid., p. 204, 205. 

87Lumac , No. 149. 

88J3.W., p. 185, 186. 

89rbid. , p. 186. 

90Ibid. , p. 185, 186. 

91Ibid. , p. 186. 

92Ibid., p. 257. 

93roid. , p. 257f. 

94rbid. , p. 258. 



l' 

1 

- 125 -

95Ibid., Luther did not leave man in despair by saying that 
man shoUÏcÏfear God. He pointed out that man's uncertainty concerning 
things of the future should lead him ail the more to trust God. 

96Ibânah , p. 100-103; cf. p. 95-96 for God's foreknowledge. 

97The contents of some of the bidiths have been cited earlier. 
See: Ibanah, p. 124-131. 

98rbid., p. 127. 

99Lumac , No. 146 (cf. Quranic verses 46:16; 2:1) 

100Ibinah, p. 127. 

101Ibid., p. 129. 

102B•W., p. 83. 

103~., p. 179; cf. p. 101. 

104Ibid., p. 169-171. 
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Conclusion 

The comparison of the two views on free-will has revealed that 

both al-Ashcar1 and Luther are on common ground regarding many 

points. For instance, both men have acknowledged and affirmed 

the undisputable supremacy and sovereignty of God, an affirmation 

which is central to Islam, am Christianity. Neither theologian 

denied that man is morally responsible for his deeds; both men 

affirmed human responsibility, but the affirmation is given greater 

praminence by al-Ashc ar1. For both al-Ash~arI and Luther the concept 

of God's omnipotence entails the admission that Gad works evil, 

though each insisted that God is not evil, am the question of 

divine morality is inadmissible. The principle of predestination 

is certain, but its details remain uncertain; a position reflected 

in al-Ashcar1. '5 arguments, and enunciated by Luther. The sovereignty 

of Gad and His omnipotence is 50 overwhelming that He is thought of, 

by both theologians, as being.in immediate control of all events 

and acting at every moment; thus man's will is always under the 

control am direct authority of God, and in no way is man free, 

nor has he the ability, to determine his final destiny. 

HO.Tever, despite such similarities or the common ground, there 

are Many differences in the two views. The basic differences are 

differer~es in approach and in each man's understaming of his 

task. These account for the difference discussed in the thesis. 

In al-Ashcarl's approach is reflected an urxierstanding of a fom 

of atomiS!:':, Hhereas in Luther' s approach is reflected a biblical 
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exposition of the nature of man to which scholastic subtleties are 

applied. The task of al-Ash'arl was to explain ho,.; man is re­

sponsible for his deeds when God remains Lord of the \';orlds am 

there cannot be on man's part any "acquisition" which God did not 

will. Luther's task was somewhat different. He set-out to deny 

free-will in order to affirm man's total inability to save himself 

and the sovereignty of Di vine grace in man' 5 saI vation. Thus, in 

Luther's arguments reference is made to grace because of a definite 

doctrine of grace which is evident in Luther's theology. Whereas, in 

al-Ashcari's arguments, no definite doctrine of grace is seen as 

essential. Haturally, the arguments of each theologian refiect 

his religious tradition, arrl as such al-Ashcari cannot be expected 

to present a doctrine of grace. Rather, he presented that which 

is central of Islam: belief in the sovereignty of the Di vine 

!-1ajesty, the oneness of God, an:i submission of all things to His 

will. 

This study has dealt with two theologians who are from different 

philosophico-theological backgrounds, an:i who lived almost six 

centuries apart. Although the task of each was different, it 

i."'Ilpinged on the question of free-will. The firxiings of this sttXiy 

has revealed that in their arguments each affirmed the following: 

(1) the question of ~iv.L~e morality is ~~ssible, (2) man is a 

morally responsible agent even though all his human attributes 

have been gi'V'en to hi."'Il, an:i (J) man is not free to àetemir.e ms 

ultir.ate àestin:r, arri in this sense man has no free-.. -ill. 
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The inadmissible question of Divine morality served as a good 

warrant for both theologians to ascribe the responsibility for 

evil to man. Moreover, man is a responsible agent because God' s 

will is made known to him. For al-Ashcar1, God' s .. Till is revealed 

in the Qur>ân,l whereas for Luther it is revealed in the Bible. 

Because God 's will is clearly made known to man, man is held morally 

responsible for bis deeds and in this sense he may be described as 

a free-agent: free to believe or not to believe in God' s words. 

However, man is not a free agent when it comes to the affairs 

of his ultimate destiny. Al-Ashcarl, who was committed to the truths 

of the Qur>in, 2 left the matter of the guidance of the soul strictly 

with God,J for the "appointed time ll of each person, and whatever 

will be, is known only to God. 4 Since God has not revealed 

such matters to man, he does not have any knowledge of them. As 

a result, he is unable to effect a change in things which are known 

only to God.5 Similarly, Luther, who affinned the Biblical truths,6 

felt that he should leave these things which apply to salvation to 

the eternal order of God; for such things are not lr..no;.m to man, 

but to God alone. Therefore, man cannot will \t.bat he does not 

know. 7 

These fin:iings reflect a position also taken by some men .. Tho 

do not necessarily start with the data of revelation. Among those 

contemporar~ philosophers who have devoted attention to the problem 

of the freedom of the will, stuart Hampshire's discussion reflects 

the cornmon position contained in al-Ashcari's, and Luther's 
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arguments; thus making the views of both theologians relevant in 

out time. His argument is based on knowledge about man' s unconscious 

dimension. 8 From such knowledge, Hampshire concludes that a man 

becomes more and more a free and responsible agent when he at all 

times knows clearly what he is dOing. 9 The latter condition is 

fulfilled when the man 

••• knows his own situation in the world 
am. generally recognizes the relevant 
features of the situation confronting him 
at any time. lO 

In light of this corxiition set down by Hampshire, '\oTe may come 

to a better understanding and appreciation for the position reflected 

in the findings of this study: man is impotent in deterrrrl.ning his 

ultimate destiny. The will of man is never truly am entirely iree, 

since man's knowledge is unclear about many things confronting him 

in the universe, especially those things which pertain to the final 

destiny of the soule Regardless of the difference in approach am 

in the task which men set before themselves, so long as the task 

impinges on the question of man' s freedom, conscientious men will 

a1ways find a common ground of agreement on the question of free-

will. 
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Footnotes to Conclusion 

1Ibanah, p. 119, 123. 

2cf• 2:274, 32:13, 10:26, 45:22 are examp1e of Quranic state­
ments which reveal that Gad determines whom He guides to faith. 
See: Ib~h, p. 122. 

3Ibid., p. 119-123; cf. p. 107, 108. 

~id., p. 127. 

5cf. The tradition cited on the authority of Mu awiyah iba 
Amr concerning the wri t. See : Ib~nah, p. 124, 125; cf. supra, p. 71 
and footnote No. 34. 

6cf• l Cor. 2:9,10; Is. 64:4; Luke 23:34. See: B.W., p. 
139, 186. 

7~., p. 186. 

~pshire makes use of bTentieth century interpretations of 
the unconscious mini. He relies on the works of people such as 
Freu::l, Russe]J. and Wittgenstein. See: Stuart Hampshire, Thought 
and Action (New York, 1967), Ch. 3. 

9Ibid., p. 177, 267. 

10lli5!., p. 181. A secom condition fo11ows: "There must be 
a comparati vely wide range of achievements open to him, in which 
he would succeed if he tried. • ." lli5!. 
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