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ABSTRACT 

This thesis attempts to show that the freedom-determinism 

controvery in classical Islamic theology manifested itself through 

radical determinism, indeterminism and attempts to make compatible 

Divine Omnipotence and human responsibility. The first two approaches 

(represented by the ~adïth material of Bukhàri and Muslim, and the 

treatise of al-~asan al-Ba~rï) were closely connected to the first 

century political-religious upheavals, but the formulations of these 

two approaches were based upon two different interpretations of the 

Çur'àn. The third approach (represented by al-Ash'arï and Ibn ~azm, 

among others) sought to preserve Divine Omnipotence while at the same 

time allowing (or sorne notion of human responsibility so that taklïf 

would remain a meaningful concept. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The concern of this paper is to view the so­

called problem of Determinism and Freedom within the 

context of early lslamic thought. Our method will be 

a descriptive one: We will examine the Qur'an in order 

to show that it is the fundamental starting point of the 

problem and that it is responsible for instigating the 

controversies which raged on during the early develop­

ment of Islamic theological thought. Then we shall turn 

to two diametrically opposed positions -- one accepting 

a thoroughgoing, radical determinism (pre-destination), 

the other viewing man as truly responsible for his 

actions, thus necessitating sorne notion of human 

ability to choose options. Our final concern will be 

to look at the attempted compatibility-theory of Divine 

Omnipotency and Human Freedom. 

Before we turn to our special problem, it is 

well that we attempt a clarification of sorne of the 

complex issues involved in the determinism-freedom 

controversy. Today, the problem is dealt with at great 

1 



length by philosophical analytsts, moral philosophers, 

existentialists and psychiatrists. The philosophical 
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analylsts most often attempt to prove, by precise 

analysis of the meanings of common expressions, e.g. 11 1 

can do it; 1 cannot do it 11 that such expressions, which 

imply at the first level of meaning that one has the 

power to "will" options, are not at all incompatible 

with determinism. 1 Analy,st Alan Ryan2 discusses 

"freedom" set in its many linguistic usages, e.g. "free 

from", 11 freely 11 , 11 free to", and decides that the free 

will problem has been misnamed; it has not to do with 

freedom -- rather, it is a problem about ability. 3 

A. J. Ayer discusses the problem, and after a 

11 clarification of terms" (a phrase which is found in 

nearly every opening paragraph of the current articles 

dealing with the subject) and an analysis of what it 

means 11 to choose", and then a more precise definition 

of determinism, cornes to the view that moral 

responsibility not only is not incompatible with 

determinisrn; it presupposes it. 4 This view was 

previously stated, more courageously, by R. E. Hobart, 

who holds that freedorn implies causality. 5 i it-:- r n .. ë~' 

He goes further and states: 

There has never been any ground for the 
controversy between the doctrine of free will 
and determinism, that it is based upon a 
misapprehension, that the two assertions are 



entirely consistent, that one of them strictly 
implies the other, that they have been opposed 
only because of our nat~al want of the 
analytical imagination. 

P. H. Nowel-Smith is another who holds that 
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the notion of freedom implies causality. 7 Optimistically, 

he asserts that "the traditional problem has been 

solved 11 •
8 and this feat has been accomplished by 

analysis, whose purpose it is to show that there really 

exists no incompatibility between freedom and determinism. 

Now most of the analyJsts, like Nowel-Smith, 

Ayer and Hobart, have set out to prove the compatibility 

of free will and determinism because there is at stake 

one crucial difficultyi the problem of moral 

responsibility. Logically, it is inescapable that 

moral responsibility presupposes freedom;in the absence 

of sorne viable notion of freedom, a whole set of other 

questions is raised: If there is no 11real" freedom so 

that the choosing one does is not really one's own, 

then, who is responsible for acts, and how can one be 

punished or rewarded for acts which appear to, but do 

not really come from him? 

lt is not surprising to find others who 

reject the attempt of the analytst to rephrase and make 

more precise ordinary-spoken sentences which would then 

indicate that freedom is compatible with determinism. 
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There are those who hold that even after rigourous 

sentence-analysis, the problem is still the same as it 

was before. c. Arthur Campbell, far from accepting 

that the traditional problem has been solved, states 

bluntly, 11 the present state of philosophical opinion on 

free will is ••• profoundly unsatisfactory. 119 He 

rejects the notion of free-will as refined by the 

analyist to fit his deterministic psychology and 

determinist metaphysics. He holds to the "vulgar" 

meaning of free-will, i.e., that it does, in fact, really 

exist, and that it is in its real sense, incompatible 

with determinism. ln another study, after having tried 

to refute the view that free will implies only 

"translating our desires into action,n1° Campbell 

contends that in spite of these new analytical 

innovations, 11 the sirnp~ time-honoured argument still 

holds from the nature of the moral ought to the 

conclusion that moral responsibility implies a contra-
11 causal type of freedom. 11 For Campbell, the crux of 

the argument is found at the point where one gets at 

the meaning of moral responsibility, and it is precisely 

here that a proper understanding of freedom is necessary. 

But in the actual event of willing and doing, what is 

at work'l What is that "thing" which brings about a 

contra-causal freedom in the midst of varied causal 
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sequences? For Campbell, it is the "creatively active 

self1112 which cannet be identified with one's character, 

which is formed by a number of causal relations. Thus, 

to analyze the proposition 11A could have acted ether­

wise", as is often done by analyists, is to scrutinize 

a hypothetical statement. Nowell-Smith takes this 

statement and asserts that it means 'A' could have 

acted otherwise if he did not happen to be what he in 

fact was, or if he were placed in circumstances other 

than those in which he was in fact placed. 13 This kind 

of analysis, which studies hypothetical propositions 

which are found to be compatible with an unbroken 

causal continuity break down when brought into the 

context of actual moral thinking. 14 Campbell rejects 

the current analyses of moral sentences as 11an almost 

infallible method for reaching wrong results in the 

moral field. 1115 

Others also have their misgivings about those 

who reject the proposition that Freedom implies a contra­

causality. Richard Griffith does not attack the 

arguments of the determinist position but argues that 

"whether we are or are not really 1 free 1 , one thing 

is certain; much of the time we experience ourselves 

as free. 1116 Philippa Foot tries to disprove the theory 

that free will requires a deterministic causa l ity f or 
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it to be valid.l7 

B. Blanshard views the problem as one having 

been misunderstood and imp~ies that causality is not 

always the same kind, thus leaving open a place for 

sorne notion of freedom necessary for a viable concept 

of moral responsibility. 

lt is assumed that causality is all of 
one type and that this type is the sort 
exemplified in the pulling about of puppets 
in a Punch-and-Judy show. Any self­
respecting person would be humiliated at the 
discovery that hi~ conclusions and moral 
choice were the product of nothing but 
mechanical clockwork. But these are levels 
of causality; and there is no reason whatever 
to suppose that conclusions and moral choices 
are mechanically determined.l8 

ln Science and the Modern World, Whitehead 

quotes Tennyson, who said: '"The stars,• she whispers, 

•blindly run!" This line, Whitehead argues, sums up 

the mechanistic theory of the 18th Century, and he 

speaks against the philosophers who appropriated the 

classical scheme of physics and fit it into the sphere 

of human activity. 19 Rejecting the implications of 

classical physics for a view of determinism set within 

the ~here of human activity, Whitehead put forward a 

notion of organic mechanism2° in which both determinism 

and freedom have relevance. 

Now the kind of approach about which we have 

been speaking, with the possible exception of Campbell, 
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is the one that attempts sorne kind of compromise between 

determinism and freedom. The analysts scrutinize 

sentences with moral implications in order to show that, 

although the first glanee meanings might imply real 

contra-causal freedom which allows one to choose from 

real possibilities a particular option that really is 

one's own doing, the genuinely precise meanings of 

these sentences imply a deterministic background; thus 

determinism and freedom are compatible. 21 B. Blanshard22 

and Max Black23 inquire into the meaning of the concept 

"cause" to find there is no universal law of causation; 

Black holds to a deterministic framework in which one 

is perfectly free to speak of someone "acting freely11 •
24 

Those who do argue the compatibility of 

determinism and freedom apply specially qualified 

definitions of determinism or freedom to fit their 

basic view, which is: That there is a place for 

"freedom" in a world view which is based fundamentally 

on a deterministic order. But these people who seek an 

end to the controversy, or argue that there really is 

no controversy, if the proper definitions have been 

made (e. g . Hobart, Ayer, Nowell-Smith), 25 continue to 

come into conflict with each other and those others who 

take issue with 11 the basic definitions". One obvious 

reason the compatibility-theory is so confused and 



muddled stems from the fact that there is no set of 

generally acceptable definitions. David Hume was 

partly right when he stated about the "long disputed 

8 

question concerning liberty and necessity ••• that a 

few intelligible definitions would immediately have 

put an end to the whole controversy. 1126 And recently, 

M. Zimmerman, with a little more caution, expressed the 

same plea for more precise definitions. 27 lt is 

certain, then, that the problem has been, at least, 

Eartly one of getting to the business of •making proper 

definitions". But since sorne of the best minds in 

philosophy, science and theology have continuously been 

making clarifications of the basic ideas involved in 

the controversy, we are left with at least one in-

escapable and uneasy question: Do the two notions of 

freedom and determinism have no real point of contact, 

and do the efforts to make them compatible only lead to 

a distortion of sorne basic, essential meaning each one 

has7 Are we not, in short, dealing with an antinomy? 

P. H. Nowell-Smith28 and A. J. Ayer, 29 for 

example, maintain that the freedom-determinism 

controversy is a misleading approach to the matter. The 

correct contrast is between freedom and compulsion, not 

freedom and determinism. Ayer takes the "ordinary" 

usage of freedom and sets it over against different 
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instances of being compelled and shows that situations 

of constraint represent a special kind of causality, and 

in these circumstances of being compelled and constrained, 

one is not free. 30 In cases of no constraint, one may 

be acting freely, but this "acting freely" is set 

within the context of a different kind of causality. 

For Ayer, all that is required by the postulate of 

determinism is that one 1 s actions have an explanation. 31 

Determination suggests only a factual relationship of 

events, not that one is in the power of the other. Our 

distorted picture of determinism is that of 11an unhappy 

effect trying vainly to escape from the clutches of an 

overmastering cause. 1132 It is because we have not 

understood that deter.minism implies only the relation­

ship between one type of event and another event -- as 

a temporal or spatio-temporal relationship -- that we 

get mixed up and view causality and freedom as an 

antinomy. 

But left unanswered and unexamined is the 

question of the meaning of moral responsibility set 

within the deterministic framework. This question is 

what leads Campbe1133 to react against the attempts to 

deny that there do exist genuine open possibilities from 

which to choose; and if such open possibilities exist, 

and if one can make options, there must be sorne contra-
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causal force operative in the individual which allows 

for real choosing and thus gives basis to moral 
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responsibility. No one denies that responsibility 

implies freedom; the problem lies in how one defines 

freedom; Ayer, the California Associates in Philosophy, 34 

and Nowell-Smith assert that no one is responsible for 

acts which are forced to be performed. Not only does 

freedom imply determinism; it is impossible with in-

determinism, and there is no meaning to moral 

responsibility unless determinism is presupposed. The 

California Associates ask: How can one be punished if 

one 1 s voluntary actions are not determined? If 

voluntary actions are not determined, one 1 s future 

actions are simply unpredictable; and punishment for a 

crime committed has no logical basis, since the object 

of punishment is to deter and correct the criminal and 

his acts. 

lt can be seen, then, that there are a number 

of complicated aspects which must be reckoned with if 

an attempt is to be made to work out a compatibility 

theory. The "proper definitions" and "clarification 

of terms" become themselves the very arguments leading 

to a solution of the controversy. And the refinement 

of what the basic concepts really mean leads, if not to 

distortion, at least to confusion and unclear thinking . 
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William James was aware of this problem when 

he made his distinction between "hard" and "soft" 

determinism. 35 The Hard determinists were the "old 

fashioned ones who did not shrink from such words as 

fatality, bondage of the will, necessitation and the 

l .k .. 36 1. e. For the "soft" determinists, i.e. those who 

work out a compatibility between freedom and determinism, 

James had no kind words. These people repu~iate the 

harsh deterministic words and say that the real name of 

concepts like necessity and fatality, etc., is freedom; 37 

soft determinism, James states, is a "quagmire of 

evasion". 

The soft determinists, like Ayer and Nowell-

Smith, admit that desires, motives, choices, and 

voluntary acts are compatible with their understanding 

of determinism, and in their thinking they preserve 

the idea of man as morally responsible. But what of 

the question from where do these motives, choices, and 

voluntary acts come -- what determines motives, desires 

and choices? If one speaks of levels of causality, 

what criteria are used to determine which particular 

11 level" of causality is less deterministic, thereby 

allowing free choice, and thus preserving the notion 

of moral responsibility? Ayer states that determinism 

is not one event trying vainly to escape from the 
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grasp of another, 38 but in spite of affirmation to the 

contrary, there are those who see sorne truth in his 

imaginative metaphor. John Hospers, who does not shy 

away from a radical determinism, concludes that every-

thing is so determined in the sphere of human activity 

that moral responsibility is simply a meaningless 

notion at any significant level of meaning. 39 Basic to 

his radical determinism is the view that any present 

event is shaped totally by an antecedent event. 

Historian Pieter Geyl states this position clearly: 

Determinism is the doctrine 11according to which we are 

helplessly caught in the grip of a movement proceeding 
40 

from all that bas gone before. 11 More starkly put is 

Schopenhauer's view: 

Every man, being what he is and placed in 
the circumstances which for the moment obtain, 
but which on their part also arise by strict 
necessity, can absolutely never do anything else 
than just what at that moment he does do. 
Accordingly, the whole course of a man's life, 
in all its incidents great and small, is as 
necesstrily predetermined as the course of a 
clock. 1 

Wtth this kind of radical determinism implied, 

John Hospers raises the question: ls there any sense in 

which we can be held responsible for our actions? ln 

examining unconscious motivation, he concludes that 

"frequently persons we think responsible are not 
42 properly to be called so." After dealing with sorne 
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suggested criteria for responsibility, 43 he asks, in the 

final analysis, can one be responsible for one's actions 

at all. 

How can anyone be responsible for his 
actions, since they grow out of his character, 
which is shaped and molded and made what it is 
by influences -- sorne hereditary, but most of 
them stemming from early parental environment 44 that were not of his own making or choosing? 

He answers this question by suggesting that 

there should be two levels of moral discourse: one 

belonging to actions, the other to the deeper level of, 

or springs, or origins of actions. To the first one 

can apply words like "cann and "can't", 11should1' and 

11would 11 , "freedom", 11 choice 11 , "ability11 , etc. lt is 

here that the question of moral responsibility has sorne 

meaning, empty though it may be. At the deeper level, 

responsibility is meaningless because the issue at 

stake is that of the origins of actions. At this level 

responsibility is meaningless because it is the problem 

of being responsible for the way ~.,e are ( "character"), 

and the 11way we are" is shaped by factors for which we 

cannot be held responsible. 

Hosper's argument is important for us because 

it simply carries through to the logical end the 

implications of determinism. His view is forceful, 

because it is set within the psychoanalytic context. 
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and this, at least at the present ttme, is the most 

persuasive context of arguments for radical determinism. 

More than at any time before, we are conscious of the 

ambiguity of the source or causes of human actions. 

The deterrninistic presuppositions of psychiatry have 

practical consequences, particularly in the judgments 

of the courts in helping to decide who or what is 

responsible for criminal acts and to what degree punish­

ment is warranted. 45 

But whether the context is psychoanalytical, 

historical, jurisprudential or theological, the basic 

issue is the same, namely, how can one be held 

responsible for actions if these actions result from 

sorne causal nexus or source of power outside one's own 

control? Can anything really be effected in the world 

by human 11activity11 ? Are the changes viewed in the 

historical process due to the unfolding of sorne 

inscrutable law of destiny which belies human effort 

as a force capable of altering the course of human 

events? 

lsaiah Berlin's attack against historical in­

evitability is an historian's attempt to deal with 

deterministic interpretations of history. 46 Early in 

his inquiry, he points up the central question of "who 

or what was or is (or will be, or could be) responsible 



for a war, a revolution, an economie collapse, a 

renaissance of arts and letters, a discovery or an 

invention or a spiritual transformation altering the 
47 lives of men7" ln answering this question, Berlin 

focuses upon the vexing problem which all who enter 
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into the freedom-determinism controversy must confront: 

moral responsibility implies freedom. And basic to 

whatever form of determinism one employs in one•s view 

of history is the elimination of the notion of 

individuel responsibility. 48 lt is interesting that 

Berlin, speaking to the problem of the theory of 

historical inevitability, spends so much time addressing 

himself to the question of moral, individual 

responsibility set within the context of the Freedom­

Determinism controversy as such. 49 

We have been viewing the Freedom-Determinism 

controversy solely from the perspective of current 

discussions. In the Ayer, Nowell-Smith, Hobart school, 

the attempt is made to re-define or re-state the 

basic concepts in such a way that freedom and determinism 

are compatible; this effort involves the task of giving 

viability to the notion of moral responsibility within 

a deterministic framework (not only does moral 

responsibility imply freedom; freedom implies determinism). 

Campbell and Berlin are of the view that a deterministic 



framework raises problems for a concept of individual 

moral responsibility and hold out for a real area of 

human freedom. For Campbell freedom must be a kind 

which implies that a man is the sole cause or author 
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of his chosen act; this condition is necessary in order 

to justify moral responsibility. 50 Berlin insists upon 

a real area of human freedom so as to prevent the 

coming into being of theories of history which do 

violence to basic notions of morality and end by mis-

representing the past. And this is where the crux of 

the traditional problem of freedom and determinism lies: 

There must be preserved the logical basis for moral 

responsibility, which is freedom. John Hospers 

attempts no compatibility theory; being a radical 

determinist, moral responsibility is a vacuous notion 

because there is no freedom to make options from a set 

of real possibilities. 

Another approach to the problem is the 

phenomenological or existential approach. John Wild 

attacks the soft determinist position of Ernest Nagel51 

by introducing another set of presuppositions; namely, 

"a phenomenological position quite distinct from any 

traditional form of idealism or subjectivism. 1152 

The traditional view of freedom, as under-

stood by the determinist, was always restricted to 
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objective specifie acts. Nagel, he asserts, sets the 

issue of freedom and determinism only within the 

context of instances of deliberative choices where men 

do make options among alternatives. Wild rejects this 

classical restriction which employs phrases like 

"freedom of the will", or 11 freedom of choice. 1153 Rather, 

freedom belongs to a world of its own, "the Lebenswelt 

of our daily life, which lies beyond the objective 

perspectives of science and of objective thought in 

1 "54 genera •••• He accuses the determinist of having 

tried to absorb "the wider and richer horizon of the 

Lebenswelt, the world of freedom, into the more 

abstract and derived horizon of objective determinism. 1155 

As each animal species has its own life-field, i.e., 

the mutual interdependence of a living animal and its 

environment, so has the human his habitat. 56 The 

striking difference, according to Wild, is that the 

human has freedom of awareness; he can gain distance 

from his field, thus making it possible for there to 

be "a freedom of world formation 11 •
57 Because man can 

say no to others and himself, he is free. ~~n's very 

ability to reason is founded upon freedom which stems 

from the constant struggle to negate the ever present 

"pragmatic attitudes" and win distance from them. 58 

The determinist position tries to discredit the world 



18 

of "our lived existence" as confused and subjective; 

Wild's fundamental objection is the attempted absorption 

of this lived existence into the abstract perspectives 

of reason and science. There must be a clear 

distinction between the objective world of science 

and the subjective world of human experience and a 

precise understanding that the former cannot swallow 

the latter and order it. Rather, the subjective, 

irrational world of lived-experience is the world out 

of which the efforts at objectifying phenomena occur. 

Science deals with aspects of the Lebenswelt but only 

under certain conditions which eliminate the vast 

assortment of interferences impinging upon every 

experiment. There is a conflict between the two 

worlds; the lesser world of science and the wider, 

richer world of freedom. Hume, who said at one place 

that a few intelligible definitions of the concepts 

involved in the Freedom-Determinism controversy would 

have put an end to it59 expressed elsewhere the 

confounding nature of the problematic clash between 

the two worlds of life-experience and science. 

Where am 1 and what? From what causes 
do 1 derive my existence and to what 
condition shall 1 return? Whose favour shall 
1 court, and whose anger must 1 dread? What 
beings surround me? And on whom have 1 any 
influence or who have any influence on me? 



1 am confounded with all these questions and 
1 begin to fancy myself in the most deplorable 
condition imaginable, inviron'd with the 
deepest darkness, and utterly deg0iv 1 d of the 
use of every member and faculty. 

19 

This description of the experience Hume had in 

passing from the abstract objective rational world to 

the world of "lived-existence11 , where things are 

indeter.minant, raises starkly the enigmatic nature of 

this problem of determinism and free will. Wild, as a 

phenomenologist lays emphasis upon the subjective in-

determinate world of everyday experience, and gives 

an existentialist view of man as the sole object to 

which responsibility can be attributed. His theory of 

human freedom has nothing whatever to do with any kind 

of determinism. 61 To be responsible is to respond 

with ability and this ability to give creative response 

within the strict limits of a situation is the meaning 

of human freedom. 62 Wild is not denying that there 

exists no causal relations in the world. The important 

pointis that freedom (i.e., the ability to respond to 

a situation by gaining distance from it) allows one to 

take over a whole "situation" intact with its causal 

relations, and stand back, making a meaningful 

evaluation, and then act. This is responsibility; in 

its activity, the "responsible act" itself is uncaused. 

lt operates out of the lebenswelt, "taking over" 
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situations and giving them new meaning. 63 But to the 

deterrninist, this happening appears simply as un­

interrupted causal sequences of which the 11responsible 

act" is itself caused. 

We have, then, quite another kind of approach 

to the Freedom-Determinism controversy as reflected by 

phenomenologist Wild. Rather than fit freedom into a 

deterministic framework, the Lebenswelt is the fundamental 

framework out of which the lesser observations of reason 

and science may be abstracted. 

We have dealt at sorne length with various 

approaches to the problem of Freedom and Determinism 

which are alive in contemporary discussions. We have 

done this not only to indicate that the · problem is 

living and full of almost unsolvable difficulties, but 

to also reveal sornething of the crux of the issue it­

self. By exarnining briefly the problern as manifested 

in sorne current discussions, we become more aware that 

rnighty issues turn on this controversy. It is no 

theoretical, abstract philosophical matter when questions 

of who is morally responsible for actions and to what 

extent one is responsible are raised in light of the 

advances in psychiatry and medicine. The implications 

of determinisrn on views of history are no small 

matter a lso; these implications can have practica l 



consequences in the concrete decisions of policy-

making for world powers. Particular deterministic 

psyohological theories influence programs for social 

64 refor.m. 

The problem of freedom and determinism set 

in the theological context has raised equally crucial 
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and profound questions for those participating in a 

world view which presupposed an Omnipotent, Omniscient 

Being as sustainer and controller of the Universe. 65 

However, for us today, the theological problem of Free 

Will and Determinisrn is remote and irrelevant; it is 

easy to dismiss it as nonconsequential theological 

debate which might have had its place before the age 

of science, but now concerns only a few interested in 

historical theology or the logical problerns stem~~ 

from the controversy. 66 We must not be misled by the 

appearance of the problem when set in a theological 

context and conclude that the issue is just so rouch 

old theology having no connection with the basic issues 

of the modern, scientific discussions. We disagree 

with Montgomery Watt 67 who sees no relationship between 

the theological discussion of determinism and freedom 

and the modern formulation of it. The difficulty in 

the current discussions rests in finding a place, 

within a presupposed framework of causality, for a 
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viable notion of moral responsibility; since moral 

responsibility implies freedom, and freedom conflicts 

with determinism, the problern is obviously complicated. 

A. J. Ayer states the issue concisely: 

Now it is commonly assumed both that men 
are capable of acting freely, in the sense that 
is required to make them wholly responsible, 
and that human behavior is entirely governed 
by causal laws: and it is the apparent conflict 
between these two assumptions that gives rise 
to the phigosophical problem of the freedom of 
the will. 

This formulation holds true if we substitute 

a world view which presupposes God as the Omnipotent, 

Omniscient sustainer of the world. This theological 

assertion is not a universal law of causality, but it 

does imply the determination of every event and 

activity by sorne antecedent cause, namely God. Freedom 

is necessary for man to be held responsible for his 

obedience and disobedience, thereby justifying reward 

and punishment. But how is this possible if God is 

Omnipotent and Omniscient? God, as Omnipotent has in 

His power either to create man a free agent (capable of 

choosing by himself acts of obedience or disobedience) 

or not to create him as a free agent. If man is free, 

then God 1 s Omniscience is questioned, for the fore-

knowledge of future events presupposes the determination 
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of events by antecedent events. If God' s forekno~-1ledge 

is affirmed, man's ability to make real choices is 

denied, since foreknowledge presupposes determinism. 

If God did not create man a free agent, then 

the justice and Goodness of God are questioned because 

reward and punishrnent are just only when man acts 

freely. God, then, is responsible for Good and Bad 

acts, because He determined them, and rle ought to be 

praised or blamed. However, if God is indeed Good, 

then man must be a free agent; but then we return to 

the questions posed by omnipotence and omniscience. 

',~ e can state the problem as the following set 

of propositions: 

(l) If God is Good, then man is free agent; 

(2) If man is a free agent, God is not Omniscient or 

fully Omnipotent; 

(3) If God is Omnipotent and Omniscient, man cannet be 

a free agent; 

(4) If man is not a free agent, then God cannot be 

Good and is responsible for evil. 

This is the dilemma of determinism and freedom 

in its theological context. Reflected here are two 

essential difficulties: (1) To whom or to what must 

responsibility be attributed? If man is a free agent, 

he is r esponsible, and the good and evil he does are his 
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own. If he is not a free agent, either because of a 

law of causality or Divine Omnipotence and Omniscience, 

good and evil are attributable to sorne impersonal move­

ment e.g. The Glass Struggle, Social Reform and 

Political Revolution -- or to God. (2) The second 

difficulty arises only in the theological context, 

namely, the problem of the Justice of God. 

We would be foolish to maintain that a mere 

translation of the contemporary discussion into the 

older, theological framework is all that is necessary. 

The first of the two above mentioned difficulties is 

basic to the controversy itself. ln the lslamic case, 

we shall examine three approaches to the Freedom­

Determinism controversy which do have a commonality 

with the radical determinist, the indeterminist and 

moderate, or 11 soft 11 determinist positions of the 

modern discussion. The point of contact is found in 

the common logical problems which stem from the 

antinomy of freedom and determinism. lt would be mis­

leading to substitute for the causal theories basic to 

the modern discussions a Divine Causality. lslamic 

theology tried early in its development to reject 

the notion of a causal nexus operative within the 

contingent world. The world is phenomenal (9adith) 

and was preceded by non-existence ( 1 adam). There is 
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no system of causality operating by 11natural law" within 

this contingent world. We shall see that the original 

and unique theory of lslamic atomism allows for no 

possibility of a system of causation operative within 

the phenomenal world. This metaphysics of atoms and 

accidents, which came to be a very important aspect of 

11orthodox11 theological formulation, called for a 

continuous re-creation theory of the universe at every 

new moment of time. Nothing endures, except by the 

power (qudrah) of God, which manifests itself in an 

always new and continuai re-creation process. God 1 s 

existence cannot be postulated as the First Cause in a 

chain of causation, but from the phenomenal world which 

evidences divine creative power as its source. 69 Al-

Gha -1~ 70 . d . th h'l h 1 1 . th t th zza 1, 1n eny1ng _e p 1 osop ers c a1rn a e 

world is eternal, admitted that every contingent 

thing requires a cause (sabab) but denied an infinite 

regression of the cause-effect series, since this would 

irnply that because God is eternal, so also is the world. 

The cause (murajji~) is simply the preponderating or 

deterrnining principle which allows for the possibility 

of something existing (mawjüd) or not existing ('adam). 

The murajji~ is operative as a result of God 1 s power 

(qudrah) and His will (Iradah). Each separate 

contingent thing is the direct result of the rnurajjip, 
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which is realized divine qudrah. 

This affirmation of God 1 s eternity and the 

world 1 s finitude, when coupled with the atomistic 

assumption that nothing remains for two units of time, 

might lead us to ask whether the problem is really 

related to the philosophical issue of Freedom and 

Determinism. We have seen in our brief examination of 

sorne basic issues involved in the modern discussions 

that deter.minism does not simply imply causality; it 

is causality. In the Modern discussions, the 

determinism position is the most widely held, because 

in whatever realm of scientific endeavor man is 

involved, a law of causality is basic. Prediction, 

whether of personality behaviour, or of trends in 

political affairs, or in solving scientific problems, 

is based on the scrutiny of the causal relationships of 

present events to antecedent ones. Those who take issue 

with determinism must reckon with the overwhelming 

evidence of the scientific disciplines that a good deal 

of our understanding of the world is based on a 

"doctrine" of causality. 

Is not, then, the theological case, which 

presupposes doctrines of God as Creator, Omnipotent and 

Omniscient that deny a causal nexus operative in the 

world, much different from the case where a law of 
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causality is presupposed? We would answer no, by saying 

that the difference is not essential. The doctrines, 

which stem from religious assertions about God as 

Sovereign Lord of the worlds, do raise theological/ 

philosophical questions of what kind of relationship 

He shares with man and what are the implications for 

the life and destiny of man. The real distinction 

between the problem of Determinism and Freedom in the 

modern context and the classical theological context 

is that, most often, the former presupposes a law of 

causality, while the latter presupposes a personal God 

who has ordained everything which cornes to pass. While 

a law of causality is impersonal, it nonetheless can be 

thought of as something over which man is powerless; 

therefore, questions of freedom and responsibility 

follow. The same questions arise from the notion of a 

powerful God who "fixes" everything. 71 This distinction 

between an impersonal law of causality and a personal 

God who ordains, determines, decides, or fixes leaves 

us with similar questions of a logical nature following 

from these assumptions. 72 The parallel is not exact at 

every detail, but it is sound in its essential 

formulation. ln early lslamic theology we find three 

kinds of theological attempts to deal with the vexing 

questions arising f rom intellectual reflection about 
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Divine Omnipotence and human freedom. 

The first stage of theological reflection 

emphasized radical determinism. The happenings of the 

past, present and future are totally the result of God's 

activity. TheéQ!dftb of Buk_hari and Muslim consistently 

hold to the logical implications of the doctrine that 

God is absolutely omnipotent. Man is not a free agent, 

and in no sense is he the author of his deeds. The 

most that can be said is that he acts 11metaphorically". 

The second stage was partly a response to the 

radical deter.minism of the kind reflected in the a~adïth 

which denied human responsibility. lt would be an 
at' 

exaggeration to term ~san al-Ba~ri an existentialist, 

but he had at least this much in common with 

existentialism; the responsibility for what man does 

rests essentially with man. Life is precarious in the 

present because it holds the key to Paradise or Hell; 

each individual is himself responsible for the kind of 

life he leads. In early lslarnic theological literature 

nowhere else do we find such a compelling and straight 

forward argument for freedom and responsibility as 

there is in the document we shall consider. ~-~san al­

Ba~ri's practice of m~asaba (self-examination) is an 

agonizing introspection in the immediate present 

situation which guards the believer from falling into 
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the terrible error of the munafiq (hypocrite). 

The third stage represents the attempt to 

reconcile Divine Omnipotence and human freedom. As we 

shall see, no compatibility-theory was really worked out 

because the emphasis was always upon Divine Omnipotence. 

Yet it was necessary to allow man a modicum of freedom 

in order to preserve sorne logical basis for takltf, i.e., 

the obligation laid upon man by God to follow His 

commands. 
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tries to do away with the logical problems by proving 
that freedom presupposes determinisrn or tr~t there are 
different levels of causality into which one freedom 
may fit. Omnipotence in the theological case makes it 
more difficult to arrive at a compatibility of 
determinism and freedom because it implies that there 
exists no other source of power to allow for 11ability11 

to act freely. Antony Flew, "Divine Omnipotence and 
Human Freedom", Essays in Philosophical Theology 
(London, 1955) and J. L. Mackie, "Evil and Omnipotence", 
Mind, N.S. LXIV (1955), argue that Human Freedom and 
Omnipotence are incompatible and the problem of evil 
cannot be solved by holding to a view that God is 
wholly Good and Omnipotent. 



CP.APTER Il 

THE STARTING POINT: THE QURJ}rN 

Any discussion of classical theological- . 

philosophical problems, and particularly the problem of 

the relationship between God 1 s Sovereignty and Human 

Freedom, necessitates a close look at the starting point 

and basic source of lslamic theology. Undoubtedly, the 

ÇurJan itself would offer a full length study on the 

issue before us. Our purpose in turning to the QurJan, 

however, is not to explore exhaustively the stance 

toward determinism and freedom reflected therein. Neither 

do we week to "prove" that the QurJan presents a contra­

diction or that the two notions of God's Sovereignty 

and human freedom are complementary, nor is our concern 

to argue that the QurJan views God as a God of 

"Predestination" or that it makes man responsible for his 

acts because he has real power to choose options. 

Rather, we wish to make evident the dilemma 

posed by the QurJin which led to bitter theological 

controversy in post-QurJanic disputes concerning 

determinism and freedom. 

It is necessary, however, to qualify this 

statement. From one point of view it may be argued that 

40 
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the qur4an poses no dilemrnas or problems because of its 

special classification as prophetie, revealed literature. 

Louis Gardet firmly asserts that the QurJan poses no 

problems; rather it affirma the mystery of the relations 

between Creator and creature. 1 Von Grunebaum understands 

the QurJanic "conflict" between Sovereignty of God and 

human freedom as unsolved. 2 

The ~slim God is developed in contrast, 
not to say in opposition, to Han. His 
outstanding trait is His Omnipotence, His 
detached arbitrariness. The conflict between a 
moralistic world order where no action goes 
unrewarded and a world order reflecting God's 
unconcerned absolutism remains unsolved. 

The contradictions of these relations, he maintains, are 

not only due to underdeveloped "logical stringency" in 

the QurJ in, but they are "inherent in the religious 

experience as such. 11 3 The unsolved conflicts, 

contradictions and unfathomable mysteries only appear 

when one tries to understand the relations between God 

and ~~n to which the QurJan calls attention. The Holy 

Book is a prophetie and rhetorical message which claims 

to be the Hord of God. It is not a connected writing or 

discourse; separate revelations were addressed to 

different audiences, on different occasions, and had 

references to different situations. Its language is 

rich with ecstatic, poetic and imperative utterances 

which reveal to man the commanda and promises of God, 

declare His unity, exhort men to follow His ordinances; 
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the QurJan declares God to be the Omnipotent Lord of the 

Worlds and asserts that man's destiny is firmly in the 

grasp of His power. lt is important to emphasize that 

none of these Qur 1 anic assertions is developed in any 

systematic manner; the Qur'an is not even conscious 

that theological or philosophical problerns may be 

raised. lts affirmations about God and Man are religious, 

not theological or philosophical. One cannot legitimately 

speak about doctrines of man, God, Freewill and Pre-

destination in the Qur'an, because •doctrine" irnplies the 

attempt at full intellectual expression of truths 

rnanifested through the Qur'an as the Word of God. (The 

Book itself, however, is the basis, the fundamental 

starting point and frarnework out of which the 

intellectual expressions are forrnulated. The beginning, 

the very foundation of the later theological enterprise 

rests within the Qur'in). 

From this point of view, and regardin~ our 

object of study as it relates to the QurJan, the only 

necessary point to state is this: The QurJan tells us 

that God holds man responsible for what he does, and 

He shall reward or punish him according to his deeds 

both now and in the hereafter. 

Today (Day of Judgrnent) each person will be 
recornpe~sed for what he had piled up. 
(40:17)4 



Now to-day no one will be wronged at all, nor 
will ye be recompensed except for what ye have 
been doing. (36:54) 

But as for him who has repented and 
believed and acted uprightly, possibly he may 
be among those who prosper. (28:67) 
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There are many instances in the QurJan which 

make this affirmation. (Gardet5 reports that Blach~re6 

has indexed between two and three hundred verses promising 

retribution resulting from man's actions). 

Also, a simple glanee at the QurJan reveals that 

one aspect of Divine Sovereignty is complete control over 

the destiny of man. 

We never sent any messenger but with the 
speech of his people, that he might rnake (things) 
clear to them; but God sendeth astray whomsoever 
He willeth, and guideth whomsoever He willeth; 
He is the Sublime, the \-lise. (14:4) 

••• Verity, we have placed veils upon 
their hearts lest they should understand it, 
and in their ears, heaviness. (18:55) 

Thus, from the point of view of the QurJan 

itself, we cannot rightfully assert that "problems" or 

"dilemmas" are posed. Yet, it may be argued from a 

different stance that problems and dilemmas are set 

forth in the QurJan precisely because it makes no 

attempt to solve the conflicts, contradictions and 

mysteries which appear when one reflects upOn its 

contents. The QurJan is a special kind of religious 

literature; prophetie, poe tic and rhetorica l, but its 

message is expressed in human language, reflecting 
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thoughts about the nature of God and Man, and the kinds 

of relations shared, each one Hith the other. The 

QurJàn poses no problems, but upon reflection it raises 

questions; it is irrational in that it transcends 

reason, yet it demands rational understanding. Every 

religious assertion about God 1 s Sovereignty immediately 

begs reflection on its meaning and implication for 

man's destiny; every claim that man has power to choose 

and act falls under the shadow of statements about 

God's absolute power, concretized in every aspect of 

creation. The QurJan poses no problems of a 

theological-philosophical nature, but it is the very 

source and starting point of great issues which have 

been given theological-philosophical formulation. The 

gur1 àn itself may not be conscious of a conflicting 

opposition between Divine Sovereignty and human freedom, 

but its first, thoughtful and believing readers '~ere. 

lt is from this second stance that we will 

view the dilernma of freedom and determinism posed by 

the QurJan, remaining fully a~o~are that the QurJan, from 

its own point of view, poses no problems. 

We shall attempt to show that the Q~an is 

the starting point of the freedom-determinism controversy 

in early lslamic theology by analyzing several key 

Qur' ànic terms which have their place in the pre- lslamic 
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literature and reflect, in that literature, deterrninistic 

signification. These terms, gadar, ~9[~ 'amr, 'ajal 

and kitab, employed in certain contexts in the QurJan, 

have philosophical inferences concerning the destiny of 

man. Two other concepts, huda and Çalal, relate to the 

theological side of the problem, raising the question: 

Who decides or chooses if one is to be a mu'min or a 

kafir -- the individual man or God7 

We begin by examining the words which become 

the components of the technical phrase (gadar wa gapa') 

for the freedorn-determinism controversy in early Islam. 

The word gadar, which was the most used and important 

term is hardly employed in the QurJan as a term de-

noting determinism. Daud Rahbar attempts to prove in 

his analysis of the verses in which gadar and ~a' are 

found that they have no connection with the later 

theological meaning ascribed to them. 7 Helmer Ringgren 

agrees with this position by concluding that the two 

terms in the QurJan have not assumed their later 

technical meaning. 8 However, the assertion that QAÇ!: 

and gadar did not reflect a deterministic sense in pre­

Qur•anic language is called into question by both 

Ringgren and lzutsu, 9 and :Hontgomery ~o/att is of the 

opinion that pre-lslamic conceptions concerning the 

destiny of man influenced what he calls the lslamic 
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doctrine of predestination. 10 

So before turning to a few QurJanic passages 

in which these words occur, we must look at the pre-

lslamic usages of the terms and set them within the 

context of the Jahili notion of hurnan destiny. 11 

Ringgren finds both gadar and ~Ça' to be 

words signifying destiny in pre-lslamic texts. ~Ça', 

in particular, has the sense of something having been 

decreed or decided in advance. 12 He finds only one use 

of the verb ~Ç[ in which Allah is the subject. 

Allah decided (gfla) when the creator 
created her, that the ilight should not 
conceal her (so fair1~s her complexion). 
(Qais ibn al-Kha~im) 

Another verse from al-A 1 sha indicates Allah to 

be the subject: 

And you know that the soul will meet her 
death (~~) as her creator rgd Sovereign 
(malik) has ordained (~Ç[). 

Also there are instances when the verbal noun 

~9a' is used to mean decree: 

The Decree (~a') will once halt in the 
courtyard of him who is ca~eless because he has 
not met misfortune; ••• 15 

lzutsu gives an example from the famous pre­

lslamic poet Labid in which the verbah noun ~Ça' is used: 

We are not able to erase what Me 
Allah) has once written down (kitab). 
this be, when His ~Ça' is absolutely 
unalterable.l6 

(i.e. 
Kow can 
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Qadar in pre-Islamic texts also has the sense 

of decree. Ringgren refers to w. Caskel's study (Das 

Schicksal in der altarabischen Poesie, (Leipzig), 1926), 

which shows that gadar and migdar refer partly to the 

decree that brings hardship and death to man. 

When a trouble disturbs me, 1 do not say; 
Woe unot me for what the Decree (gadar) has 
produced (~~datha). • • What was given to you 
Allah sent; what you were deniey7 the Decree 
(gadar) did not bring. (Labïd) 

There is evidence, ~erefore, of a possible 

connection between the pre-Islamic usage of Qadar and 

~91: and the meanings of these terms in the Çur'an. 

However, the issue is complicated because these words 

are not commonly used in pre-lsla~ic poetry to represent 

Destiny, Decree or Fate. Ringgren thinks that since 

gadar and q.!,9a' (plus Mtm) are the only "fatalistic" 

ter.ms adopted by the QurJan, there must exist 

a conscious opposition between the Koran 
and poetry at that point, and the most probable 
explanation is that the three terms mentioned 
were more acceptable because they were also 
earlier religious terms and were only rarely 
used by the poets, whose fatagistic attitude 
was disapproved by Mu~ammad.l 

Also, it must be remernbered that the 

opposition between the QurJanic and Jahilï world views 

was radical, and this opposition is particularly stark 

concerning the question of hurnan destiny. Instead of 
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a concept of Creator-God who sustains the universe by 

his power and promises Paradise to believers, and Hell 

to the Kafirs, pre-lslamic poetry reflects an impersonal 

God of Time (~). Dahr is tyrannical; it catches man 

no matter where he may be. Izutsu gives examples 

describing dahr as a merciless tyrant; a wild ferocious 

animal that bites with sharp teeth -- a force which 

destroys men.l9 Man is caught helplessly in the grasp 

of ~ from birth to death; it is the special agent of 

Destiny, 20 and is always represented as a destructive 

power. Death verifies this destructive power. Yet, 

dahr itself never ceases to be. 

ls Time (dahr) anything but to-day and 
yesterday and to-morrow? Thus Time (zaman) 
goes and cornes among us, giving us another 
night and another day. \le do not remain, but 
Time does not disappear.21 

Naniyyah (from mana) is also a common word 

for destiny; Ringgren believes it to be identical with 

Time or Destiny;22 lzutsu interprets maniyyah as a 

particular term representing the manifestation of dahr 

at the end of a man's existence. 

Yes, indeed, Maniyi always gains the 
ultimate victory, and even talismans are of 
no use ~gainst the destructive power of 
tiimam.2J 

Most important for us to remember is that the 

derivatives of the root MNY (~, muni and maniyyah, 

pl. manayi) are the most common terms denoting Destiny 
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in its activity of allotting or apportioning gloom and 

misfortune, and that these terms, particularly maniyyah 

and ~' were rejected by Mu~ammad. 

The basic picture of human destiny in pre­

Islamic poetry is Fatalistic pessimism. Man simply 

endures by resigning himself to the power of ~ and 

the machinations of maniyyah. There is no other 

recourse. Life has a beginning and an ending; the span 

between the two poles is set and governed by impersonal 

Time and Fate. 

The Qur'anic world view opposes traditional 

pre-Islamic nihilism by the introduction of a theism 

which denied the power of ~· The Qur'anic view 

offered a new possibility for man; ethical action on 

his part became essential if he were to be given the 

fruits of Paradise. This did not mean man's life was no 

longer destined; the radical change was that the 

destining power was no longer dahr, but a living 

creator-God whose power encompassed the Universe, and 

who deals justly and righteously with those who have 

followed the ethical imperatives set down in the Qurlan. 

Therefore two important things must be 

remembered in viewing the Jahili usage of ~9a' and 

qadar: They are not the common and important terms 

used for Decree and Destiny in the poetry (yet, the 



important terms for Destiny and Decree and Fate, e.g. 

~' Haniyah, ~ammah are not found in the Çur~an). 

The other point is that, since the Qur1 an rejects 

Jahili fatalism, the pre-Qur'anic meanings of these 

terms, ~~a• and gadar, might have less bearing upon 

their employment in the QurJan than would appear at 

first glanee. However, as we shall see, complete 

disparity between the two does not exist. 

50 

L:baud Rahbar in his analysis of the 

derivatives of the root QDR seeks to show that they do 

not signify "an arbitrary decree of God that pre­

determines every human actd.on 11 • 24· He finds the two 

basic meanings of the derivatives to be 11 power11 and 

11quantity" or "measure11 , and he discusses the verses in 

which the derivatives have this meaning. 

We set between them and the towns on 
which vie have bestowed blessings towns (still 
to be) seen, and We measured out (easy stages 
in) (gaddarna) the journey between them: 
11Travel in them nights and days, secure." 
(34:17) 

To whom belongs the kingdom of the 
heavens and the earth, who hath not taken 
to Himself offspring, and who hath never 
had any partner in the kingdom, who hath 
created everything and well assigned its 
power (gaddara tagdir). (25:2) 

Verily the Lord giveth provision freely 
to whomsoever He willeth, or measureth 
(yagdiru) it out; Verily of His servants He 
is well-informed, observant. (17:32) 



On the morrow those who had wished for 
his place the day before were saying: "Ah, 
how Allah maketh generous provision for whom­
soever of His servants He pleaseth, or 
stinteth; (yagdiru) had not Allah been gracious 
to us, He would have sunk (the earth) with us; 
ah, how unprosperous are the unbelievers." 
(28:82) 

In verses such as these, Rahbar is of the 

opinion that the employrnent of both the first and 

second forms of the verb, when Allah is the subject, 

does not have the meaning "decreed", 11appointed 11 , 

11destined 11 , or 11predestined11 • These meanings, he 

believes, "can be regarded a theological development 

upon sorne of the more basic meanings of these words. 

1125 
• • • 

We have found other examples in which the 

basic meaning appears to be •quantity" or "measure". 

in a 
land 
come 

Who hath sent down from the heaven water 
measure (bi-gadarin) thereby we revived 
which was dead~ so shall ye be caused to 
forth. (43:10., 

There i s not a thing but '\o7ith Us are its 
storehouses, and We send it down but in measure 
appointed ( 1 illa bi-gadarin ma'lümin). 

However, all these verses cited, with the 
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possible exception of 28:82 are Mekkaft in origin. 

Ringgren26 reports that K. Ahrens (Muhammad als 

Religionsstifter, Leipzig, 1935) found only one Mekkah 

surah in which gadar could mean "omnipotent decree". 

"Indeed everything have We created bi-gadarin. 11 

(54:49) Bell translated bi-gadar as 11with a limit 11 , and 



52 

Arberry27 rendered it "in measure". Bay~awi offers two 

interpretations: either God created everything 

11 determined and ordered according to wisdom", or He did 

it "as something decreed and written on the well 

preserved Tablet".28 

However, the verse following (54:49) may 

throw some light on the meaning of bi-gadar as here 

used. 

And 'amruni (our comrnand, affair, decree7) 
is but one (flash) like a glanee of the eye. 
(54:50) 

Bell translated 'amruna as "our affair", but 

it is possible 'amr has a fuller meaning. J. M. s. 
Baljon29 discusses at length various meanings of 'amr 

in the Qur'an, in particular the meaning of the 'amr of 

God, showing that "affair", "comrnand 11 , the "bidding of 

God 11 do not carry the full force of •amr Ullah. 

For, instead of representing incidental 
or arbitrary actions of a divine will, ~ 
refers usually to different stages of a 
carefully prepared and well thought out world­
order. And instead of depicting the activity 
of a more or less despotic ruler of the 
universe, it relates to the discretion of a 
wise and righteous governor of the world. 
Consequently, it is advisable, either to leave 
it untranslated or to render it differently, 
as the context requires by "providential rule", 
11dispensation 11 , guidance", "mercy", "divine 
judgment 11 , "punishment", 11 doom(sday) 11 , and such 
like.30 

However, regarding the specifie verse in 

question, Baljon interprets the •amr Ullah as a heavenly 
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dispensation, which is "auspicious and sinister11 •
31 

'amr here, then, would refer to the Judgment Day, and 

represent a decree of 11doom11 • lt is possible, there­

fore, bi-gadar and 'amruna imply the same basic meaning; 

namely, decree. "Everything We have created according 

to a decree, and Our decree of doorn is but one (flash) 

like a glanee of the eye." Yet, it is possible to argue 

that bi-gadar means limit or measure, implying that the 

world will end, and the 'amr is the Divine Dispensation 

of Judgment Day. 

There is one instance in which both 'amr and 

qadar appear and where the meaning of gadar is 

definitely "decree." 

There is no blarne upon the prophet in the 
matter of what Allah has laid upon him as a 
duty; it is the custom of Allah (shown) in 
those who have passed away aforetime, -- the 
'amr of Allah is a settled decree (gadar magdür). 
(33:38) 

Taking into consideration Baljon 1 s discussion, 

'amr should not be translated simply as "command", as 

Bell would have it, but as 11 dispensation 11 , or even 

11decree 11 • 'amr in this context could be synonyrnous 

with gadar. Two verses preceding throws further light 

on the close relationship between 'amr and the notion of 

something settled or decided by God. 



When God and His messenger have decided 
(QaÇa) an affair ( 1 idha ga9a allahu wa rasüluhu 
'amran) it is not for a believing man or a 
beli~vin~ wo~a~ t~ have a choice in their 
affa~r ( amr~h~m), • • • ( 33:36) 
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ln these verses, and particularly the last 

cited, gadar (or~~[) and 'amr Ullah imply not only 

absolute divine authority, but that the affairs of men 

may be determined by God 1 s 'amr and qadar. This is not 

to say that all human action is determined by an 

arbitrary decree of God. Yet, in light of the pre­

lslamic usage of the term qadar, and the strong 

possibility that 'amr is more than 11 command11 , one 

cannot with assurance substitute 11measure 11 or 11allotted11 

for 11 decree 11 , holding that the former meanings are the 

truly Qur'anic ones, while the latter, and other 

deterministic terms like it, reflect later theological 

interpretation. ln the verse cited (33:38) Rahbar 

insists upon translating qadar magdür as "a calculated 

measure 11 •
32 

Surah 97, entitled Laylat al-Qadr is another 

instance in which qadr means 11decree"; here again, we 

find the keyword ~amr. 

Lo, We have sent it down on the Night of Qadr. 
Who has let thee know what is the Night of Qadr? 
The Night of Qadr is better than a thousand months; 
ln it the angels and the spirit let themselves 
down, by the permission of their Lord with 
regard to every affair ( min kulli 'amrin). 
lt is peace until the rising of the da~~. 
(Sürah 97) 



Wensinck33 and Ringgren34 translate gadr as 

decree; Rahbar would have Laylat al-Qadr read "the 
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Night of Calculation" or "The Nïght of Apportionment11
•

35 

The beginning of Sürah 44 is similar to 

Sürah 97. 

Verily we have sent it down on a blessed 
night -- for we were giving admonitions. ln it 
is loosened every determined (takirn) 'amr as an 
'amr from us. (Wensinck)36 

By the Book that makes clear! Verily We 
have sent it down on a blessed night in which is 
separated out each wise (~akirn) affair ('amr) of 
an affair from us. (Bell) 

By the Clear Book. \-Je have sent it down 
in a blessed night (We are ever warning) 
therein every wise bidding ('amr) determined 
as a bidding from us. (Arberry)37 

ln both Sürah 97 and 44 'amr has the meaning 

of divine dispensation. ~-iensinck has shown in his 

study (Arabie New Year and the Feast of Tabernacles) 

that the object sent down on the night of Qadr was the 

Qur 1 an and that night fell in the mon th of Rama9an. !'·fore 

important for us is that according to popular tradition, 

the laylat al-gadr is New Year 1 s night at which time 

God decrees everything for the next year. wensinck 

quotes f rom 1abari and Fakhru-1-din al-Razi: 

"In this night Allah decrees (9..!,9~) every 

term and work and all food (that will be) til the same 

day of the next year" and "Allah de crees (gaddara) (in 

this night) rain, food, life and death that shall be 



during the following year till the same night of that 

38 year. 11 

The notion of the angels taking part in 
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celestial aff airs is, according to 'l~ensinck, an old, pre-

Islamic feature whose roots are bound up with the 

Babylonian New-Year festiva1. 39 The implication is 

that the angels bring to earth every 'amr (dispensation) 

for the coming year. 

In other instances, 'amr has the general sense 

of God 19 powerful creative word which not only decides 

but sustains everything. 

Allah it is who hath raised up the 
heavens without pillars that ye can see1 then sat upon the throne directing the ~ 
and he subjected the sun and the moon to 
service, each running its course to a fixed 
term ('ajalin musamma~). (13:2) 

lndeed, your Lord is God who created the 
heavens and the earth in six days, then sat on 
the throne causing the night to cover the day, 
following it quickly, and the sun and the moon 
and the stars subjected to service by His 'amr;

40 is it not His to create and to command? (7:32) 

ln most of the passages where 'amr occurs, the emphasis 

is not on an impersonal dispensation of commands, but on 

God 1 s personal creative command which rules everything 

in the Universe. Also, the 'amr is God 1 s alone. 

The Romans have been victorious in the 
nearer part of the land, but they after their 
victory will be defeated in a few years; the 
'amr belongs to Allah before and after, and on 
that day the believers will rejoice. (30:1-3) 
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In the rebuke to r·~UQarrnnad after the battle of 

Uhud, the Prophet is reminded he has no power regarding 
~ 

the 'amr of Allah: 

Thou hast no thing to do 'tvi th the ' amr; 
to Allah belongs what is in the heavens and 
what is in the earth ••• ; (3:123-124) 

Both 'amr and gadar, in the examples cited, 

reflect the religious assertion of God 1 s Omnipotence; 

the emphasis is indeed upon this aspect of His nature. 

Even though the deterministic implications of the terms 

may not be predominant, they nonetheless are there, not 

only because the meanings of the words in the pre­

Islamic setting had a strong deterministic sense (and 

it is possible significant traces of that sense carried 

over into Qur 1anic usage), 41 but also because these very 

strong religious assertions of God 1 s Omnipotency, 

whether intentionally or not, do emphasize consequences 

of this ornnipotency for man in his situation of living 

under Divine 'amr and gadar. ln other words, these 

religious assertions about God as gadir have two 

aspects: They are statements of faith, poetic in form 

and deeply religious in meaning; yet, from the point of 

view of man's destiny, they carry clear indications that 

life is certainly determined by Divine decrees. 

We see this shffting, two-fold emphasis in the 

Qur'an. The formula which occurs throughout the Qur 1 an, 
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'inna allahaa 'ala kulli shay'in gadirun, expresses the 

absolute power of God over all things. ln the early 

Mekkah passages, God is qadir viewed from His ability to 

effect the resurrection. 

Verily, He hath power to bring him back on 
the day when the secrets will be tried. (86:8-9) 

1 swear not by the resurrection day; 
i swear not by the blame-casting soul; 
Does man think that We shall not (re-) 
assemble his bones? 
Yea, (We are) able to (re-) form his 
very fingers. (75:1-4) 

Also, the creative acts which He performs are signs of 

His Sovereignty. 

Allah it is who sendeth the winds which 
stir up cloud, and rle spreadeth it in the 
heaven as He willeth, and breaketh it up; and 
one sees the fine rain coming forth from the 
midst of it, and, when He causeth it to fall 
upon whom He willeth of His servants, lo, 
they rejoice • • • surely that One is the 
quickener of the dead, and He to do all things 
is able (wa huwa 'ala kulli shay'in gadïrun) 
(30:47, 49) 

He it is who hath created of water mankind, 
and hath made them related by descent and by 
marriage, for thy Lord was powerful (wa kana 
rabbuka gadïran) 

Say: Travel about in the land and see 
how He originateth a creature; then Allah will 
cause the second growth to spring up; verily 
Allah over everything hath power. (29:19) 

The emphasis in these passages, and others 

from the Mekkah period, focuses upon the creative acts 

of Allah in the world, and these acts witness to His 
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Divine Sovereignty and Power. However, in the later 

Hedinan süra..hë, the power of Allah has consequence for 

the destiny of man. 

Do you not know that to Allah belongs the 
sovereignty (mulk) of the heavens and the earth? 
He punisheth whom He willeth, and pardoneth whom 
He willeth; Allah over everything hath power 
(Allah a 'ala kulli shay'in gadïrun) (5:44) 

He is the one who is able (al-gadir) to 
stir up against you punishment from above you 
or from beneath your feet, or to bring 
confusion of parties among you and cause you 
to experience each other 1 s violence. (6:65) 

Returning to ~~[ and derivatives from the 

root QDY we find essentially the same problem as with 
Ill 

the derivatives from QDR. ~~a', like qadar, is a noun 

which most often reflects Divine creative power. 

When He decides (~~[) upon a thing, He 
simply says: Be! (kun) and it is. (19:36) 

This phrase, repeated often42 obviously refers 

to no decree or decision which is to be understood in a 

deterministic sense; it points to Divine power and 

sovereignty. Ringgren shows that among the many 

instances of the verb ~9[, very few imply determinism. 43 

However, there are cases in which ~9[ and 

'aial occur in the same passage. We have seen that 'amr _, 
which often occurs in the same context with qadar, 

reflects determinism in the pre-Islamic poetry, and 
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those passages in which these two terms occur, determinism 

is denoted also. The same situation holds true in 

instances in which •ajal and ~9! occur; 'ajal seems to 

call attention to the deterministic sense of ~9[• 

Allah calls in the souls at the time of 
their death, and those which have not died, 
in their sleep; those upon whom He has decreed 
(~9[) death he retains, the others He sends 
back until a stated term ('ajalin musamman); lo, 
in that are signs for a people who reflect. 
(39:43) 

He it is who created you of clay and then 
fixed a term (~9a 'ajalan) -- and a term 
('ajalun) is stated in His keeping -- yet after 
all ye are in doubt. (6:2) 

If Allah were to hasten the evil for the people, 
as they show haste for wealth, their term 
('ajaluhum) would have been finished (gudiya) 
for them; so We leave those who do not look 
forward to meeting with Us in their arrogance 
blindly wandering. (10:12) 

In discussing the term 'ajal, which appears 

often in the QurJan, we must call attention to its 

place and significance in the pre-Islamic setting. w·e 

have seen that ~ represents the inscrutable unfolding 

of Destiny, and that its destructive power was manifested 

at the end of anan 1 s life, terminated by death. But the 

death, implemented by ~ is not death conceived only 

in its biological sense. The final point of man 1 s life 

is in each case fixed and determined beforehand, and 

death in this sense is termed 'ajat. 44 Izutsu gives 

several examples from pre-Isla~ic poetry which 

•tl h. . 45 1 ustrate t 1s mean1ng: 



Anything indeed can kill you when you 
meet your own ajal· (al-~amasah) 

\-ihen l get the arrow of Death (the 
allusion is to the game of chance, a kind of 
lottery by arrows) l shall never lose my 
composure, for (of what avail will it be?) 
ls there anybody at all who can remain alive 
beyond (the appointed time'l) ( 1 Urwah b. al-~lard) 

Do not flee once you have gone deep into 
a battle, for flying before the enemy will 
never defer your appointed time (ajal). 
(

1Ant:arah) 

61 

This same sense of 'ajal carries over into the 

Qur~an, with sorne qualification. Although the pre­

lslamic concept of 'ajal is found in the Qur'a~, it must 

be remembered that a fundamentally different world-order 

is presupposed therein. Dahr and mani~ya~ have been 

rejected; in their place is substituted Allah, creator, 

and sustaining power of the Heavens and the Earth, both 

now and for eternity. 'ajal is not the real terminal 

point of existence. 46 It is, in sorne cases, Q~derstood 

as the threshold for eternal life. But Judgment day and 

the resurrection are not always the focal points in the 

references in which 'ajal occurs. In the QurJan, the 

whole of life, both temporal and eternal, is under the 

control of Allah, and the deterministic implications 

of this control are most evident when attention is drawn 

to human existence alone. 

The deterministic noti on that the 'ajal is 

fixed beforehand is implicit in a few passages. 
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11 0 my Lord, wouldst Thou not defer me a 
little while (lit. would you not defer me to 
a near term -- 'akhkhartanï ilJa 'ajalin garïbin), 
that 1 may give alms, and become one of the 
upright"? Allah will not defer (the death of) 
any per~on when his 'ajal cornes; Allah is well­
informed of what ye do. (63:10~11) 

0 ye people, if ye are in doubt about the 
upraising -- lo, We have created you from dust, 
then from a drop, then from a clot, then from a 
piece (of flesh), formed or unformed, that We 
may make clear to you; We settle what We will in 
the wombs until a set term ('ajalin musamman), 
then We bring you forth as infants; then (we 
act so) that ye may reach your maturity -- sorne 
of you die, and sorne of you are reduced to the 
most abject state of life, so that after having 
had knQwledge they know not a thing; ••• 
(22:5)41 

The general context of this last verse is a 

discussion of Judgment Day and the power of Allah to 

revive the dead. But as we shall see, the idea of one 1 s 

life span being determined before the embryo has 

completely formed is commonly expressed in the ~adith 

literature of Bukhari and Nuslirn, which consistently 

represents a thorough-going determinisrn. 

Also, there are instances in which 'ajal 

refers to the time of punishment, which cannot be 

altered. 

No community anticipates its terrn, nor do 
they fall behind it. (15:5) 

hvery community has its 'ajal and when its 
terrn cornes, they will not stay an hour behind 
nor will they go in advance. (7:32) 
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We also find the idea of the postponement of 

the Judgment. This is probably a result of HutJ.ammad's 

own experience. He had expected the day to be close, 

and when it did not arrive, he had to face criticism from 

his compatriots. 48 

Verily in that is a sign for whoever fears 
the punishment of the Hereafter; that is a day 
to which the people are to be gathered; that is 
a day attested and we only postpone it to a 
term defined ( 1ajalin ma 1düd~) (11:105-106) 

And He will forgive you your sins, and 
defer you to a stated time ('ajalin musamman); 
verily, the time of Allah, when it cornes, is 
not to be deferred, if ye only knew. (71:4) 

If Allah were to take the people to task 
for their wrong-doing He would not leave upon 
it (the earth?) a single animal; but He is 
postponing them to an appointed term ('ajalin 
musamman), and when their term cornes they will 
not get a postponement by an hour nor an 
advance. (16:63) 

ln sorne cases, 'ajal signifies the idea that 

God has subjected everything in the universe to run its 

course to a fixed end. 

Has not one seen that Allah causeth the 
night to interpenetrate the day, and the day 
to interpenetrate the night, and hath subdued 
the sun and the moon to service, each running 
to a fixed term ('ajalin musarnman), and that 
Allah of what ye do is well aware? (31:28) 

Allah it is who hath raised up the 
heavens without pillars that ye can see; then 
sat firm upon the throne managing the affair 
('amr); and hath subjected the sun and the moon 
to service, each running its course to a fixed 
term ('ajalin musamman). (13:2) 
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In these citations, 'ajal, whether referring 

to a tirne of punishrnent, judgrnent, the resurrection, or 

death, indicates absolute Divine power in the governing 

of all the affairs of the world. His 'ajal are set 

according to his power, and nothing can delay or set 

them in motion before the appointed time. 

There are contexts in which another terrn 

bearing deterrninistic connotations, kitab, occurs along 

with 'ajal. Kitab also had its place in the literature 

prior to the time of Mu~arnrnad. We recall to rnind a 

verse of poetry from Labïd, cited earlier, in which the 

concept of ordaining events before hand is signified by 

the terrn kitab. 49 

We men are not able to erase what He 
(i.e. Allah) has once written (kitab) down. 
How can this be when His ~9a' is absolutely 
unalterable. 

We have sent messengers before thee, and 
have given them wives and a posterity, but it 
was not for any rnessenger to produce a sign 
except by Allah 1 s permission; for every terrn 
('ajal) there is a book (kitab). (13:38) 

But it is not given to anyone to die 
except by permission of Allah written and 
dated (a writing which is fixed -- kitaban 
rnu'ajjalan). (3:139) 

Rahbar lists more than fifty citations in 

which derivatives of KTB may reflect deterministic 

ideas. 50 Yet, he claims in his analysis of sorne of the 

verses that the use of kitab is metaphorical, attesting 



largely to God's knowledge of all things. He argues 

against the view that the contents of the heavenly 

books were pre-written, 51 and categorically states: 

"The Qur'in, we have seen, does not contain the idea 

that human action is written in heavenly books far in 

advance or from eternity.n 52 
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However, this claim calls for qualification. 

Indeed, very many passages in which derivatives of KTB 

occur refer to books of revelation, 53 and to written 

ordinances of God. 54 In other passages, it is impossible 

to ascertain if the contents of the books were pre­

written.55 

Yet there is one important reference in which 

Kitab clearly indicates the notion of pre-determined 

happenings written before they actually occurred. 

No misfortune has befallen either the 
land or yourselves, but it was in a book 
before We brought it to be; that for Allah 
is easy. (57:22) 

ln trying to "absolve" this verse from 

deterministic implications, Rahbar states: "But there 

are two questions left unanswered; (a) how long in 

advance is the accident written down (i.e. the mis-

fortune1) (b) ls it written down arbitrarily or with 

a righteous purpose1 1156 It is true that the passage 

does not answer these questions, but they, in fact, 

have no bearing on the clear assertion that kitib and 
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its contents of misfortune precede the coming-into-

existence of the misfortune. The religious assertion 

about God is clear: He has foreknowledge of happenings, 

and both good and bad occur through His activity. From 

the point of view of human existence, the deterministic 

inference is self-evident. 

Two other verses challenge Rahbar's general 

conclusion. 

Then after the distress, He sent down 
upon you security -- a languor which came 
over part of you, but a part of you were 
concerned about themselves, thinking about 
Allah what is not true -- the thoughts of 
Paganism saying: "Have we any say in the 
affair (lamr) at all?" Say: "The affair 
belongs to Allah entirely." They conceal 
within themselves what they do not reveal to 
thee saying: "If ye had been in your houses, 
those who were written down (kutiba)as to be 
killed, would have sallied out to the places 
where they lie." (3:148) 

Say: 11 There will nothing befall us but 
what Allah hath written (kataba) down for us; 
He is our patron and in Allah let the believers 
put their trust. (9:51) 

We have given our attention to several key 

Qur1 anic terms -- gadar, gada', 'amr, 'ajal and kitab 

which, before MtiQamma~ had their place in Arabie 

literature. ln each case, the term bears a 

deterministic signification. Kitab represents 

"foreordination"; 'ajal is death appointed aforehand; 

'amr carries the sense of decree or dispensation 



irnplemented through sorne agency of Divine Providence; 

qadar and ~9a', although not the common terrns for 

decreeing in advance happenings which are brought to 

completion by the machinations of sorne inscrutable 
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power of Destiny (dahr), nonetheless do stand for 

Destiny and Decree. ~Je have said that the thought-world 

of the QurJan rejects the Pre-lslarnic fatalism; Allah 

in the QurJ an is Personal and Compassionate '"hereas Dahr 

represents impersonal Time and Fate. Also, we have 

seen that each of these key-words, when employed in the 

QurJan, may reflect both the religious claim that God is 

the Omnipotent and Sovereign Lord of the \{orlds, and at 

the same time draw attention to the consequences of 

this clairn for man in his human situation of living out 

his life. lt is precisely at this point that the 

deterrninistic signification of these terms, employed in 

the QurJan, is revealed. These two aspects of so many 

Qur'anic utterances is what poses the dilemma or 

problem of determinisrn in the Qurian. 

Two other concepts, which are related as 

opposites and occur very often in the QurJan, are 

important for our study. The concepts which we have 

previously examined emphasize the philosophical side of 

the determinism-freedorn controversy; i.e. the implications 

of Foreordination of inscrutable decrees and l i mits on 
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man's human situation. If Divine Power, Knowledge and 

Will completely pervade man's existence, the question 

inevitably is raised: Does man have any control over 

his destiny and does he have, in any real sense, freedom 

to act? 

The two concepts "Guidance" (Huda) and "Going 

Astray11 (9alal) laid emphasis on the theological side 

of the controversy during the post-Qur'anic discussions, 

where they, in fact, became polarized. The problem 

here is the problem of deterrninism regarding Iman and 

Kufr; does God destine sorne to be believers, who thereby 

inherit Paradise (jannah) while others He condemns to 

Hell (jahannam) because He led them astray? Is there 

any point in .trying to be a 11good 11 Muslim if being a 

mu'min or a kafir is determined solely through Divine 

Will (mashi'ah)? And if this last statement is true, 

what meaning is there to the Qur 1anic clairn that God 

is the God of Justice ('adl)? 

The QurJan, however, does not explicitly 

raise these questions; it is, in fact, unaware that it 

implies them. It approaches the concepts of ~ and 

9alal in two ways. The first implies that man has the 

freedom to choose whether he wants guidance or to be 

led astray; i.e. he himself chooses Iman or kufr. 

The second approach emphasizes God 1 s absolute will. 



However much one may wish to respond to iman or ~' 

one 1 s response is not one's o~~, but brought about 

through His Will. 

Allah leadeth astray (yudillu) whom He 
willeth and guideth (yahdï) wh6m He willeth. 
(35:9)57 
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The first approach indicates that man is sorne-

how responsible for what befalls him. 

And say to those to whom the Book has been 
given, and to the common folk: "Have ye 
surrendered yourselves?" If they surrender 
themselves, they have let themselves be guided 
(Ihtadâ), but if they turn away -- thou art only 
responsible for the proclamation, and Allah is 
observant of (His) servants. (3:19) 

Here is stated a condition for receiving 

guidance. If Islam is accepted, guidance is forth-

coming, and the condition irnplies that man may himself 

choose Islam. 

\~rong-doers cannot expect guidance. 

Nay, but those who have done wrong have 
followed their own desires without (revealed) 
knowledge, so who will guide (y)hd~) those whom 
Allah hath sent astray ('adalla 2:24) 

• 
Also, God's guidance is subsequent to the 

activity of man. 

0 People of the Book, there has come to 
you from Allah a light and a Book which makes 
clear, whereby Allah guideth those who ensue 
His goodwill in the ways of peace, bringing 
them forth out of the darknesses into the light 
by His permission, and guiding (ya(dï) them to 
a straight path (~ira~ mustaqïm) 5:18) 



Ye were on the brink of a pit of the Fire 
and He rescued you from it. Thus doth Allah 
make His signs clear for you, mayhap ye will 
let yourselves be guided. (3:99) 

Those who have disbelieved say: 11Why 
has not a sign been sent down to him from his 
Lord?" Say: "Verily Allah sendeth astray whorn­
soever He willeth, and guideth to Hirnself 
whomsoever turns devoutly (to Hirn) (13:27) 

But those who have striven for Us We shall 
surely guide Our way, and verily Allah is with 
those ~-1ho do well. (29:69) 
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There are a few cases in which neither God nor 

man are responsible for palal; it cornes from the Evil 

One ( Shayt:an) • 

Hast thou not seen those who say that 
they have believed in what has been sent do~m 
to thee and in what has been sent down before 
thy time, desiring to carry their disputes to 
jaghüt58 though they have been comrnanded to 
disbelieve in it? Satan (sh)yt:an) desires to 
lead them far astray. (4:63 

Say: 11Hy Lord hath comrnanded justice." 
And set yourselves in order at every place of 
worship, and call upon Hirn, rnaking Hirn the 
exclusive object of religion. As He began 
you, ye will come again, He having guided 
(hada) a part and a part having justly 
incurred the penalty of going astray (dalalah); 
They have taken the satans (shayatïn) as 
patrons apart from Allah, and they think that 
they are guided. (7:28) 

I have found her (i.e. Saba') and her 
people doing obeisance to the sun rather than 
to Allah; Satan (shayt:an) has made their works 
seem fair to them and has turned them aside 
from the way, and they are not (rightly) 
guided. ( 27: 24) 
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The other approach infers that all has been 

decided solely through the Divine mashï'ah. han is led 

astray by God who leads him astray. lt is from this 

view that these two concepts of Huda and 9!1[1 emerge 

as basic opposites, 59 and become important for the 

later controversy. 

If Allah will to guide (yahdï) anyone He 
enlargeth his breast for Islam, but if He will 
to send him astray (21!,9illa) He maketh his 
breast narrow and contracted as if he were 
climbing up into the heaven; thus doth Allah 
lay the abomination upon those who do not 
believe. (6:125) 

Whom Allah sendg5h astray for him there 
is no guide, (~~lil) and He leaveth them in 
their arrogance blindly wandering. (7:185) 

For him whom Allah sends astray (~9lil) 
there is no guide, but him whom Allah guideth, 
(yahdï) no one can send astray. (39:37-38) 

This is Allah 1 s guidance (huda) wherewith 
He guideth whomsoever He willeth; but for him 
whom Allah sendeth astray there is no guide. 
(hadin) (39:25) 

What we have been atternpting to show is that 

the QurJan in its forceful and firm assertions about 

Allah as the Supreme Lord of the ~~orlds, and through 

its employment of terms relevant to aspects of the 

thought-world of the Jahili poetry, posed these 

fundamental questions for the later theological-

philosophical controversy of determinism and freedom. 

1. ls the qadar of God so inclusive and 

pervading that it denies man possibility of participation 
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in the working out of his human destiny as well as his 

future in the after life, whether it be Paradise or 

Hell? 

2. If the answer is Yes, How can God be just, 

and if the answer is No, how can He be al-Qadir? 

There is no doubt that the problem of 

Determinism and Freedom in classical Islamic thought 

is a theological-philosophical one and as such, does not 

appear until post-QurJanic times. The technical phrase 

for the controversy, ~Ça' wa gadar, does not occur in 

the qurJan, nor do these ~!O words, which are QurJanic, 

have the full theological sense in the ÇurJan they 

acquired later in the developing controversy. 

It is necessary, however, to emphasize the 

important and intimate connection between foundational 

conceptions in the qur1 an which deal with the relation 

between God and man and the later developing theology. 

As Toshihiko Izutsu points out, 61 post-Qu~anic 

theological development is the most dependent and faith­

fut systemization of QurJanic assertions about the 

nature of God and man's place and purpose in the 

created order. Since theology can be broadly defined 

as ''intellectual reflection on the faith of a particular 

religious community11 , its connection with the starting 

point of the religious community (here the ÇurJan, 



revealed through the prophet Huttammad) naturally is 

intimate and necessary. Or, as stated by Izutsu, 

theology is "the result of the effort of the human 

intellect and reason to grasp thrs very teaching (the 

message of the QurJan) more systematically and 

theoretically 11 •
62 
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The awareness of the purpose and aim of 

theology must not only involve consciousness of the 

intimate connection between theologizing and the basic 

source of this effort, but also involve the realization 

that there is essential difference between the two. One 

may 11 discover'1 in the QurJ an anything one desires, 

whether it be justification for political, economie and 

social theories as well as proofs for theological 

positions. 63 Theodor NtHdeke states that "The Koran, 

generally speaking, teaches a rather crass determinism.•64 

We agree with Daud Rahbar65 who rejects this kind of all 

inclusive dogmatic generalization and states: "The 

task of interpreting the QurJan is therefore, one of 

excavation, of viewing its unsophisticated thought in 

true historical perspective by reconstructing that 

primitive atmosphere in which it was revealed. 1166 How-

ever, the context oÎ ~6ldeke 1 s statement is a survey 

discussion of the early theological disputes, of which 

a major one was the determinism-freedom controversy. 
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Rahbar rejects the idea that the QurJan teaches a 

"crass determinism", not only because he believes it 

not true, but because his purpose is to establish that 

"the Qur•an very consistently upholds the doctrine of 

the stern justice of God, and that the phrases of the 

Qur 1 an which are believed to signify a capricious will 

of God, do so only when plucked from their contexts. 1167 

His lengthy study seeks to refute the notion that God 

predestines human action and that this idea is in­

compatible with the true theme of the gurAan; namely, 

the justice of God in light of Final Judgment. 

However, the same question which he asks 

rhetorically about the early !•'i:uslim sects, i.e., "ls it 

not possible that the sects were reading their own 

meanings into QurJanic phrases? 1168 must also be 

directed to his own work as well as any other exegetical 

study of the QurJan. He is attempting to get at the 

question, "i-lhat are the right presuppositions for 

exegesis?" Rahbar implies that many l· ï.uslims, from 

earliest times to the present, have operated with the 

wrong presuppositions by "reading their own meanings 

. h Q J _ Il 
~nto t e ur an. A part of his task is to correct mis-

interpretations concerning the problem of determinism 

reflected in the QurJan by proving that the real issue 

is God as the God of Justice. The notion of God as the 



God of predestination he finds incompatible tvith this 

central theme of the QurJan69 and he accuses Muslim 

theology of obscuring true 11Qur 1 anic thought 11 .70 

75 

We are not prepared to offer a critique of 

his effort to shm...:r the central theme of the Qur.t an is 

God 1 s Justice in light of Final Judgrnent; indeed, he 

puts forth a convincing argument that this is the 

"central theme". lTor are we prepared to argue that 

lslamic theology has not obscured true QurJanic thought. 

For us, the question of finding and proving a central 

tha~e, and of condemning lslamic theology as obscuring 

the "essence" of the qurJan, is totally futile and 

beside the point. For to find the central theme, that 

is, to search out the essence of the qurJan is, indeed, 

to be involved in the task of 11making 11 or "doing" 

theology, and to condemn most previous attempts at 

theological reflection on the qur'an as obscuring this 

essence demands, at the sarne moment, the asking of the 

question previously directed to the sects: ls this 

attempt not in fact the reading of one 1 s own meanings 

into the QurJan? 

As we have indicated, the best evidence that 

the Çur'àn itself poses the dilemrna of determinism and 

freedorn cornes from the rigorous controversies which 

raged on during the first centuries of Islam; early 
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Muslim thinkers did in fact interpret the Qur'in as 

expounding a thoroughgoing determinism. Their reflection 

about the heavy Qu~1 anic emphasis upon Divine Sovereignty 

led them to wonder about the implications of this 

emphasis on the problem of human destiny. For sorne, 

the theme of God 1 s 1adl was incidental, if not 

irrelevant all together; 8od 1 s Çadar was so Absolute it 

left man totally devoid of any capacity to act or be 

responsible. For others, God 1 s 'adl and the necessity 

of giving logical basis to taklif implied a limitation 

of God's qadar because these two attitudes presupposed 

that man does indeed have the capacity (isti~a'ah) to 

act, and therefore he himself is responsible for his 

acts. 

It rernains for us now to see how the 

theological-philosophical controversy developed in the 

post-Qur'anic period. 
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CHAPTER III 

RADICAL DETERMINISM AS EXPRESSED IN THE CHAPTERS ON 
QADAR IN THE HADITH COLLECTIONS OF BUKH.A:RI AND MUSLlM 

Montgomery Watt is of the opinion that the 

~dtth material reflects an atheistic fatalism over 

against the theism of the Qur1 in. 1 The atheistic 

conceptions, he argues, belong to the system of ideas 

current among the pre-Islamic Arabs, and, in spite of 

the rejection of the Jihilt world-view by the QurJin, 

these fatalistic ideas continued to be held by Muslims, 

and even found their place in orthodox teaching. 2 

Because the overwhelming emphasis is upon radical 

determinism in the lJ.adtth material, Watt finds "it 

difficult to resist the conclusion that the religious 

thinking of many Muslims continued in its fatalistic 

mould long after they had with their lips confessed that 

there is no god but God and that MUpammad is His 

prophet. 113 Since the Qur,.in has as its center of 

interest the majesty and omnipotence of God, and "is 

through and through theistic 11 ,
4 it may not be the 

fundamental source of the deterministic attitude 

reflected in the lJ.adtth literature; (or, if it is the 
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basic source, the determinist position representa a very 

serious distortion of the Qyr1 an). lnstead, what we 

find in that literature is a regression to the Jahili 

thought-world regarding the problem of determinism and 

freedom. 

We disagree with this analysis, and interpret 

the theologieal discussions embodied in the deterministie 

~adith as an attempt to formulate dogmatic assertions 

about the Lmplications of Divine Omnipotency for the 

destiny of man. Ne do not deny the fatalistic character 

of the 9!dith, but cannot accept that the ground of this 

"fatalism" is anything other than a radical yet 

consistent interpretation of certain aspects of God 1 s 

nature found in the QurJ in. 5 

ln examining the 9!dith material, we shall 

limit our study to the special chapters devoted to the 

problem of gadar in Bukhiri and MuslLm. 6 The over-all 

point of view expressed in these chapters is one of 

radical determinism. A. Wensinck states categorically 

that the Qadtth literature has not preserved a single 

tradition whieh advocated freedom of the will. 7 Watt 

critieizes this assumption as "too sweeping", and cites 

the following tradition from Bukhiri which indicates 

an anti-deterministic trend. 



There is no 'caliph' who does not have two 
courtiers, one ordering and inciting him to good, 
and one to bad; and the protected is he whom 
God protects.8 
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The purpose of this tradition, Watt states, is 

to persuade men that they "are not precluded from doing 

good works by a predetermined fate, but that on the 

contrary, there are forces present in the universe 

assisting them, and therefore their moral striving is 

not fruitless." 9 

However, we interpret this 9-!dtth to the 

contrary. T.here is cited at the beginning of this 

Qadith an exegetical note on the QurJinic verse which 

serves as the basis of the ~adtth. The chapter heading 

"The one protected (ma'§~) is he whom God protects" is 

based on Sürah 11:45: "He said (Noah's son): 1 1 shall 

betake myself to a mountain which will defend me from 

the water.• Noah said; 'There is no defender ('àf!m) 

today from the command ('amr) of God except (for) him 

upon whom He has mercy.'" The :P,adtth interpreta 'lsim 

to mean mini' (forbidding or prevention). Every 

khaltfah has two kinds of advisors (bi~inatàn), one 

advising Good and other advising Evil. The one who is 

protected, i.e. the one who is erevented from following 

the inducements of the Evil-inciting confi4!Pt, is 
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protected by God, ~.e., the One who prevents the 

following of evil advice. The protection meant here is 

not "protection" in the general sense of the word, as 

QasS:allint states, but specifically means being 
10 

prohibited, or prevented from engagement with Evil. 

We would summarize the ~adith this way: Although there 

are forces which lead men to choose between the good 

and the bad, God ultimately determines for whom evil­

doing shall be excluded. The implication is clearly 

that God determines the conduct of men. 11 

The first tradition recorded in Bukhiri 1 s 

Kitib al-Çadar is also recorded in Muslim 1 s opening 

chapter. lt concerna the writing of man 1 s destiny while 

the embryo is in the process of develàping. 

The Prophet sa id: 11Anyone of you is made 
up in the womb of his mother in the course of 
forty days. Then he is a clot of blood for 
the same time, then a maas of flesh (mudghah) 
for the same time; then God sends an angel who 
is commanded (or charged -- r;'maru) with four 
thinss; his sustenance (~~his term ('a~al), 
and (whether he is to be) miserable (shaqiy or 
happy (sa'td).nl2 

A variation of this Q!dtth is given by Bukhiri. 

The Prophet said: "God gives power to 
(wakkal) an angel concerning the womb. The 
angel says, 1 0h Lord, a sperm (nu~fah)l Oh 
Lord, a clot ('alagah)! Oh Lord; &Jmass of 
flesh (mu9ghat)!• When God wills ('arida) 
to de~er.mlne yaqdiy~) its creation\ he (the 
angel) says; un-tor , is it (to be) male or 
female, miserable or happy? What is the 
sustenance (~) and the term ('ajal)?' And 
so it is written in the womb of his mother.l3 
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Tbree consecutive traditions in Muslim offer 

an elaboration and slight variation on the one just 

cited; we render two of them. 14 

The angel enters the sperm (nu~fah) ~fter 
it has remained in the womb forty or forty-five 
nights, and he says: 110h Lord, miserable or 
happy?" And either one is written. And he says: 
"Oh Lord, male or female'l 11 And one or the other 
is written (yUktabin). And his work ('amal) 
(i.e. how he shall conduct himself in terms of 
ethical action), his career ('athar), his term 
('ajal) and his sustenance (~) are written 
down. Then the leaves are roffed up (so that) 
nothing is added to it or taken away from it. 

Ibn Mas'üd said: "The miserable one is he 

who is made miserable in the womb of his mother, and the 

happy one is whoever is left without it.ul5 

This tradition was then told to one of the 

Companions of the prophet, who answered; 

"How can a man be (made) miserable 
without work ('amal)? 1116 And he (the 
reporter) replied: "Do you wonder about that? 
1 heard the prophet say; 'When the sperm has 
remained for forty-two nights, God sends an 

. angel to it, and he forms it (sawwara) and 
creates its· hearing and sight,•its skin, flesh 
and bones. Then he says; 110h Lord, male or 

- female?" And your Lord decrees what He wills 
(~r rabbuka mi shi'a), and the angel writes 
it down. Then he says, 'Oh Lord, his sustenance?' 
And the Lord decrees what He wills, and the angel 
writes it down. Then the angel goes forth with 
the written paper (fa~fah) in his hand and 
nothing is added to what He commanded ('uminu) 
or taken away.l7 

These Ô!dtth give theological expression· to 

several Qur'inic passages which speak about God 1 s 
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creative activity regarding life. We see in these 

examples the tt!dtth as Qur'inic commentary and 

theological reflection moving in the direction of a 

defined theological position. The theological 

reflection naturally follows from the description given 

in the qur11n of the creating process. 

Recite in the name of thy Lord who 
created, created man from clotted blood. (96:1-2) 

And let man look -- from what was he 
created? He was created from water dripping. 
(86:5-6) 

Has not man considered that We have 
created hLm from a drop of seed (~~~)? 
(36:77) 

From a drop (nu~fah) He created him and 
assigned his power \i[add&ra) (80:18-19) 

Said his friend, in discussion with him: 
'Hast thou disbelieved in Him who created 
thee from dust, and then from semen (~fah), 
and then gave thee f orm as a man 7 1 ( : m 
We have created man of as extract of clay; 
Then We made him a drop (nu~~) in a receptacle 
sure; 
Then We created the clot a morsel 
Then We created the morsel bones 
And We clothed the bones with flesh 
And We produced him, another creature; 
Blessed be Allah, the best of creators. (23:14) 

The final development of this thought in the 

Qur1 in can be seen in sarah 22:5, which we quoted in the 

previous chapter under the discussion of 'ajal. 



0 ye people, if ye are in doubt about 
the upraising -- lo, We have created you from 
dust, then from a dropt then from a clot, then 
from a pieee (of fleshJ, formed or unformed, 
that We may make clear to you; We settle what 
We will in the wombs (nugirru fi 1 l 'ar~i mi 
nashi'u) until a set term ('ajalin musamman), 
then We bring you forth as infants; then (we 
act so) that ye may reach your maturity -­
some of you die, and some of you are reduced 
to the most abject state of life, so that 
after having had knowledge they know not a 
thing; ••• 
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lt can be seen now just how faithfully the 

~adtth we have cited adhers to the Qur'lnic passages 

which underlie the theologieal position advanced by the 

~adtth. The literary form of the ~adtth and many of 

the important key words employed in the ~adith follow 

the form and key expressions of the Qur1 in. 

The theologieal reflection represented here is 

produced in attempting to answer this questton (which is 

implicit in the Qur1 inic declarations about God's 

creative activity): To what extent does God1 s power 

pervade the shaping of man's destiny regarding all 

aspects of his existence? What is it that God "settles" 

according to what He wills in the wombs'l The answer is 

rigorously consistent. God not only determines one 1 s 

sex, sustenance and life-span; he also determines his 

conduct ( 1amal)l9 and ultimate destiny in the hereafter. 

ln other words, God 1 s determining power is total, en­

eompassing both man's human and ultimate destiny. 
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Montgomery Watt, while admitting the phrase 

"miserable or happy" most probably refers to Paradise 

and Hell, speculates that 11there is also nothing to 

prevent a person who did not believe in a future life 

from interpreting the words as referring solely to this 

life. That is to say, these traditions may quite 

possibly contain pre-lslamic material adapted to Musl~ 
20 ideas. 11 Watt's speculation is understandable in 

light of his main contention that the ~adith concerning 

the problem of determinism portray to a large extent, 

the pre-Qur'inic outlook. We take issue with his 

essential argument, which runs as follows. The Qur'in 

focuses attention upon God's majesty and omnipotency, 

and in the Qur'in are found the complementary ideas of 

Divine Sovereignty and human responsibility.21 The 

~adith material depicts life as fixed and controlled by 

forces often characterized as impersonal (e.g. the Pen 

and The Book); this deterministic outlook, which he 

terms atheistic fatalism, is repudiated by the Qur'in. 

Therefore, the Qur'in cannot be the fundamental basis 

for the intellectual formulation of the determinist 

position articulated in the Qêdith, because this material 

does not conform to the central message of the Qur'in. 

Thus, the fundamental source of the ~adith material 

regarding its radical determinist stance can only be 
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found in the Jihilt thought-world. "The predominant 

tendency", he states, 11is to uphold not merely the view 

that human life is predetermined, but also the whole 

fatalistic outlook on life current among the Arabs of 

the Jihiliya, but stigmatized by Muhammad.n22 

There are two fundamental problems reflected 

in this argument. That the Qur'in may be thought to 

focus attention upon the two complementary notions of 

Sovereignty and human responsibility does not prevent 

the possibility of deriving from the Qur'in the 

necessary 11building blocks" essential for developing 

the theological position of radical determinism. The 

issue raised here is extremely important and similar to 

the problem we raised in the second chapter concerning 

the difficulty of getting at the right presuppositions 

for exegesis. Here, the struggle is to free oneself 

from a particular theological point of view about the 

Çur'in which might hinder the task of interpreting a 

quite different theological point of view about the 

Qur'in. 

Secondly, the similarity between the atheistic 

fatalism of Jihiliya times and radical deter.minism of 

the ~adith material need not imply that the latter has 

as its fundamental source the former. The point of 

contact may have nothing to do with common sources; it 
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may rather be found in the problem of determinism it-

self. It may be possible to say, then, that the ~dtth 

portray the fatalistic pre-Islamic outlook, not in that 

they reflect a return to or a revival of pre-Islamic 

fatalism, but beeause theoretically, a radical 

determinism derived from religious assertions about 

God's Sovereignty or a fatalism based on an impersonal 

Time-Fate force is one and the same philosophical problem. 

Whether the control of all things is in the hands of a 

personal God of an impersonal Ttme-Fate, many of the 

philosophical issues pertaining to the implications of 

these powers for the destiny of man are similar. 

We are certain, however, that the tadtth put 

forward a theological position based fundamentally on 

and intimately connected to Qur'lnic assertions about 

God's Omnipoteney and Sovereignty. 

Returning to the ~adith of Bukhlri and Y~slim 

we find an elaboration of the significance of God~ 

predetermining the 'amal of man.23 

By Godl If any of you, or a man, does 
the works (ya'malu bi-'amal) of the people 
of Hell so that between him and it there is 
nothing but a fathom or a cubit,24 and then 
the Book shall surpass him (yasbigu 1alayhi 1 1-
kitib)25 and he will do the works of the 
people of paradise, and he will enter it. And 

• indeed, a man may do the works of the people 
of paradise so much so that between him and it 
there exists only a fathom or a cubit -- and 



then the Book will overcome him, and he will 
do the works of the people of Hell, and shall 
enter it. 
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We have previously seen that God determines, 

before a man is born, the kind of life he will lead. 

The ~adith just cited places particular emphasis on the 

meaning of the acts of man and their relation to the 

activity of God as the pre-determiner of all things. 

The ~adith answers the questions: Who is the author of 

man 1 s acts, and what significance do these acts have 

for the eternal destiny of man?26 

Also, stress is placed on the importance of 

the final acts. Other ~adtth illustrate this idea more 

forcefully. 

Abü Hurayra said: "We were with the 
Prophet at Khaybar, and He said about one who 
was with him who professed Islam. 1This is 
one of the people of Hell 1 • When the combat 
began, the man fought with great struggle, so 
much so that he was wounded very much, and 
disabled. One of the Companions of the Prophet 
approached and said: 1 0h Prophet, do you see 
that the man whom you said was of the people 
of Hell fought in the way of God (i.e. 
performed the aihad) with great struggle and 
is wounded very much? 1 The Prophet said: 
1 Nevertheless, he is one of the people of 
Hell 1 • Some of the Muslims were aLmost 
doubting when the man, on account of his 
suffering of his wounds, put his hand to his 
quiver, took out from it an arrow, and committed 
suicide. Sorne of the Muslims ran to the Prophet 
and said: 'Oh prophet, God bas verified your 
story. So and so eut his throat and killed 
himself.' The Prophet said: Oh Bilil, rise 



and proclaim: No one will enter Paradise except 
the Mu 1min. lndeed! God supports this religion 
with an impudent (fijir) man.u27 
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ln the same chapter, the same story is related 

about a man who was serving God by fighting in the 

jihad. He fought courageously, but the prophet 

numbered htm among the people of Bell. After he killed 

himself, the Prophet said: 

lndeed! A servant may do the works of the 
people of Hell but he is in fact one of the 
people of Paradise. He may do the works of the 
people of Paradise when he is in fact one of the 
people of Hell. Works must be judged from 
concluding acts ('a'mil bi-l-khawitim)2~ 

lt is evident that man's ultimate destiny is 

clearly predetermined before his last acts are put into 

effect; yet these last acts have special significance 

regarding his eternal fate. Watt believes what is 

determined is primarily the last acts, but at the same 

time, lip service is somehow paid to the Muslim 

conception of human responsibility.29 Wensinck thinks 

that these traditions emphasizing last acts indicate 

human action has a relation to man's eternal fate, but 
30 the precise nature of the relationship is unclear. 

lt is also possible that this emphasis on 

the importance of last acts simply calls attention to 

the total lack of human power concerning man's activity. 

The stress is not on the "acts" but on the fact that as 
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1.!..!!, acts' they are the criterion for the Judgment Day 

decision. All preceding activity has no relevance. 

These last acts, when they occur, reveal the 

actualization of activity predetermined; in a certain 

sense they verify or implement those Divine pre­

determined decrees which decide if one is to be judged 

a mu'min or a kifir. 

Also, it is indicated in these ~adith that 

the prophet bas knowledge of things to come. Bukhiri 

records a ~adith which impljasthat the whole course of 

history was revealed to the prophet by God. 

/ 

The prophet preached to us a sermon in 
which he did not leave out anything (that 
would happen) until Resurrection Day but that 
he mentioned it. "He who knows it, knows it and 
he who is ignorant of it is ignorant of it. 1f 
1 were to see something 1 had forgotten, 1 would 
know it just as a man knows the face of his 
absent (friend); when he sees him, he 
recognizes him.u31 

Muslim records two traditions which tell us 

that the creation of people for Hell and Paradise occurs 

while they aee still in the loins of their fathers. 

The Prophet was called to the funeral of 
a young boy who was of the Followers of the 
Prophet ( • anfk). 1 sa id: (1 'tshah) noh 
prophet, Happiness <tuba) to this youth! A 
sparrow among the sparrows of Paradise! He 
did no evil, and no ev il wi 11 rea ch him. n 
The prophet said; "Or the opposite of that. 
Oh 'i'ishah, lndeed God creates for Paradise 
(some) people. He creates for them that 
(Paradise) (while they are) in the loins of their 
fathers. He creates for Hell (some) people. He 
creates it for th~ (while they are) in the loins 
of their fathers.n32 



ln both Bukhart and Muslim, we find ~adtth 

where someone raises the question: Why bother about 

1 amal if man's ultimate destiny is predete~ined? 

We were sitting with the Prophet who had a 
stick with which he was scratching the ground. 
He said: 11There is not one of you whose place 
in Hell or Paradise has not been written. 11 

'l'hen a man said: "Shall we not abandon our 
trust?" The Prophet said: 11No1 Do works, 
for all is easy {!ullun muyassarun). 11 And he 
read (from Sürah 92:5ff.) 

So as for him who gives and shows 
piety, and counts true the best 
(reward), we shall assist him to ease. 
But as for him who is niggardly, and 
prides himself in wealth and counts 
false the best (reward) We shall 
assist him to

3
Difficulty. (Bell's 

Translation). 3 

ln several traditions of Muslim, the same 

problem is addressed.34 ln one, a man seeks 

clarification concerning "our religion" (dtnani) by 

asking if our character or disposition results from 

that which was pre-written and pre-determined. The 

prophet answered yes, and then the man asked what is 
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the use of 'amal. The prophet answered: 11Work, for 

everything is easy.u35 ln another ~adtth, the prophet 

answers the same question with: "Everything is easy 

according to what was created for him". (Kullun 

muvassarun lima khuliqa lahu).36 

The question is given further elaboration in 

the following ~adtth from Muslim. 



I was addressed by 'Lmrin ibn ~UJayn: 
"Do you believe what people do today and 
exert effort in is something determined 
(gypiva) for them and (something) 
accomplished by them from a pre-ordained 
decree? (min gadari ma sabaga) -- or are their 
actions assumed by them according to what is 
brought to them by their prophet, and the 
obligation established for them?" I said: 
"(The actions of men) are something decreed 
(gudi}a) for them and pre-deter.mined for them 
(mapa ·" The other sa id: 11 Is there no wrong 
doing (zulm)'l" I said: 11All things are of 
God and 1under the sovereignty of His band; 
therefore, what He does is not (to be) 
questioned -- (rather), they are to be 
questioned.u37 Then He said to me: "God have 
mercy! I intended nothing by questioning you 
except to appraise your understanding ('agl). 11 

Then two men of Muzaynah came to the Prophet 
and said: 110h Prophet, do you think what 
people do today and exert effort in is something 
decreed for them and accomplished by them from 
a pre-ordained decree'l -- or are their actions 
assumed by them according to what is brought 
to them by their prophet and the obligation 
established for them?" He said: "No. 
Rather, (their actions) are decreed and 
determined (ga~l and m.!9l) for them. The tru th 
of this is in he Book of God: By a soul and 
what formed it, and implanted in it its 
wicked11ess and its piety!" (Bell's 
translation - 91:7,8)38 
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In these ~adtth the basic question is: wbat 

is the point of making effort to act ethically if one's 

moral conduct has been predetermined'l The answers 

given vary, but all are based on passages from the 

Qur'in. The first Qur'anic references appear to 

contradict the basic presupposition that all 'a'mil are 

pre-determined (92:5ff).39 However, in the last Q!dith 

cited, the Qur'inic verses (91:7,8) are interpreted from 



the deterministic point of view; God fashions and 

completes the soul and inspires it with either piety 

or wickedness. 
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ln the ~adtth just quoted we have expressed 

the basic religious-theological position underlying all 

of the ~adtth described so far. When the question was 

asked: 11Is there no ~!:!lm?", the answer came in the 

form of a religious-t&hological statement describing 

the meaning of God's Omnipotency. 11All things are of 

God and under the control of His Hand. 1140 

the 
We have seen that both~human and ultimate 

destiny of mankind have been pre-deter.mined by Divine 

Decrees, but just how far in advance? Muslim and 

Bukhiri record ~dtth which emphasize the fact that 

all things were decided from eternity. 

The Prophet sa id: "God wrote the 
decress {magidtr) of the created world fifty~ 
thousand years before he created the heavens 
and the earth." And he said: "The throne of 
God is on the water.u4l 

Muslim records several versions of the story 

of the dispute between Adam and Moses42 where Adam 

absolves himself from Moses' chastisement by claiming 

he could not possibly be responsible for his acts since 

they were predetermined before his existence. 

Adam and Müsi disputed before théir 
Lord, and Adam confuted Müsa. M~sa said: 
"You are the Adam whom God created with His 
hand, and in you He breathed His spirit {rüp), 



and made His angels bow down to you, and caused 
you to live in Paradise. Then you caused 
mankind to descend to earth by your blunder 
(khatr 1ah). 11 Adam said: "You are Hüsi whom 
God chose, and with His word (kalim) and gave 
you tablets upon which is the explanation 
(tibyan) of all things, and brought you close 
(to Him) as a confidant. Then, how long was 
the Torah (tawri) written before I was created'l" 
Miisi answered: 11Forty years." Adam said: "Do 
you find in it (the words); 1And Adam disobeyed 
His Lord and went astray'l 11 (See Qur1 in, 20: 
121) Müsi said, 1 Yes 1 • Adam said: "And do 
you blame me for doing an act ('amal) which God 
wrote that I (should) do forty years before He 
created me?" And the Prophet said: "Adam 
confuted ldüsi.n43 
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Qas~allant states that the forty year period 

began at the moment God said: 11 1 will create on the 

earth a Messenger. 11 , and terminated at the moment God 

breathed into Adam His spirit of life. 44 lt signifies 

a period before the creation of the world at which time 

decrees were set down. 

TNhat is most interesting about this story is 

the fact that Adam refuted the argument of Moses that 

he was responsible for the Fall of mankind from 

Paradise. He proved to Moses that his act of dis-

obedience did not come from himself, but was imposed 

upon him by God 1 s Divine Will. 

Qas~allint gives an interesting interpretation 

of Adam1 s argument which is influenced by Sunnt Kalim. 

What Adam wanted to say is this: 



Why do we forget the eternal foreknowledge 
and remember only the act of man, which is a 
aecondary cause, but neglect the primary cause 
which is the decree. You, Oh Moses, whom God 
favored above the other prophets; you, one of 
the excellent men who has contemplated they 
~steries of God -- you must know the decree! 
This dispute does not exist in the world of 
secondary causes in which the ability and the 
part man plays in the act must never be 
neglected. The eternal foreknowledge exists 
in the transcendant world where the spirits 
intermingle. Regarding the fault, it does not 
strike man under moral obligation as long as 
he lives in this world where all are responsible. 
It is God, says Adam, who predestined me and my 
error. Especially, it must not be forgotten 
that this dispute existed after God had 
pardoned Adam; this is why his appeal to the 
pre-existent decree justified h~, since sin 
does not admit anymore blame for him who has 
been pardoned ••• 45 
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The Qadtth itself, however, implies not only 

that God pre-determined the Fall of mankin~ from 

Paradise, but also that the responsibility for evil 

acts performed does not rest with man. It is this 

attitude whichalilasan al-Ba§rt attempts to refute in 

his treatise. 

In another Qadïth recorded by Muslim we find 

murder justified on the grounds that the one slain, if 

he had lived, would have caused much trouble. 

The Prophet said: 11 Indeed! The boy whom 
Kha9ir killed was marked (pybi 1a) a kifir. If 
he had lived he would have caused his parents 
to suffer ('arhaqa) oppression (~ughyin) and 
unbelief (~).tt46 
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This ~adith is interesting because it is a 

paraphrase of two verses from the story of Moses and al­

Kha9ir found in the Qur 1 an 
So the two (i.e. Moses - as a legendary 

figure - and the Mysterious l~n commonly known 
as Kha9ir) journeyed on until, when they met a 
boy, he (Kha9ir) slew him. Moses said, "What, 
hast thou slain a pure (i.e. innocent) soul 
guilty of no murder? Verily thou has done a 
hideous (nukr) thing." (18:73) 

As for the boy (killed), his parents were 
believers and we feared lest he shQuld impose 
on them tughyin and kufr. (18:79)4/ 

We shall encounter this story again when we 

deal with the treatise of ~asan al-Bafri in the next 

chapter. 

The peculiar expression, "'lhe Pen is Dry", is 

found in one tradition of Bukhari. 

The Pen is dry (jaffa al-galamu) (that 
wrote) according to the knowledge of God and 
His saying; "God leads him astray e..!.9!.!!!.) 
according to (His) knowledge." (45:22) And 
Abü Hurayra said: "The Pro.phet said to me, 
'The Pen is dry (that wrote) of what will 
happen to you•.n48 

Ringgren gives two variations, one from Abü 

Di'üd and the other from Tirmidhï. 

The first thing God created was the Pen. 
He said: "Write!" 1t asked; 11What shall 1 
write?" He answered: "W:r:ite the destinies 
(magidir) of all things. n49 

The first thing God created was the Pen. 
He said: "Write!" 1t asked: "What shall 1 
write?" He answered: "Write the decree 
(gadar) what has been and what shall be in 
eternity.n50 
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The obvious meaning is that the act of making 

the decrees has been completed, and the destinies of all 

people have been fixed. In the tradition from Bukhari, 

fixed, written decrees refer specifically to pre­

destination for Paradise or Hell. 

Although we did not find the expression "Lawp 

mahfü~11 (Preserved Tablet) in the Books of Qadar in 

Bukhiri and Muslim, Guillaume believes what is meant by 

the many references to writing is the preserved tablet. 51 

ln the Qur'in, al-lawp signifies the Tablet 

which is kept in heaven and is called Lawp mahfü~. 11Nay, 
' 

it is a glorious qur1 in, in a tablet preserved. 11 (85: 

21-22) Wensinck states52 that two different conceptions 

must be distinguished concerning al-lawp. Firstly, the 

tablet is referred to as the original copy of the Qur1an. 
Secondly, the tablet is the record of the decisions of 

the Divine Will. lt is obviously the second meaning of 

al-lawp which is reflected in the ~adith literature. 

All that has been and will be have been written on the 

lawp mahfu~. 
' 

The tmmutability of the pre-ordained decree 

and its effect upon the lives of people are expressed 

often. 

The Prophet said to Ibn Sayyid: 11 1 have 
something hidden from you.9 Hé5~Ibn ~ayyid) said: "The Smoke (ad-dukhkh)." The Prophet 
said: "Depart! For you are not able to exceed 



your decree (gadr)." Then 'Umar said: "Give 
me permission to eut off his head!" The 
Prophet said: "Let him be. If it is he 
(the antichrist -- ad-da11il) you are not 
able, and if he is not the one, there would 
be no good for you in killing him.n54 

Qas~allJnt states this about the ~dith:55 

If the Lord predetermined that he will go 
out and do his work, he will not permit you to 
kill the one whom according to the decree must 
live in order to accomplish this. If God 
permitted you to kill him, he would be 
prevented from realizing the decree, which 
is impossible. If, on the other band, Ibn 
~ayyid is not the Anti-Christ, there is no 
advantage in killing him. 
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Bukhiri records two ~adith in which the prophet 

condemns the making of vows. 

The Prophet forbade vows. He said: "The 
vow (nadbr) does not prevent (or change) any­
thing, even though something is forçed out ôf 
the greedy (bakhll) because of it.n.56 

Abfi Hurayra said: "The vow brings nothing 
to the son of Adam which bas not been decreed 
(guddira) for him; rather, the vow throws 
him on the decree (gadar).tt.57 

Qas~allini explains that the prophet forbade 

making vows because people might get the idea they 

could guarantee their faith and be distracted from the 

certainty that all is decreed. The only benefit in vow­

making comes when the greedy are involved; they must 

give up something.58 

We have seen that in many of the \l!dith from 

Bukhiri and Muslim the intimate connection between them 
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and their foundational concepts, which are found in 

passages from the qur'in. We noted one instance (the 

slaying of the boy by Kha~ir) where the ~adith was 

nothing more than a paraphrase of two passages from the 

Qur' in. The following example is built upon three 

separate sets of verses. We shall cite them first, then 

give the P!dith. 

Say: "There will nothing befall us but 
what Allah bath written (kataba) down for us." 
(9:51) 

Not one to rebellion against Htm will you 
tempt, but him who is (destined) to roast in 
the Blaze. (ml 'intum 'ala~hi bi-fitinin 'illi 
man Huwa fali-'1 1 1ab!m) ( 7:162-163) 

Glorify the name of thy Lord the most high, 
Who created and formed 
Who assigned power and guided (wa-'1 
ladhi gaddara fa hadl). (87:1-3) 

The ~adith reads as follows: 

Say: 11 Nothin~ happens except by what God 
has written (kataba.), (and) for us kataba is 
aadi." Mujihid said: "(You are not able to) 
Ttô-tempt 1 (bi-fitin m) means 'lead astray' 
(bi-mudillin , except whomever God has written 
that he is to roast in the fire ('lla man 
kataba allihu 'annahu yafli- 1 1 ja~tm) • . He 
decreed (gaddara) and He guided ~ adl) means 
He decreed misery and happinei&, and He guided 
the sheep to their pastures.n.::>9 

These t~ee verses which, from solely the 

religious pe~spective, might be interpreted as 

affirmations of Divine Sovereignty, are given a 

thoroughly deterministic formulation. Again, the 

emphasis is upon the predetermination of man's ultimate 

destiny. 
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ln the light of the Divine decrees, 

resignation and patience are the only alternatives for 

man in the face of misfortune which may come upon him. 

'i'ishah reported that she asked the 
Prophet about the pla~ue (ti~). He said: 
11 lt is a punisbment ( adhib) which God sends 
against whomever He wills. And God makes it 
a mercy (~h) for the believers. No servant, 
in a country where the plague is, who remains 
in the midst of it, and does not go out of the 
country, (remaining) patiently and forbearingly 
(fibiran œubtasiban), knowing that nothing will 
happen to him except what God has written down 
for him -- he will have the same reward as a 
martyr (shahtd).n60 

Qas~allint refers us to an P!dtth from 

Bukhirt's book of Medicine which explains further that 

resignation and patience are the only options when 

natural calamities strike. 61 

'Umar ibn al-Kha~~lb was to set out for 
an expedition to Syria when he was informed 
that the plague had broken out there, and upon 
mature consideration he decided not to go. 
Then AbQ 'Ubaydah ibn al-Jarr~ asked him: 
11Wtll you flee from the decree (gadar) of God1 11 

'Umar answered ••• "Yes, we flee from the qadar 
o! God to (another) qadar of God. lf you had 
some camels sent to a valley, one aide of which 
was fertile and the other barren, and if you 
made them graze the fertile aide, you would do 
that through the decree of God, and if you made 
them graze the barren side, you would do that 
through the decree of God. 11 Then the question 
was settled by 'Abd al-RaOmJn ibn 'Auf who 
related the following saying of the Prophet: 
"When you hear of the plague in a country, do 
not go there; but if it breaks out in the 
country where you are, do not leave it.n 
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By fleeing from one decree to another decree, 

a man, in th1nking he is escaping his destiny might very 

well encounter his trse decree. 
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CHAPTER IV 

A~~SAN AL-BA~RI: HUMAN RESPONSIBILITY 

A. Eistorica1-Theo1ogica1 Backgro~ 

~asan of Ba~ra (21/643-110/728) is no doubt 

one of the most significant figures in ear1y Isla-n. ~Ie 

is considered the "father11 of ~üfisrn, 1 is respected and 

venerated by the 'ahl al-sunnah, and numbered among the 

}fu 1 tazilah. nis n~~e is to be found throughout the 

'I".aousand and One tiights as a legendary character of 

extreme wisdon and c1everness. 

But more controversial is the view of ~asan 

as a 11Qadarï 11 , v7ho occupied the central place in 

the important, •:pre-rationa1istic 11 theological 

debate on determinism and freedor.1. This is the 

~Iasan to 1;vhom ·He wish to :;ive our attention. Our 

final concern will be to examine a very early theological 

trea tise, wri tten during the reign of 1 abd al-l':"alik 

(65-86/685-705), which is in the for;n of a 1etter Hritten 

by ~lasan to the khalïfah 1 abd al-l·.a1ik. lt is an 

extremely important document, not only because it is the 

ear1iest extant theo1ogical treatise in Islam, but a1so, 

it may be taken to represent the kind of theo1ogica1 
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discussions whieh existed before the beginnings of 

speculative theology. As we shall see, the attempt of 

~asan to arrive at the theological position representing 

the indeterminist view was mainly an exegetical effort. 

ln the preceding chapter, we indicated that the close 

connection between certain key Qurlnic concepts about 

God's Omnipotence and the radical determinist position 

reflected in the ~dtth material of Bukhiri and Muslim 

largely resulted from systematic exegetical effort, too. 

Although only a few of the ~adith which we discussed 

are debated in the treatise, the radical determinism 

of the ~d[th material is the position attacked by 

~san. 

However, before discussing the treatise, we 

must speak about that confused, tumultuous and uncertain 

period in which ~asan lived. Our basic concern in 

these next few pages will be to show that the theological 

thought of the first century is intimately connected to 

the political and social upheavals of the period, and 

(contrary to the impression given by the heresiographers 

that the thinking was systematic, and developed among 

various 11 sects") what we may call the theological 

endeavor of the time is an attempt to give theological­

religious expression to the difficult issues facing the 

newly emerging lslamic community. lt is beyond the 
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scope of this paper, and the abi1ity of its writer to 

do anything more than hint at the necessity, for future 

theological studies, to work out more precisely the 

relationship between the material classified by the 

heresiographers and the historical situations from 

which that material arose. 

~san 1 s life spans the period in lsl~ic 

history which witnessed the beginning and early 

development of theological thought. He was fourteen 

when 'Uthmin was murdered, and this event led to 

constant strife concerning the problem of choosing the 

khaltfah. 'Alt 1 s election to the khilifah was 

problematical2 and discontent spread. ln 36/656 1Alt 

defeated the rebel forces of 'K'~ha, Tal9a and al-ZUbayr 

at the battle of the Came~.3 After his victory, 'Ali 

hoped to regain the allegiance of ~ru'iwiyaqj but 

Mu'iwiyahdemanded the surrender of the murderers of 

'Uthmih. This conflict led to a show-down between 'Ali 

and Mu'awiyah, and, in 37/657, they fought at ~iffin, 

where 'Ali was tricked into arbitrating the dispute by 

Mu'awiyah. The task of the arbitrators 

was to determine whether the acts of which 
'Uthmin was accused were or were not ahdith, 
arbitrary actions at odds with the divine 
law. If the caliph were guilty, his murder 



could be regarded as an act of justice; but if 
he had committed no errors, the conclusion must 
be that he bad been killed unjustly, and in 
consequence Mu 1 iwiyah was justified in claiming 
the right of vengeance. But this was not all, 
for a decision in favor of Mu 1iwiyah would 
inevitably involve, for 1Alt, the loss of the 
caliphate.4 
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During the period of arbitration, disputes 

arose in 1Alt's ranks. At this time a group of 1Alt's 

supporters broke with him, protesting arbitration with 

the cry 11no decision save God 1 s 11 (li b.ukm illi li'llih). 

These dissidents, the first of the Khawirij, accused 

'Ali of sinning against God by arbitrating. Meanwhile, 

the arbitrators decided 1 Uthmin bad not committed 

wrong, and 1Ali was forced to march against Mu'awiyah 

once again. He sought to re-enlist the dissidents, but 

they refused, and he attacked them, and massacred them 

at the battle of al-Nagrawin (38/658). His force 

weakened, 1Alt had no choice but to return to Küfa 

where, in 40/660, he was murdered.5 

For the next twenty years, covering the reign 

of Mu 1 iwiyah, rebellion was continually breaking out in 

Iraq, particularly around Bafra. 1 Ubaydallih ibn 

Ziyad, governor of Batra (76-85/675-684) kept things 

manageable until the death of Yazid (84/683). 6 lt 

must be remembered that only in Syria and Palestine did 

the Umayyadfs have firm control, and expeditions were 
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continually sent to put an end to revolte in Iraq. 7 

When 'Abd al-Malik first came to power, Iraq had to be 

abandoned. For five years it remained under the control 

of Mus 1ab b. al-ZUbayr: The brother of the anti-
t. -Khalifah Abd Allah b. al-·ZUbayr. 

In 72/691 Mus 1ab was destroyed. At the same 

time, ~ajjij was sent to Mecca, where Ibn al-ZUbayr was 

destroyed (73/692). After the recovery of Iraq, 'Abd 

al-Malik organized his efforts against the Khawirij. 

In 73/692-3 the Najdiyyah were defeated; in 74/694 1Abd 

al-Malik transferred al-~ajjij to Küfa, who was 

successful in defeating the Aziriqah three years later.8 

Also, at the same time, a fresh Khirijt uprising broke 

out in Mesopotamia. After calling for more Syrian 

troops, ~ajjij was able to defeat this new outbreak. 

Then in 83/702 ~ajjij built the garrison city of Wisit, 

which became an outpost permanently occupied by the 

S i . .. 9 yr an, . army. Thus for more than forty years, Khirijt 

insurrections and revolta racked Iraq. 

From one year before the battle at ~ifftn 

until his death, ~asan resided in Bafra, a camp town 

just fifty miles west of the Persian Gulf. As a 

young man he took part in the campaigns of conquest in 

Eastern Iraq. His criticism of ~jjij for building the 

garrison city of Wisit resulted in ~asan having to hide 
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out until the death of ~ajjij. 10 ~asan was antagonistic 

towards the political elite, but probably did not give 

support to the activists. The question often directed 

to him was: Should one revolt or be patient (i.e., 

practice fabr)? 

They (i.e. those who bad been fighting 
al-~ajjij) went to see ~asan, and said to him: 
110h Aba Sa'ïd! V/hat do you say of fighting 
this tyrant (~ajjij) who has shed sacred blood, 
seized sacred property, abandoned his prayers, 
and done this and that?" And they mentioned 
sorne of the wicked deeds of al-~jjaj. ~asan 
said: 111 think you should not fight him 
because if he is a punishment from God, you 
will not be able to avert it by your swords, 
and if it is a trial, exercise patience (~~) 
until God Judges -- and He is the best of 
judges. 11 And they went al-i a y from him saying: 
"Shall we listen to this uncouth liar ('ilj)? 
And they were Arabs; they rebelled and they were 
all killed.ll 

~asan was not inclined to support any side -- neither 

the rebels nor the "Commander of the Faithful". 

A man from Syria asked al-t!asan: \!hat 
have you to say about the insurrections 
(fitan) of Yazïd b. Muhallab and Ibn al­
Ash'ath'l" He said: "Support neither one." 
One of the Syrians said: "Not even the 
Commander of the Faithful ('Amïr al-Mu'minrn)'l" 
~asan was angry and said (with his hand): "Not 
even the Commander of the Faithful! nl2 

~asan was prudent, though, and practical minded. 

1 t was sa id to ~Tas an: "Hhy don 1 t you go 
to the rulers ( • t!MÇ1

) and command them to do 
good and forbid them to do evil. 11 ~san said: 
"A mu'min should not humiliate himself, since 



their swords are faster than our tongues. 
When we speak, they rep1y with their swords 
1ike this -- (and he described to us in the 
manner of striking).l3 
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In another story, he is described as being very brave. 

Mu~arrif, when there was an uprising 
(fitnah) wou1d forbid (fighting) and would 
run away. A1-~san wou1d forbid it, but did 
not run away. Mu~arrif sa id: A1-~asan is 
1ike a man who warns people from a flood and 
he stands in its way.l4 

It is clear from the above passages that 

~asan himself was invo1ved in the upheava1s which 

centred around Ba~ra. lt seems most likely that he was 

close1y associated with the Khawarij from Ba~ra. The 

story in which he refused to support Ibn Ash'ath, who 

fought pajjij "because of his cruelty11 refers (according 

to Massignon) most probable to 81-82 A.H. 15. His 

associations and discussions with the Khawarij must 

have been with those who espoused what Watt ca1ls the 

moderate Kharijt point of view. These groups, he says, 

lived in Ba~ra during the 1ast two decades of the 

eighth century (80 and after), and the discussions which 

took place at the time, in which these 11moderate 11 

Khawarij played an important role, "were the foundation 
16 of most later theological developments in Islam." 

vfuat kind of discussions were these, out of 

which most 1ater theo1ogizing ensued7 What was the 



119 

~ nature of this early, pre-kalim theological effort? 

~Jere these schools of thought, sects, or did theology 

develop haphazardly, reflecting different tendencies 

criss-crossing one another at the same time? Was there 

even a "development" of thought2 

lt would be impossible for us to deal 

exhaustively with these questions in this thesis, but 

something must be said so that we may understand more 

clearly the importance of ~asan in early theological 

thinking. 

~i:hat is most important to understand is that 

there were no schools of theological thought in the 

first century. There were no 11 sects11 in the proper 

sense of the '\'lord in that period, except for the 

Khawarij. The Shï'ah were not a sect, they were 

partisans of 1Alt. (The proper question to ask about 

the Shi 1 ah is the question asked by M. Hodgson: 11~ 

did the early Sh! 1 ah become sectarian11 ).
17 At the 

time of ~asan, the Murji'ah did not exist, even as a 

school of thought; there were those who practiced 

irja' (suspension of judgment, or postponement of 

decision) concerning whether or not 1Alr and 1 Uthmin 

were mu'minin. This principle, or presupposition which 

was basic to several different positions taken concerning 

the meaning of ünin and lslim, '~as also the basis of the 
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political stance of quietism, or passivity and even 

outright support of the Umayyads. As we shall see, the 

concept irja' was important in the determinism-freedom 

debate. 

ln the past, scholars who dealt with the 

early theological development misrepresented that 

11development 11 •
18 They tried to extract from different 

11sects 11 and 11 schools 11 e.g. the Khawarij, 1-'Iurji'ah, Shi'ah, 

Qadarixxah and Jabriyyah a system of thought belonging 

to each. For example, A. Tritton (Ivluslim Theology) 

discusses first the "Early Sects 11 , which are comprised 

of the Shi 1ah, Khawarij, and Murji'ah, the last two 
19 being diametrically opposed to each other. Then he 

discusses "Beginnings of Theology 11 , starting with the 

Qadariyyah, then moving on to the early Mu 1 tazilah. 

This scheme may serve the purpose of giving a bird's 

eye view of sorne of the 11problems 11 of early Islamic 

theology, but is not helpful for understanding how that 

theology actually came into being, and how it really 

did develop. The inadequacy of this method is revealed 

most clearly when the attempt is made to discover the 

part played by certain individuals in the theological 

development. Abn Marwin Ghaylan, according to 

Tritton, 11 is said to have been a ~adari, a murji', and 

a khariji; but this is a rhetorical flourish.u 20 
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However, this is not so. Ghaylin was a murji 1 ,
21 was 

condemned to death for being a Qadarr,22 and held 

views very much like the moderate Khawarij. 23 

But the misrepresentation cannot be attributed 

only to Tritton, and others. The basic sources, from 

which most of our knowledge of classical lslamic 

theological thought is derived, are the heresiographies 

(covering the period from about 80 to 330 A.H.). 

Al-Ash 1ari's Mfgalit al-Islamiyin, Shahrastini's 

Kitab al-Milal wa'l-N~al, Ibn ~azm's Kitab al-Milal 

wa'l-N~l and Baghdadi's al-Farg bayn al-Firag all set 

before us a highly structured and systematic 

classification of all the 11 schools 11 of thought which 

comprmse the classical period of Islamic theology, and 

these heresiographers had their own criteria for making 

judgements about groups considered to be heretical by 

Sunni orthodoxy. 

Two very recent attempts have been made to 

re-evaluate early theological thinking by bringing 

together the abstract, theoretical material of the 

heresiographers and the historical situations to which 

that material belongs. T. Izutsu's study of the 

concept of Iman in lslamic theology24 offers a 

detailed description of the historical process of 

Islamic theology concerning the crucial problem of rmin 
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as well as a conceptual analysis of the key ideas. This 

work, and the recent studies by M. Watt25 give us a much 

different understanding of first century theology than 

has hitherto been possible. As a prelude to our 

discussion of ~asan himself, and the theological 

treatise, we shall briefly outline how early 

theological tendencies grew out of the tumultuous 

situation around Bafra. For this sketch, we are 

dependent largely upon lzutsu and Watt. 

The Khawarij formulated their political 

ideas in theological terms. The problems of who 

should be the khalifah, who were the legitimate members 

of the new community of believers, and what were the 

qualifications for membership in that community were 

given formulation based on the Qur 1!n, the sunnah of 

the prophet, and the historical situation itself. 

The secession of the ~akkima (the first of 

the Khawarij) from the forces of 1Ali at the time he 

and Mu'awiyah were arbitrating (37/657) marked the 

beginnings of the Kharijï movement. In its early 

stages, it was radical and fan•tic. It was directed 

against 'Ali and 'Uthman, those who fought at the 

Battle of the Camel again•t 'Ali, and Mu'awiyah; it was 

against Ibn Zubayr as well as the governor of Iraq. The 

first groups were anarchist and were completely 
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dissatisfied with all those who claimed the right to 

political authority. ln the first stages, the movement 

was also directed against others who called themselves 

mu'minin. The Azirigah, the extremists (followers of 

Nifi b. al-Azraq d. 65/686), were in fact asking the 

negative question: Who are the kifirs (kuffir)?26 

They answered by saying: The Mushriks (mushrikin). 

Mushrik is a powerful concept in the Çur'in, standing 

for the one who practices idolatry, or more generally, 

the one who associates anything with God. Shirk is ~ 

greatest sin according to the Qur 1in.27 But the basic 

Qur1inic meaning was modified: mushrik was used by 

the Khawiri1 as an extremely pe1.Jorative term denoting 

a person who did not fulfill the conditions for member­

ship in the community (that is, the community as 

defined by them). lzutsu gives three characteristics 

of the Mushrik, recorded by Baghdidt: 28 

First, all Muslims who do not share their 
opinion (Azirigah) in every detail are Mushriks. 
Secondly, all those, even if they agree with the 
Azraqites in theory, who do not make the •sacred 
migration' to their camp are MUshriks. In the 
third place, the wives and children of these 
Mushriks are also Mushriks. 

The idea of the kifir as mushrik had serious 

consequences for Muslims. They were vulnerable, not 

only in that their lives were endangered, but also 

because this question was indirectly put forward: If a 
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Muslim is a mu'min today, what assurances are these that 

he will be one tomorrow? If one becomes a kifir, 

because he committed a grave sin (that is, went against 

the accepted rules or regulations which defined a mu'min), 

he was excluded from the community. lt was clearly 

understood that recitation of the shahidah was in-

sufficient for membership in the community. The 

Qur'inic distinction between mu'min and kifir (non­

Muslims) was modified drastically in that the concept 

of kifir (mushrik) was applied to all Muslims. The 

kifir, was, according to Izutsu, the heretic for early 

Khawirij. 29 

The Najdiyyah (followers of Najdah, d. 72/ 

693) regarded those who did not make the hijrah to 

their camp munifigOn rather than mushrikan.3° The 

definition of what constitutes ~ which emerges from 

this group3l was qualified. Whoever committed a sin, 

whether great or small, and persisted in it, was a 

mushrik, but whoever committed sins occasionally was 

still considered a Muslim. The practice of excluding 

(takftr) the pseudo-Musltms became more complicated. 

There were fundamental errors and non-fundamental 

errors. Grave sins (kabi'ir) presupposed small sins, 

but what in fact constituted a grave or small sin? 

Was drinking wine a big sin, or not?32 Was the grave 
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sin only one, namely, shirk?33 ln other words, the 

difficult question with which these Khawirij were 

struggling was: What constitutes the disobedience of 

God's commands, and how should this disobedience be 

handled? 

There were also Khawirij who stayed in Batra 

during the last two decades of the first c~1tl~y and 

probably did not involve themselves so actively in the 

political-religious disputes. These Khawirij are the 

ones whom Watt thinks played a prominent role in 

establishing the foundations of most of the later 

theological developments.34 Two groups, the ~ufriyyah 

and the lbipiyyah, differed from the Aziriqah and the 

Naidiyyah in that they were prepared to live under a 

khalifah, or governor (e.g. ~aiiii) who did not share 

their views. 35 These parties modified further the 

definition of ~.36 

The ~ufriyyah, according to Ibn ~zm, held 

that a sin is a grave sin if the man is a mushrik, but 

if it is a light sin, he is not even a kifir. The 

Ibipiyyah were of the opinion that even if the sin 

were a grave one, the man who committed it should be 

thought of as a kifir 'of favor'; he was neither a 

pure mu'min nor a pure kifir.37 



The lbi9iyyah introduced a refinement 
into the discussion of whether the cr~inal 
was a kafir and a mushrik by distinguishing 
between these ter.ms and insisting that the 
latter could only be applied where there was 
ignorance or denial of God. Some of them 
apparently attempted to make much of the same 
distinction by saying the criminal was a 
munafig or 'hypocrite•, not a mus~ik --a view 
which was held by ~asan al-Batri. 
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Watt introduces another group (Wagifiyyah) 

which was important in preparing the way for the 

development of those ideas which were held by people 

who were called MUrii'ah. For most of the early 

Khawirij, belonging to the "People of Paradise 11 was 

made difficult because the conditions for being a 

mu'min were stringent. Gradually, when the moderate 

parties decided to live amongst the mass of so-called 

11Muslims 11 , whom they did not consider to be pure 

mu'minin, the radical requirements for membership in 

the community relaxed. The context for living changed 

from the 'sphere of war•, to the 1 sphere of prudent 

fear•, then to the 'sphere of mixing', and finally to 

the 1 sphere of suspending judgment•. 39 

From this modification-process which was being 

hammered out amongst various parties of the Khawarij, 

there emerged the principle of 1 suspending judgment 1 

(irii1
) which was to become the basic presupposition of 



later, more complicated, theories about ïmin and 

Islim. Izutsu states: 40 

The later Khirijites were forced to admit 
willy-nilly that it was a better policy to act 
more moderately in accordance with the demands 
of the actual political situation in which they 
were living. Murji'ism, in its origin, was but 
a development and actualization of this spirit 
of moderation. 

Among the 11Murji'ah 11 (i.e. those who 

practiced irji') there may be detected two distinct 

motives. Izutsu states that irji' meant postponing 

or suspending judgment on the question of whether a 

particular person was a mu'min or a kifir. However, 
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the practice was not simply the result of theological 

reflection on the problem of what constitutes ïmin. 

When they declared that one should 
'suspend judgment' on this matter, they 
had in mind concretely the Umayyad rulers 
who were notoriously irreligious in their 
way of life. In other terms, irja' meant 
at this stage taking up the attitude of non­
commitment, or refusing to condemn as 
kifirs the rulers whose injustice was so 
obvious to every pious Muslim • • • the 
Murji' ites in the eyes of their opponents 4_1 were political and religious opportunists. 

We have seen that the various parties of the Khawàrij 

got at the definition of Muslim, mu'min and the 

community (ummah) negatively; i.e. they sought to 

understand the meaning of ~ and then applied their 

ideas about this concept to their notion of the 
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community and who ought to be excluded from it. The 

practice of irii' was basic, regarding the theological 

problems of who is a Muslim, what constitutes l:màn, 

who has the right to judge one a kifir, and what are 

the objects of tmin. These questions and others were 

given a theological formulation that stood in 

opposition to the theological ideas which grew out of 

the many khiriiï parties. The original irja' (post­

ponement or suspension of judgment regarding one's 

situation as either a kafir or mu'min) came to mean 

postponement of 'amal; that is, 'amal was regarded as 

having secondary significance. Inner faith became the 

essential factor in determining whether one was a 

Muslim or a Kafir. For the Khawirij, it was the 

opposite. One's 'amal indicated ~or l:man. The 

term Murji'ah, as designating a school of thought, 

refers to the employment of irja' in this second sense, 

where it became the fundamental presupp~sition for the 

concept of ïmin in Sunni "orthodox" theology. 

But what are important for us are the 

deterministic implications of the concept irji'. If 

inner faith is the essential condition for one to be a 

true mu'min, what is the significance of 'amal? ln 

some cases, it had no relevance; in others, only 

secondary significance, but never primary importance.42 
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Iman is verbal confession, knowledge of God, intellectual 

assent (ta~diq); and fundaroentally, God determines who 

has iman and who is devoid of it. The basic 11Murji'ah" 

position at the time of ~asan was: "Sin does not do 

any injury where there is iman, just as acts of 

obedience are of no use where there is ~~~. 43 The 

sharp distinction made by certain parties among the 

Khawarij between the People of Paradise and the People 

of Hell broke down in the thought of those who 

implemented the principle of irji'. Life held less 

terror because one's acts were not the crucial key to 

Paradise, or Hell. God is the judge; He determines 

one 1 s destiny on the basis of inner faith, which He 

gives or withholds. 

Th.ese, then, are the essential theological 

concerns which were being debated in Ba~ra at the time 

of ~asan. What is ~' who is not a true Muslim 

(kafir), what is the ummah, and what is essential to 

iman -- these questions and others were give·n a variety 

of answers in the last years of the first century and 

throughout the next two hundred and fifty years. 

We must stress that at the time of ~asan's 

treatise, all of these questions were being debated. 

He lived among tbose who fought openly against 1Abd 

al-Malik and ~ajjaj, who believed that one 's acts 
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('amal) were of primary significance if one were to be 

a true Muslim. He also had contact and participated 

in fierce debates with the political opportuniste, who 

also, in their practice of irja', thought quite 

differently from him concerning the importance of 'amal 

regarding one 1 s ultimate destiny. lt is interesting 

that in many of the stories about ~asan, we often find 

him contrasted to Ibn Sïrïn, who was called the most 

!-fur j r' of men. 44 ~.Jha t nrus t be remembered, as we turn 

our attention to ~asan, is that he lived and 

participated in the theological endeavor at the time 

when all of these ideas we have outlined were very 

close to him. 11Khariit" thought had not yet given way 

to "Murji 1 ah" thought, and 11Murji 1ah11 thought was not on 

the threshold of giving way to 11Mu 1 tazilah" thought, 

as the impression often has been given. He was in the 

very center of it all, and his treatise tells us a 

good deal about the primary theological issues which 

were raised during the reign of 1Abd al-~~lik, 4S and 

before the advent of Kalam. 

Before we turn to the actual treatise, we 

shall try to give a general impression of ~asan's 

theological position. For this, we are dependent upon 

H. Ritter's comprehensive study of ~asan, which takes 

the form of numerous quotations of stories about ~asan , 
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and selections from ~asan•s own pen. We have chosen 

several of these quotations which are pertinent to our 

study, and have translated them from the Arabic. 46 

One of the most important characteristics of 

~asan and his contemporaries was an all pervading 

anxiety regarding this world brought about by the 

certainty of death, and the uncertainty of one 1 s 

ultimate destiny in the hereafter. 

When we came to ~asan, we were not asked 
about (any) information nor were we informed 
about anything, but it was concernin~ the 
matter of the afterlife (al-'akhirah); and we 
went to M~ammad b. Sirïn, and he 'sked about 
information ('akhbar) and poetry.4 

From Ibn Khallikan we have reported this 

statement from ~asan: 

1 never saw a certainty of which there 
is no doubt, bear a greater resemblance to a 
doubtful thing of which the~S is no 
certainty, than death does.4 

al-Mughira b. Mukhidish stood one day 
before ~asan and said: 1What can we do with 
the people who frighten us to the point 
where our hearts nearly fly away? 1 Hasan 
said: 1 By God, to be in the company with a 
people who frighten you until security 
reaches you is better for you than to be in 
company with a people who declare you secure 
until frightening things overtake you.49 

It is most likely that the 1people who frighten 1 are 

the IChawirij and those who 1make secure 1 represent the 

11Murji'ah. 11 As we shall see, ~san was clearly opposed 

to the many implications of i(ra'. 



The believing servant continues to do 
sin but never ceases being depressed (ka'ïb) 
about it.50 

This negative and fearful view of human 
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existence results in the experience of sadness for the 

believer. 

Oh son of Adam -- if you read the Qur 1 an, 
then rou are secure in it. Your anxiety 
(~~) in the world is indeed long, and your 
fear in the world is indeed strong, aud your 
weeping in the world is indeed great.~l 

1 heard al-~asan swear by God that the mu'min 
is not allowed anything in his din except 
sadness (~~).~2 

The inevitability of death calls to mind the 

certainty of final judgment, at which time Paradise or 

Hell will be assigned. 

When 1 saw ~san at a funeral procession, 
he way saying: "Praise God who did not make me 
the dead man." And he s.aid: "Nothing will be 
discussed on that Day.n.53 

Man wakes up between two mounts 
(matiyatayn) which do not change with you 
in the midst of night and day, until the 
Last Day cornes, and either to Heaven or to 
Hell. Who is in greater danger than you?54 

The world (dunya) itself is to be rejected 

and guarded against; it is transitory, full of 

corruptable things and a place where evil lurks at 

every hand. 

l>lhen we came to ~asan, we went out not 
considering anything of the world.55 



When we mentioned the man of the world 
(f!.tJ.ib al-dunyi) he (Hasan) said: 11 By God, 
the world is not lasting for him nor he for 
it, and he is not safe from its bad effects 
nor its evil and its reckoning and he 
goes out from it in rags. 11 56 

When tfasan read this verse: "Do not 
let this worldly life mislead you and do not 
let the Great Deceiver (~harür) mislead you 
in respect to God" (31:3 ), he said: "He who 
said this, said it as the one who created it 
and who is the best Knower of it.n5/ 

Ritter states that ~asan blames the world 

with pictures and images that became classic in the 

much later ~üfi literature.58 
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Worldly goods are looked upon with suspicion: 

There are two wretched companions; the 
dinar and the dirham. They are of ~o benefit 
to you until they go away from you.59 

God refuses to give anything of the world 
to one of his servants except (that) he offers 
peril and the likes

6
8f calamity -- both in this 

world and the next. 

ln another instance, ~asan shows his antipathy 

to the accumulation of personal wealth. 

~umayd a~-Tawil said: "A man asked for 
the hand of ~asan's daughter and 1 was the 
mediator between them. ~san was pleased 
with the suitor, and 1 went one day making 
praises about the man in the presence of 
~san. 1 said: 1 1 will give you more 
information about him. He has 50,000 dirhams.• 
~asan said: 1 50,000 dirhams is not collected 
by lawful means.• 1 said: 'But he is a pious 
Muslim.• ~san said: 'If it were gathered 
by lawful means, he is miserly with it 
concerning his duty. By God, nol He will 
never become my son-in-lawJIIOl 



134 

This abho~~ce of the world and the possession of wealth 
A 

is interesting when contrasted to his views on poverty. 

There is no virtue in poverty itself. The pious acts 

of wearing wool, keeping free from material temptations 

had their pitfalls, too. 

~asan was invited to a feast and he saw 
Farqad, who had on a garment of wool. tJasan 
said: "Oh Farqad, when you witness on the 
last day, you will tear off your clothes 62 
because of what you see of God's forgiveness. 

When the young man becomes an ascetic 
(nisik), we do not know him through his 
speech, but we know him through his deeds, 
and that is the useful thing.o3 

~asan attacked false piety, which for him was 

piety grounded only in the pious act itself. 

1 was with ~asan when Farqad entered, and 
~asan was eating sweets. ~asan said: "Come 
and eat1 11 Farqad said: "1 fear that 1 will be 
unable to give thanks." tJasan said: 11Woe to 
you and you (even)give thanks for cold water.u64 

~asan and Farqad were invited to a banquet 
where all kinds of food was offered. And Farqad 
withdrew and did not eat. ~san said: 11What 
is the matter with you? Do you think that you 
are better than your brothers because of this 
garment (kiswa) (of piety)? 1 have heard that 
the peoplQ of Hell are the people of garments" 
(aksiva_)6.5 

1 heard ~asan say when it was mentioned 
to him about those who wore wool: ·~at is 
the matter with them 11 'l (repeated three times). 
They hide pride (kibr) in their hearts and show 
humility (tawi~)-r:n-their dress. By Godl 
There are those amongst them who admire their 
garments far greater than the one who possesses 
(fancy) shawls (mi~~).66 
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The description of how ~asan himself dressed 

is interesting. lt seems to indicate his negative re­

action to the ascetic minded who wore wool as an out­

ward symbol of inner piety. Ibn Sa'd records 

descriptions of his dress like a sul~!u; he wore a ring 

on his finger, a black turban on his head, fancy shawls 

and full sleeved shirts made out of fine linen. 67 

We have indicated that for ~asan, one•s 

sojourn in this world is anxiety~filled because the 

world offer~ great temptation, ia tranaitory, and, 

depending upon how one conducts oneself in the world, 

Paradise or ~ell loom ahead as one's ultimate destiny. 

~asan classified people as klfir, mu'min or munifig. 

Concerning the flsiq (sinner), ~san assigned to him 

the category of munlfig {hypocrite), which was different 

from . the extreme Khiriji classification of the fisig as 

kafir-mushrik. His concept of mMaafig as representing 

the sinner -- the man who claimed to be muslim out­

wardly but concealed his kufr68 -- also may be inter­

preted to be a repudiation of the practice of iiJi', 

first reflected in very moderate Khawirij tendencies 

(particularly the Wigifiyah), but later employed as the 

fundamental presupposition for early concepts of ~ 

and lelim. As we mentioned before, the Mur1i'ah 

developed a concept of imin which placed emphasis upon 
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intellectuel assent (tafdig) to the objecta of faith, 

thereby lessening the importance of 'a'mil. Following 

this view, a man found htmself in a much more relaxed 

situation regarding the demanda placed upon him as a 

mu'min. The easy-going attitude of htm who professed 

lslim but was not anxious about watching his every 

move, were the essential factors in ~asan's concept of 

nifig (hypocrisy). 

The mu'min is he who knows that what God 
says is just .and He said it. The mu•min is 
the best of people concerning (doing .good) 
works and the strongest in Fear. If he spends 
a mountain of money he does not feel safe 
until the time of examining. 'nle more he 
increases in goodness, piety (birr) and 
worship, the more he fears, and he exclaims; 11 1 
am not saved1 11 (But) the munlfiq says: 11The 
mass of people is great (i.e. those who are 
doing the same thing as the munifig69) and God 
will forgive men -- there is nothing to worry 
about." He is the one who commits evil de,ds 
but vainly hopes for God (to forgive him). 0 

ln another passage, ~asan defines the mu'min, 

kifir and munifig: 

Surely the people are divided into three 
groups; the mu'min, klfir, and munlfiq. As for 
the mu min, God deals with him through his 
acts of obedience; as for the klfir, God has 
debased him just as you see; as for the munifig, 
he is here with us in the rooms and streets and 
marke~~· God save usl They do not know their 
Lord. 

ln another exhortation, ~san attacks those 

who take comfort from the verse found in the qur•in: 
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·~o has forbidden the adornment which Allah hath 

produced for His servants, and the good things 

provided'l 11 (7:30) by accusing them of interpreting it 

wrongly. They ela~ that God forbids adornment for the 

"friends of the devil e awliya' ash-shay:t:!!!_). But 

~asan reminds them of the preceding verse: "• •• and 

eat and drink but do not be extravagant, verily He 

loveth not the extravagant." (7:29)72 

The greatest transgressor (fisig) is the 
one who commits every grave sin (kabirah) and 
sweeps it under his clothing and says: 11it 
wont do you any harm". (But) he will know that 
God will perhaps hasten his punishment in the 
world or p'rhaps delay it to the day of 
reckoning. 3 

lzutsu shows that although the lbiQiyyah 

group of the Khawirij placed emphasis upon the munifig 

as one who constantly fluctuates between ~ and Dmin, 

they did not discuss the concept of nifig in terms of 

fisq (sinfulness) and grave sins. 11The thesis that 

the grave sinner is a munifig (f!Pib al-kabirah munifig) 

is represented by • • • ijasan of Batra.n74 But it is 

possible that ~asan and the lbipiyyah shared the same 

ideas concerning nifiq. The most probable source for 

the concept of nifiq in ~asan and the lbipiyyah was the 

qur'in. 75 Since nifig is so closely related to the 

meaning of fisg in the gur 1in, this relationship surely 
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could not have been overlooked by the 1bipizyah.76 

The munifiqGn, i.e. the "men of the world" 

are criticized so strongly by ~san because they have 

lost the urgency of the eschatological idea of preparing 

for the hereafter. Life is eschatological existence; 

living in the present but anticipating the future 

necessitates constant scrutiny of one's self in order 

to prevent falling into the habit of the munifig. 

~asan's practice of ~isaba (self-examination) 

means self-introspection at every moment, the purpose 

being to ward off nifaq. One must always ask the 

question: "Is what 1 am doing the best thing to 

insure that I will be among the people of Paradise'1 11 

The mu'min, when something cornes 
suddenly to him in which he delights, says: 
"By God! I covet you; you are among my needs. 
But, by God, you are far beyond my reach for 
there is a barrier between me and you 11 • And 
when something escapes hLm, he returns to 
himself and says: 11 1 do not desire this. Why 
should 1 be bothered. By God, 1 have no excuse 
for it. l will never return to this (kind of 
thinking) -- God willing. 11 The mu'min is a 
captive in the world, exerting himself in the 
world, striving to untie the rope around his 
neck; he does not feel secure in anything until 
he meets God, knowing that he will be asked to 
give an account of everything.77 

The immediate concern of ~isaba is to avoid 

corruption (fisq) and hypocrisy (nifig). The driving 

motive behind the concept of ~saba is the fear of 
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Hell, which will be the fate of the munifiq on the day 

of Judgment. Those who practice seliexamination will 

find that day to be easy. 

The mu'min is responsible for himself and 
he himself makes account to God. The accounting 
(Q~) is light (khaffa) on the Day of 
Resurrection for the people only when they 
examine themselves in (this) world. The 
reckoning is unbearable (shaqqa) on the Day of 
Resurrection for the people only when they take 
this matter (i.e. the world) without examination 
(~isaba).78 

~saba is not passive reflection; it demanda 

activity. 

Know that contemplation (tafakkur) calls 
for doing good acts and ~epentance calls for 
the abandonment of evil.79 

To do the good and abandon evil is to know 

what is the obedient act from the disobedient. This 

knowledge is found in the Qur'in. 

The believers are witnesses of God in 
the world ('ard), who set forth the works 
('a 1mil) of Mad according to the Book of God. 
What is agreeable to the Book of God, they 
(thereby) praise God, and what differs from 
the Book, they acknowledge that it is 
inconsistent with God's Book, and they know 
by the Qur'in the error (palllah) of those 
who stray from the right way.BO 

~asan 1 s disdain for the munifiq, who displays 

a false piety and cares nothing about the threat to his 

ultimate destiny which cornes from 1 easy living' in the 

world, and ~asan's practice of ~saba, characterize his 
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personal religious attitude. These two attitudes are 

the basis, no doubt, of his theological position of 

Human Responsibility which he formulated systematically 

in the Risllah. 

However, before discussing the letter, we must 

consider the "Qadariyyah" and the problem of the 

authenticity of the treatise. 

B. The Qadariyyah and the problem of the authenticity 
of the Treatise. 

Many confusing things have been said about the 

qadariyyah. Some have thought they were a sect, fitting 

nicely in between the Murii'ah and the MU 1 tazilah. 81 

D. Macdonald calls them the second theological sect in 

islam, after the Murji'ah, and the origination of the 

Qadariyyah was the result of a ''philosophical necessity 

of the human mind. u82 He mentions Ma 1 bad al-Juhani as 

one of the first of them who 11paid for his heresy with 

his life in A.H. 80. 1183 Tritton states that "all agree 

that MA 1 bad al-Juhani was a qadart and though he lived 

in Ba§ra it may have been in Damascus that he was 

executed in 80/699. 1184 Watt reports the traditional 

view that Ma 1 bad began discussions about al-Qadar which 

were carried on by hisEfollower, Ghaylin. 85 Ritter86 

mentions c. E. Becker's view ( 11Christliche Polemik und 
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is1amische Dogmenbildung", ls1amstudien 1, 432 ff), which 

compares the Qadariyyah to John of Damas eus, who 

emphasized (1) that man does evil, and (2) God is not 

responsible for the creation of the embryo of the child 

of a prostitute in the womb. Also, Ritter and Wensinck87 

refer to sources which mention a certain Susan (an 

lriqt, who converted to Islim, then back to 

Cbristianity), as the originator of discussions on 

Qadar. Ritter quotes from Ibn 'Asiktr, History of 

Damas eus: "The first to put forward the qadar theory 

was an~riqi named sasan ••• ~~'bad al-Juhant 

derived (his ideas) from him, and Ghay1in from Ma 1bad. 1188 

Watt states that apart from the mere mention of ~~'bad 

as the originator of the doctrine of al-gadar, the 

heresiographies tell us nothing about the man.89 

Concerning the so cal1ed Qadariyyah, two 

problems must be clarified. 

(1) The term "Qadariyyah" is a misnomer. lt 

came to be applied to both the determinists and in-

determinists by each·. ·other. A 11Qadari" original1y, was 

most likely one who discussed the problem of a1-qadar.90 

Nillino's view is that since the first theological 

discussions in the first century always centered in the 

Çur'in, and people no doubt spent much time discussing 

the qadar of God, the term 11Qadariyyah" was applied to 
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them without reference to the precise view they adopted 

about al-gadar.91 

We would consider another possibility 

concerning the early application of the term and its 

continued use. lf we accept the authenticity of the 

treatise, we find that ~san was responsible for 

initiating "discussions on al-gadar, 11 and his position 

was clearly indeterminist. The question is: did the 

fact that ~san wrote the document, plus the fact that 

it is so passionately indeterminist, have bearing on 

the significance of the designation: "People of 

al-Qadar", i.e. the Çadariyyah? ln other words, from 

the beginning, the term most likely referred to those 

who took the indeterminist position. later, the term 

became a ter.m of abuse, totally unacceptable to both 

sides, and applied by the MU'tazilah and the 'ahl al-Sunnah 

to each other. One of the reasons for this, no doubt, 

was the circulation of an ~adïth of the prophet which 

accused the Qadariyyah of heresy of dualism. Thus, in 

the beginning, the term designated a precise position, 

but later, was applied to both sides in the dispute. 

There is little description in the heresio­

graphers about the ideas of the Qadariyyah. ln 

Baghdadi and Shahrastanï, the Mu'tazilah and the 

Çadariyyah are the same. ln al-Ash'arï, (Magalat al-
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Islamixin, Ibana) according to Watt, 92 sorne views about 

the Çadariyyah are mentioned, but often the term 

"Qadariyyah11 means Mu'tazilah. In the !bina, there is 

one interesting passage for our consideration. 

They (Qadariyyah) assert and are convinced 
that human beings create evil; thereby 
approximating the belief of the Magians, who 
assert that there are two creators, one of them 
creating good and the other creating evil (for 
the Qadariyyah think that God creates good and 
that Satan creates evil.93 

Watt thinks that "The curious view ascribed 

to the Qadariyyah that God creates good and Satan evil 

rnight conceivably be a libel of sorne sort. 1194 But in 

light of the treatise, it is clear ~san held precisely 

this view. We think it is likely that the Q!dith, which 

we shall cite in a moment, quite possibly originated as 

a reaction to the ideas of the people of al-gadar, if 

not from ~asan himself. 

(2) We have already alluded to the second 

issue. 11Qadariyyah11 became a term representing those 

who held to the heresy of dualism. After the in-

determinist ideas were absorbed into Mu'tazilah theology, 

"Qadariyyah" became the appelation most scorned by the 

Mu'tazilah as well as theJAhl al-sunnah. The reason 

for the vehement rejection of the label is found in the 

canonical collection of Abu Da'ud: 



The Çadariyyah are the Majus of this 
cornmunity. Do not visit them when they are 
ailing, n~r accompany their biers when they 
are dead. 5 

144 

Al-Juwaynï cites two traditions against the 

Çadariyyah. 

The Prophet said: "On the Last Day the 
herald (munadin) will cry out to the people of 
gathering: 'Where are the enemies of G&d7 1 

And the Qadariyyah will stand up." 

The Qadariyyah are cursed by the tongues 
of seventy prophets.9E 

Al-Juwaynï also indicates that this terrn of abuse 't>las 

ascribed by each (Ash 1 ariyyah and Mu'tazilah) one to 

the other. He· states: "They (Mu 1 tazilah) say: 'You 

are the Qadariyyah since you believe in ascribing 

oudrah to God. 1 But this is an ugly lie. 1197 Juwaynï 

then tries to prove that the canonical Qadïth about 

the Qadariyyah is most properly applied to the 

Mu'tazilah. 

The Mu'tazalï 'Abd al-Jabbar clarifies 

precisely the proble..'ll of the application of the term. 

"Know that the Oadariyyah in our opinion are only the 

r.rujbirah (determinist) and the mushbihah (anthro-

pomorphist); and in their opinion (The Qadariyyah) 

are the Mu 1 tazilah.98 

'Ihe problem of the Qadariyyah, who they t.Jere, 

what vlere their ideas, did they in fact constitute a 

group or vTere they siinply the people who, in the course 

of theological debate, held to the indeterminist 
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position -- these questions are further complicated by 

the later misapplication of the term itself. 

ln light of our general discussion about 

theology in the first century, and ~san's treatise 

itself, the Term 11Qadariyyah11 , in the last decades of 

the first century, if in existence at all, clearly 

applied to those who talked about al-gadar, and most 

probably, as ~san talked about it.99 

lt is not surprising, then, that Muslim 

sources have been so reluctant to even hint that ~san 

might have written the treatise which has been ascribed 

to him. Although both Ritter and J. Obermann100 have 

examined references in Muslim sources that might 

indicate a possible connection between the treatise and 

~asan, they fourld no positive affirmation that ~asan 

actually wrote the letter to 'Abd al-Malik. Recently, .. 
however, J. w. Fuck found the missing chapter from 

Ibn Nadfm's Kitab al-Fihrist (written about 277/988) 

which gives brief biographical sketches of many of the 

Mu 1 tazilah. The first sketch is about ~asan, and under 

the listing of his works we find: kitabun illa 'abd 

al-Malik b. ~.arwan fi' 1-raddi 1 ali'"l-gadarivyah -- "A 

book to 'abd al-Halik b. Marwin concerning the refutation 

of the qadarivyah.u101 Our previous quotation from 'Abd 

al-Jabbir clarifies the significance of the for.m: 
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fi'l-raddi 'ali'~=gadariyyah. 

This is indeed a significant reference, and 

perhaps the only one, which acknowledges ~asan as the 

author of the treatise. 

al-Shahrastini mentions the letter, but would 

rather think it came from Wafil b. 'A~a'. 

I saw a letter which is attributed to 
al-~san al-Bafrt which he (supposedly) wrote 
to Abd al-Malik b. Marwin, and he ( 1 Abd 
al-Malik) had asked ~asan about the idea of 
al-Qadar and al-Jabr, and ~asan answered him 
concurring with the views of the gadariyyah. 
And in it he proved by verses from the Qur'&n 
and proofs of reason -- ~ perhaps it belongs 
to wa~il b. 'Apa'.l02 

al-Shahrastint must have had both ~asan's and 'Abd al­

Malik's letters before him. 

J. Obermann has found two statements from 

Tabarr and Ibn Qutaybal03 which he thinks hint at the 

risilah. 

wa-kina takillama ft shay'in min al-gadarr: 
He used to speak about things pertaining to the 
qadari. (Ibn Qutayba) 

Obermann finds it curious that both Ibn sa'd 

and Tabari report stories about ~san, who, while on his 

death bed, ordered that all his books must be burnt.l04 

Ibn Sa 1 d records two stories which seem to 

"bend over backward" in the effort to clear ~san from 
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having had long term connections with the people of al-

qadar. 

The people of al-aadar ascribed their vie'tis 
as coming frQm ~asan, but his views were 
different. lU.:> 

1 argued with ~asan concerning (the problem) 
of al-gadar for a long time until 1 became afraid 
for him (regarding) the sult:!n_. :tJasan said: 11 1 
will not return to it after today.ul06 

Obermann thinks that the second story is a 

clear instance of the "whitewashing" of ttasan's 

reputation in terms of Sunnï piety. 107 Also, the 

account does not jibe with the generally accepted view 

that ttasan was an extremely brave man who had no fear 

of anyone, not even the 'Commander of the Faithful 1 • 

In light of this evidence, and especially the 

positive affirmation of authorship in Ibn Nadïm1 s 

Kitab al-Fihris,, we may safely assume that the document 

before us is genuine. If we accept ~asan as the author, 

which we are most inclined to do, the document not only 

is the earliest extant theological treatise its 

author was the first to diseuss the problem of al-qadar 

(in the sense that man has power to act, and thereby is 

held responsible for his acts), and thus the first of 

the 11Qadari:yyah11 , who were later so much scorned by the 

people who loved ttasan so dearly. 
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However, from the point of view of the first 

century, it is ireelevant and misleading to fix a 

label on ~asan (or theological positions in general) 

which indicates a sect or school of thought. As we 

have tried to point out, the theological discussions 

were conducted in an extremely fluid situation, where so 

many crucial theological issues were being debated at 

the same time. 

c. The Risilah of ~asan al-Baprr 

Our translation is based upon Ritter's 

critical edition of the text, which is appended to his 

lengthy study on ~san. 108 We have inserted the 

pagination of the Ritter text in our translation and 

will refer to that pagination in our comments. 

Concerning the dating of the risilah, we can 

definitely say that it was written between 65-86 A.H. 

(
1Abd al-Malik1 s reign), and speculate that it was 

written around 75-85. It is more likely the issue came 

up after 1Abd al-Malik had re-taken Iraq, and after al­

~ajjaj had been appointed governor of that province. 

Obermann has gone to considerable length to show that 

the letter of 1Abd al-Malik to ~asan was probably 

written by ~ajjaj at 1Abd al-Malik 1 s request; ~san's 

reply was then forwarded by ~ajjaj to the Khalifah. 109 
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We shall not attempt to write a commentary 

on the treatise since the theological position which 

emerges from it is so clearly expressed. There are a 

few things, however, to which we would like to draw 

attention. 

The letter addressed to ~asan tells us that 

his position on al-qadar must have been very recent in 

respect to the current theolog&cal controversies. 'Abd 

al..ïMalik adroits alarm, shock, and calls upon tiasan, 

famous for his piety, to explain his views more fully. 

t~asan's reply, then, is a defense of his 

position, and his argument is based upon the 

irrefutable authority of the Qur 1 in. His method is 

exegetical; he formulates his own position, states 

the reason which led him to finally arrive at this 

position, then attacks his opponents by turning their 

proof texts against them. lt is particularly in the 

second part of the treatise where we see tiasan 1 s 

mastery of the Our 1 in. He must not only explain his 

position to the khalifah; he must also prove invalid 

the position of his opponents. He does this by trying 

to establish that their interpretation of the Qur'an 

representa a distortion of it. 

The risalah may be conveniently divided into 

two parts: (1) PP• 68-72, where he sets forth aspects 
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of his own view, and gives the reason why he initiated 

discussion along those lines; (2) pp. 72-82 where he 

systematically attacks his opponents by arguing that 

they have misinterpreted the Qur'an • 

~asan admits (68) originating the discussion 

(kalam) pertaining to his point of view, but denies he 

is an innovator. He warns the khalifah to beware of 

those who do not know the real meaning of God's qaQi' 

(69). He denies that ~' tyranny (jawr) and injustice 

(~lm) are decreed by God; rather, He commanda Justice 

('adl) and forbids evil action (munkar). ~asan often 

pleads with the khalifah to interpret the Qur'an 

soundly (70); if the case were as the ignorant ones 

say, then God would have said such and such. His method 

of exegësis presupposes· .. :that the qur' in is a "homogeneous 

Book", and as such, it cannot contradict itself (71). 

It is on this basis that he accuses his opponents of 

giving false interpretation to their proof texts. 

We have said that both the radical determinism 

of the ~adïth material of Bukhiri and Muslim, and the 

indeterminist position of ~asan 1 s treatise are based 

upon different approaches to the Qur'in. We believe 

that the material in the Q!dith reflecting the 

determinist position began to emerge in the first 

century, and that this theological position of determinism 
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is precisely the one represented by the opponents of 

~asan. We cannot delve into the extremely difficult 

question of dating ~adtth, but must mention the thesis 

of J. Schacht put forward in his article: "A Revaluation 

of lslamic Tradition", J.RAS (1948-1949), pp. 143-154. 

His argument is that in the field of law, the "sunnah 

of the prophet 11 developed out of what he terms the 

"living tradition" of each of the ancient schools of 

law. Some of the features of the sunna of the prophet 

might go back to an early period, but 11it acquired its 

superstructure of forrnal traditions from the Prophet 

with proper isnads only about the middle of the 

second century A.H., as a result of the activity of 

the traditionists. 11110 This contention he has "proved 

in detail with regard to legal traditions 11 • 111 He has 

shown in his detailed study of the origins of lslamic 

Law,ll2 and states in his article that the concept of 

the sunnah of the;.·prophet was early Iraqian and not 

Medinese; he refers to al-Shafi't's Kitab al-Umm where 

the author discusses the doctrines of his predecessors, 

who, as representatives of the ancient schools of law, 

did not accept the later view that traditions from the 

Prophet had "an overriding authority. 11113 Al-Shafi'r 

persists, says Schacht, in arguing the doctrine ~at 

Khen there exists a tradition from the Propbet, no other 
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argument is valid. 114 

What interests us is that Schacht proposes to 

carry over his findings about traditions in the legal 

field to other subjects. He singles out traditions in 

the theological field, and argues against Wensinck's 

conclusion that Q!dtth reflect the development of dogma 

only as far as the end of the Umayyad period. 

The màin explanation of this is that the 
large mass of materials contained in the 
canonical collections, though it received its 
final form in the middle of the third century 
A.H., covers a period reaching no fafi~er than 
the beginning of the second century. 

Schacht states that this generalization goes beyond the 

facts, and 11Wensinck 1 s assumption that the same applies 

to traditions concerning the question of law, is 

contradicted by the whole evidence of the ancient 

texts. 11116 He admits the case is different with 

theological tradition, but not that much different. He 

then turns to ~asan's letter and states: 

The dogmatic treatise ascribed to Hasan 
Basri, whether or not it is genuinely his, 
cannot be later than the very early years of 
the second century, and it shows that dogmatic 
traditions on the important problem of free 
will and human responsibility hardly existed 
at the time of its composition. There is no 
trace of traditions from the Prophet, and the 
author states explicitly: "Every opinion 
which is not based on the Koran is erroneous. 11 

Two important dogmatic traditions in 
particular (they occur in the classical 
collections) cannot yet have existed when the 
treatise was written. The reasoning of one 



"the writing of the recording pens has dried, 
and on every forehead is written Blessed or 
Damned, 11 is deeried by the author as an 
excuse of his opponents for breaking Allah's 
eommands, and the argument of the other, 
that one should hobble one 1 s camel but put 
one's trust in Allah, is used by the author 
against what beeame later the orthodox 
doctrine.ll7 
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And in The origins of MUhammadan Jurisprudence 

he asserts: 

The earliest evidence for the Iraqian 
term 11 sunnah of the Prophet" oceurs in a 
dogmatic treatise ascribed to Hasan Basri. 
Whether or not it is genuinely his it cannot 
be later than the very early years of the 
second century. The author shows himself 
bound, in a general way, by the examples of 
the forebears (salaf) and refera explicitly 
to the sunna of the Prophet. But his actual 
reasoning is based exelusively on the Qur'an, 
and he does not mention any tradition from 
the Prophet or even from the Companions. lt 
is only his adversaries who refer in general 
terms to the opinions of the eompanions, and 
these they oppose to the unguided opinion 
(ra'y) of the individual. But the author 
also charges his opponents with ra'y, that is, 
arbitrary interpretation.ll8 

Schaeht appears to be disturbed by ~asan~ 

treatise because it clearly indicates that theological 

~adith existed in the first century, and were 

authoritative for ~asan's opponents. The ~adith which 

~san cites in his treatise could not possibly have 

been in existence at the time the letter was written, he 

asserts. And since ~san argues his position solely on 

Qur'inie grounds, dogmatic ~adith ~h the question of 
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freedom and determinism could hardly have existed. We 

call to mind his discussion of al-Shifi'ï's argument 

against the ancient schools of law; which held that 

traditions from the prophet had no "overriding authority". 

~asan bases his argument upon the Qur'an because it had 

"overriding authority"; tyasan was probably arguing for 

his life -- his treatise certainly was no academie 

statement about his intellectual position concerning a 

theological doctrine. He would naturally choose the 

most authoritative source on problems of a religious­

political nature. But there is also another reason for 

using only the Qurln • We mentioned before that ~asan 

denied he was an innovator; he states explieitly that 

his position is in harmony with those who preceded (the 

Companions of the Prophet), and followed the sunnah 

of the prophet. There are no ~dith of the prophet 

which advocate ~asan 1 s notion of human responsibility, 

but the truth that the Companions (Salaf) and the 

P.rophet are in agreement with ~asan is found in the 

faet that they never contradieted God 1 s teachings. 

F. Rahman states, in reference to ~asan's claim that 

his teaching is at one with the teachings of the 

Companions, that "what this obviously means is that the 

Prophet (and his Companions) have shown by their 

behaviour that the doctrine of predetermination 



contradicts the Prophet 1 s imp1icit teaching.n 119 

Now, immediate1y after c1aiming that his 
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position is in harmony with the sunnah of the prophet, 

and stating why he originated the argument defending 

human responsibi1ity, he states: "Every idea whieh is 

not based on the proof of the Book of God is wrong". (68) 

This statement does not deny the possibi1ity that ~adtth 

existed; it affirms the "overriding authority" of the 

Qur 1in, and rejeets anything e1se as having authority. 

~san 1 s opponents base their position on the 

Qur 1 in (a distorted view, according to uasan) ~ 

opinions from the Companions. ~asan, by accepting 

on1y the Qur'an as authoritative, indireet1y rejects 

those opinions as spurious. Schacht states that there 

are on1y two traditions mentioned by ~asan. However, 

there are severa1 Qur 1 inic passages used by ~asan 1 s 

opponents, whieh are the basis of severa1 of the ~dith 

we cited in the preceding chapter. 

For examp1e: 

1. (71) "By a sou1 and by Him who perfected in and 
inspired it with what is wrong and right for itse1f" 
(91:7-8) ~asan interpreta this to mean that God put 
in man inspiration to know the wickedness from what 
is pious. See Chapter Ill, p· 9 b for the t'J,adith 
which is based upon this verse. 

2. (73) (Argument no 3) "And another point about 
which they argue; • • • For whosoever of you 
would go straight but will, you sha11 not, un1ess 
God wil1s -- the Lord of the Wor1ds!" (81:28-29) 
See Chapter Ill, footnote No. 17. 
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3. (74) (Argument no.5) "No affliction befalls in the 
earth or in yourselves but (that) it is in the Book 
before we created it" (57:22) See Chapter III, p. <)5. 

4. (74) (Argument no. 6) "And they argue about His 
saying: 'And sorne of them will be unhappy and 
happy'" (11:105) Chapter III, P• 85- 8€,. 

5. (70) "And the command of God is a decree made 
absolute 11 Chapter III, footnote 59. 

6. (72) The reference to Adam's disobedience, and his 
asking for forgiveness may be stated against the 
position (and the Qadith) of the determinists, 
Chapter III, P• 91-98. 

The traditions to which Schacht alludes (75) appear in 

the context where ~asan points. out to the Khalifah that 

his opponents are not consistent because they never 

would think of applying their determinism to the 

concrete realities of every day living. 

In Chapter Ill, we quoted the Qadith which is 

simply a paraphrase of the story of al-Khadir found in 
• 

the Qur'in. ~san also paraphrases this story under the 

argument about the Knowledge of God. P.e states before­

hand that God has knowledge that ~ cornes from 

people because they choose it. Then he cites the al-

Kha9ir narrative, and faithfully describes it as it 

occurs in the Qur'in. He adds nothing to the story, 

and at first glanee, it appears he accepts the 

deterministic implications therein. However, in light 

of the preceding comments about ~' he seems to be 

inferring that God knew that the boy would never choose 
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anything other than ~' and not that he was predestined 

to be a kafir. 

These are examples, then, which indicate that 

there might well have been several traditions behind the 

arguments of ~asan's opponents. We do not claim that 

all the Qadith which we examined in the preceding 

chapter, and others like them, were in existence at the 

time of ~san. But there certainly were sorne in 

circulation. By accepting the Qur'in as the sole 

authority, and by attempting to prove that his 

interpretation of it is the only correct one, he under-

cut the authoritative claims of his opponents i.e. 

their proof texts and traditions (which they claim came 

from the Companions). 

Thus, the reason why ~asan insista that the 

Qur'in is the only authority and anything else is wrong, 

becomes clear. Through his interpretation of the Qur'in 

he shows that the traditions used by his opponents as 

authoritative, are spurious. 

We argue, then, that there were traditions in 

existence during the last two decades of the first 

century, and that the Qadith material which we examined 

reflects the radical determinism of ~san's opponents. 

One of the central themes of the treatise is 

that God guides but misguidance is from His servants, 
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120 e.g. P.haroah, Samirt, and the 1 transgressors•. (72) 

However, he goes further, and states that evil cornes 

from Shayt!!l (72, 82). The \ladith, "The Qadariyyah 

are the MajOs of this cormnunity" no doubt was coined to 

combat this 'heresy', probably articulated for the 

first time by ~asan. 

What becomes evident, when we compare the 

\ladtth material and ~asan 1 s treatise, is that they 

both represent theological positions derived from the 

Qur'in, yet they are diametrically opposed to each 

other. Each one is developed logically and compromises 

nothing. For the one, God's Omnipotency implies man's 

destiny is absolutely determined; for the other, the 

duties and obligations incumbent upon man imply that he 

is responsible for his acts, and thus he determines his 

own destiny. 

The treatise, then, reveals more than the 

religious attitude of a pious Muslim, who was deeply 

disturbed by the moral laxity of the mass of people, 

i.e. the munâfigün. We sense and feel his personal 

involvernent in the issues he puts before the Khalifah, 

which are direct and uncompromising, and which have 

obvious political implications. But beyond this, the 

treatise tells us a good deal about main theological 

controversy of the day, which embodied the essential 
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dilemmas and intricate questions of the newly emerging 

community, which lived in the anticipation of its 

ultimate destiny. Also, very many of the most 

fundamental technical terms of lslamic Theology (ïmin, 

kufr, fisg, ~9i' wa qadar, ta~lïf, 'amal, fifat, 

sunnah, Tagwi, 'ilm ullih, lstiJ:i'ah, 'adl, 9ufdrah 

and perhaps even kalim) emerge from ~san's discussion, 

and the meaninss and difficult questions which they 

imply persist throughout lslamic theological thought. 

The Freedom-Determinist controversy in the 

first century reflected more than the problem of 

Omnipotency and human responsibility; it was the focal 

point for all the key theological issues of the day, 

and those same issues persisted, stated in many forms, 

throughout classical-Medieval lslamic theology•, 

D. Translation 

[67] From 'Abd al-Malik B. Marwin, the 

Commander of the Faithful to al-~asan Ibn ~Abï al-~asan 

al-BafrÏ: 

Peace upon you and 1 praise God in y our 

presence -- besides whom there is no God but He. 

lt has reached the Commander of the Faithful 

about you, concerning the description of al-Qadar, the 

likes of which has never reached him from any of those 
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who have passed on. The Commander of the Faithful does 

not know any of the companions with whom he was 

acquainted during his lifetime who talked about it and 

was concerned with it (gadar) -- like the theories 

which you expound and which have reached the Commander 

of the Faithful. ln the past he knew from you what is 

righteous in your way of living (~!1) and excellent in 

your religion and in knowledge of Fiqh and the seeking 

and hankering after it. Then the Commander of the 

Faithful found shocking, to say the least, this theory 

from you. So write to him concerning your ideas about 

that and the position which you take -- whether it is a 

tradition (riwiyah) from one of the companions of the 

prophet or from an opinion which you hold or from a 

matter which is known to be truthful in the Qur'in. We 

never heard one argue or dispute concerning this 

matter before you [came along]. So present to the 

Commander of the Faithful your opinion (in that) and 

clarify it. Peace upon you and the Mercy of God and 

His blessing. 

From ~asan al-Ba§rt to the servant of God, 

1Abd al Malik: 

Peace upon you, Oh Commander of the Faithful 

-- and the mercy of God -- and peace of God to you of 
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whorn there is no God but He. The blessing of God be 

upon the Commander of the Faithfu1; may He make him one 

of His friends, who do works of His obedience and wish 

His good p1easure and hasten to fo1low what He 

commanded them. [68] The Commander of the Faithfu1 

God 1 s b1essing upon Him -- became one of the few, among 

the many of those who have passed on -- and one of the 

few of the people of goodness who are 1ooked up to and 

are depended upon, and whose actions are imitated and 

whom we knew in our 1ifetime Oh Commander of the 

Faithful, upon you God 1 s peace. Thoee arnong the 

cornpanions who accomp1ished the cornmand of God and 

re1ated His wisdorn and fo11owed the way of the Sunnah 

of the Prophet, never denied a truth nor justified a 

wrong nor attached to the Lord anything except what the 

Lord attached to Himse1f. And they did not attach any­

thing except what God Himse1f laid upon His creatures 

in His book -- 11 1 have not created Jinn and ~~nkind 

except to serve Me - I do not desire from them any 

sustenance; neither do I desire to be fed.u (51:56-57) 

God commanded them to worship Him which is why He 

created them. God wou1d not create them for a purpose 

('amr) and then come in between them and it, because He 

is no tyrant (~al1im) over his servants. And none of 

those who passed on of the ancestors denied this saying 
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nor disputed it because they were in agreement over the 

matter. And we have originated the discussion (kalam) 

about it when people who made opposition began talking 

about it. And they followed the misleading desires and 

grave sins (al-rlrihüb al-mübiga) and they distorted the x 
book of God. The religion of God is not vain desires, 

as He said: "lt is not your vain desires nor the vain 

desires of the people of the Book. Whosoever does evil 

shall be recompensed for it." (4:123) And every idea 

which is not based on the proof of the Book of God is 

wrong, for God said: "Bring your Proof if you are 

truthful" (2:111) which means -- concerning your lie 

about me and concerning what you invent from your 

desires: 11 Bring your proof and then you will know that 

the truth is God's and that which they forge will fail 

them." (28:75) And understand, Oh Commander of the 

Faithful, what hasbeen made incumbent upon you by the 

Book, [69] and abandon the desires of those who do not 

know the ~9i' of God and His Judgment. For God says 

that He does not change a favor which He bestowed upon 

people until they themselves change and so, the 

beginning of the favor was from God and the change 

was from the servants because they differed from what He 

cornmanded them, just as God said: "Do you not see those 

who chënge God 1 s favor for disbelief and cause their 
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people to alight in the house of Perdition." (14:28) 

The favor was from God and the change from the servants 

because they departed from what He commanded them. And 

they did what He forbade them. He said: "Do not 

approach any indecency outwa;d or inward." (6:151) And 

what God forbade is not from Him because He is not 

pleased with what He is angry about and He is not angry 

wilth what He is pleased about; because God says: "If 

you are ungrateful, then surely God is above need of you 

and He does not like Kufr from His servants; and if you 

are thankful, He is pleased with it for you." (39:7) 

And if Kufr were of the ~çta' of God and his qadar then 

it would please Him from whoever did it. And it is in­

conceivable that God would decree a decree then not be 

pleased with His decree (~~). The tyranny and in­

justice is not of the ~a' of God but His decree (~~) 

is His command ('amr) concerning goodness, justice and 

kindness and giving to one•s relatives. And he forbids 

foul deeds (fapsha') and evil action (mun\tar} and 

iniquity (baghi). He said: "And your Lord has decreed 

(~a') that you serve none but Him and do good to 

parents." (17:23) And this, Oh Connnander of the Faithful 

is the Book of God in which He makes pronouncements and 

who is better than God to discuss it'l "He decreed 

(qaddara) then guides." (87:3) And it does not say, 
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"He decreed then misguides." 

God certainly explained clearly to His servants 

and He did not leave them in confusion about their 

religion, and there is no doubt in their affairs so 

much so that He declared guidance coming from Himself 

and misguidance from His prophet. And He said: "Say, 

if 1 err I err only by myself 1 and if 1 go aright, it is 

because of what my t:ord reveals to me." (34:50) Do you 

accept for Muhammad, Blessing and peace be upon him and 

his people, that the misguidance is from htm when he is 

misguided and you are against that for yourself7 And 

He said: 11 1ndeed upon us it is to guide." (92:12) And 

He does not say: "1ndeed upon us it is to misguide." 

Place the Book Oh Commander of the Faithful in its 

right place and do not distort it nor inte~rèt it 

other than its [right] interpretation. And God would 

not openly forbid His servants something -- then 

secretly decree (qaddara) it to them -- as the ianorant 

and stupid say. Were that the case He would not have 

said: "Do what you wish, 11 (41:40) [70] But He would 

have said, 11 Do what 1 decreed upon you" and He would 

not have said: "And he who wills -- believe, and he 

who wills, disbelieve." (18:29) Rather, He would have 

said: "He whom 1 willed, let him believe, and he whom 

1 willed, let him disbelieve," but He said: "And the 
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command of God is a decree made absolute (gadaran 

magdilran). 11 ( 33:38) And His cormnand is His decree 

{gadar) and His decree is His command. And He does not 

command foul deeds and evil actions. Some people said 

that, and God reproached them with His saying: "And -
when they commit an indecency they say, we found our 

fathers doing it. And God has commanded concerning it. 

Say; lndeed God does not commandr:,indecency. Do you 

say of God what you do not know?" (7:28) And the Book 

of God is Light in darkness and Life in death. God 

did not leave for His servants any possibility of 

argument after the Book and the Prophets: "That He who 

perished on that day might perish by a clear proof~ and 

he who survived might survive by a clear proof. 11 (8:42) 

And think, 0 Commander of the Faithful, about His 

saying: "He who willed from among you to go forward or 

remain behind." (74:37) That is because God created in 

them enough power through which they go ahead and remain 

behind in order that the good ones merit Heaven and the 

bad merit Hell. If the matter were as is interpreted 

by the liars -- then it would not be in them to go ahead 

nor remain behind. Then there would be for the one who 

goes ahead no praise (and there would be) no blame for 

the one who remains behind in what he does, since 

according to what they claim, that qudrab) does not 



166 

come from them, nor should it be attributed to them. 

Rather it is a thing that works through them. But (if 

that were the case) God would have said, in regard to 

what He mentioned of their rewards, "In reward for what 

He worked in them and in reward for what I have 

written (decreed) for them." He would not have said: 

11A reward for what they did." (32:17) And the people 

opposed, Oh Commander of the Faithful, the Book, and 

they distorted it. God's saying would not give the lie 

to other parts of it (Book), [71] as God Himself 

described in the best of speech -- a homogeneous Book, 

one part similar to the other. And one part does not 

contradict the other, for it is: "A revelation from 

the Wise, the Praised one." (41:42) Then think, Oh 

Commander of the Faithful on His saying: "BY a soul 

and by Him who perfected it and inspired it with (a 

conscience of) what is wrong (i.e. what is wicked 

fujür) and right (i.e. what is godly or pious --

tagwi) for itself." (91:7-8) And He put in man 

inspiration to know the wiCkedness from piety. Then He 

said: "He is indeed safe from Hell who purifies it, 

and he indeed fails!illo makes it impure." (91:9-10) 

And if He were one who corrupted it, He would not fail 

himself. Then think, Oh Commander of the Faithfu[, on 

His saying: "And they say -- Our Lord, whoever prepar ed 
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this for us, give him a double portion of Fire." {38:61) 

If He were the one who put before them that • • • But 

God made clear to us the one who put that before them 

and the one who lead them astray. He said: "And they 

say, our Lord, we have obeyed our leaders and our great 

men, and they led us astray from the path. 11 {33:67) 

The leaders and great men are those who prepared 

{gaddama) for them the Kufr -- and they led them astray 

from the path after they were on it. Then think, Oh 

Commander of the Faithful, on the saying: "[And those 

who disbelieve will say] OUr Lord, show us those who 

lead us astray from among the Jinn and the people so 

that we may trample them under our feet in order that 

they maY be of the lowest. 11 {41:29) And the one who 

is lifted up said: 11We have shown him the way; He may 

be thankful or unthankful." (76:3) Meaning thereby: 

"We made HLm know the way; either he willbe grateful so 

that we might rewa;d him, or he will disbelieve so we 

might punish him for his disbelief. And whoever is 

thankful, is thankful for his own soul, and he who 

denies -- then God is self-sufficient, praised." (31:12) 

Likewise God said: "And Pharoah led his people astray 

and he did not guide them rightly." (20:79) Say, Oh 

Commander of the Faithful, just as God said it was 

Pharoah who misguided his people and not God -- do not 
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contradict God in His saying nor regard as coming from 

God except what is pleasing to Him as He said: 11 lndeed 

-- upon us is to show the way and indeed ours is the 

hereafter and the first." (92:12-13) So Guidance is 

from God and misguidance is from the servants. Then 

think, Oh Commander of the Faithful, on the saying of 

God: [72] "And no one led us astray except the 

transgressors." (26:99) And He says: "And al-Simirr 

led us astray." (20:85) And he says: "lndeed -- the 
-

Devil (shavtin) is to man clearly an enemy_." (17:53) 

And He sa id: "And as for Thamüd. We showed them the 

right way, but they preferred blindness to guidance, so 

the scourge of an abasing chastisement overtook them for 

what they had earned." (41:17) And the beginning of the 

guidance was from God -- and the beginning of punishment 

was their preferring blindness by their misleading 

desires. Oh Commander of the Faithful, do not consider 

my Treatise (kitib)and discussion (kalim) too long 

because in them there are clear proofs againàt him who 

absolved himself and attributed tyranny (~lm) to his 

Lord. 

1 start with our father Adam who is more 

deserving to be followed, when he said when he disobeyed 

his Lord: ·~e have wronged ourselves; and if you do not 

forgive us, and do not have mercy upon us, we will be of 
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the losers. 11 (7:23) And He did not say -- This is your 

~!: and your gadar. Likewise MOses said, when he 

killed the man: "This is from the work of the Devil: 

He is an enemv, openly leading astray. He said: My 

Lord, 1 wronged myself -- forgive me and He forg,ave him." 

(28:15-16) And Moses said: "'!his is from Satan 

(Shay~in). The ignorant say: This is from the act of 

God. There is none from among those (prophets) whom 

God told stories about in His Book but that he 

acknowledged it." But He said: "Then his mind enticed 

to him the slaying of his brother, so he killed him. 

And he became ope of the losers. 11 (5:30) There is no 

one among the people were it said to him: 11 You are a 

wrong-doer (~lm) and from you is its beginning," 

without him being displeased by that. And yet they 

attribute to God what they are not pleased with and 

they attribute to themselves what they desire, and no 

one perished because of this, except the people in whose 

hearts there is error. They follow what is ambiguous in 

it [Qur'in] seeking dissension (fitnah). They argue 

saying that God the Most High said: "[Say: Surely God] 

cause him who wills to go astray, and guides [to 

Himself those who turn (to Him)]." (13:27) And they do 

not look to what is before that and what is after it. 

And if they reflect upon what is before the verses and 
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what is after them, that is, the verses which indicate 

the true meaning -- they would not go astray. God said: 

"God confirma those who believe with the sure word in 

this world and in the hereafter, and God causes to go 

astray the unjust (~limin). And God does what He 

wishes." (14:27) [73] And whomever He wishes, He 

confirma (guides) those who believed by their faith and 

their goodness and He misguides the wrong doers by 

driving them away (!1!!!) and by turning them away 

(
1udwin). And He said: ·~en they turned aside, God 

made their hearts turn aside." (61:5) He made their 

hearts turn aside when they turned aside. And He said: 

"Surely God is not ashamed to set forth any parable -­

(that of) a gnat or anything above that. Tben as for 

those who believe, they know that it is the truth from 

their Lodd 1 and as for those who disbelieve, thev say: 

What is it that God means by this parable? He causes 

many to go astray by it and many He leads rightly by it; 

but He does not cause to go astray by it except the 

transgressors who break the covenant of God after its 

confirmation and eut asunder what God commanded to be 

ioined, and make mischief in the land -- these are the 

ones who are the losers.tt (2:26-27) 
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[Further Arguments of the Opposition] 

1. And another point about which they dispute 

is the saying: "He against whom the word of chastisement 

is realized will you deliver him out of the Fire?" 

(39:Jg) He made clear to the people as to whom 

deserves the sentence of punishment, by His saying: 

"Thus, the word of your Lord is proved true against 

those who transjressed; they are the possessors of Hell." 

(40:6) But the sentence of punisbment became reality 

upon them after what they did because of wrong (fisq). ' 

2. And another point about which they argue 

is His saying: "And it is not for a soul to believe 

except by God's permission ('idhn). 11 (10:100) And 

'idhn means making free. He left the soul free to do 

whatever it likes with iman and He gave it power over 

it (imin) and He said: uAnd we did not send any 

apostle but that He should be obeyed by God's 

permission." (4:63) And God would not have sent the 

Messenger to be obeyed, and then would come in between 

His creatures and in between His obedience. How far 

this is from the description of God and His justice 

and His wisdom! 

3. And another point about which they argue; 

His saying: 11 To him among you who wishes to go forward 

or remain behind, 11 (74:31) [And His saying] 11~ 
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whosoever of you would go straight but will, you shall 

not, unless God wills -- the Lord of the Worlds!" 

(81:28-29) God is truthful in that we do not will the 

good unless He wills it for us. And as part of His 

willing the Good for us, before we will -- is that He 

indicated it to us and made clear to us, by His saying: 

11God wishes for you ease and He does not desire for you 

difficulty." (2:185) And He said: 11God desires to 

explain to you,and to guide you on the way of those 

before you and He forgives you. And God is knowing, 

wise, and God desires that He should forsive you." 

(4:26-27) And God would not have wished to forgive us, 

and then prevent us from repenting unless we ourselves 

had prevented it. 

4. [74] And they argue about His creation of 

the children of adultery and other children. God does 

not punish the adulterer because of the child, but He 

punishes him for differing from His command -- and ~ 

is his adultery, which is other than the child. But 

similarly, the adulterer who puts his sper.m in (a place) 

other than its rightful place, is like a cultivator who 

sows his seed in (a land) other than his. Then he grows 

what he wishes from them (seeds), and what he does not 

wish, he does not grow. 
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5. And they argue about His saying: "t!Q. 

affliction befalls in the earth or in yourselves but 

(that) it is in the Book before we create it." (57:22) 

They interpret this by their opinion in light of their 

particular theory of ~ and ~ and obedience and 

disobedience. But it is not so. These are the 

disasters in property and lives and produce. He told 

us about that, that He would inflict (upon) us in this 

world with (times of) difficulty and (t~es of) plenty, 

and poverty and wealth, so that we may not mourn what 

we missed and will not be happy with worldly materials 

like the happiness of him who becomes insolent because 

of worldly goods. 

Then He made clear to htm who is patient. 

"Give good news to the patient ones who, when a 

misfortune befalls them say: surely, we are God's and 

to Him we will return. These are they upon whom the 

blessings from their Lord -- and mercy: And these are 

they who are the rightly guided." (2:156-157) Were this 

in !mi!! and ~, He would not have said: 11That xou 

may not grieve for what escapes vou, nor reioice in 

what has come to you." (57:23) But He would have said: 

"so tha t y ou may not mourn for the imin which bas 

escaped you nor would you be happy with the rman that 

cornes to you." OVer what does man grieve then, if he 
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does not grieve over what he missed of his religion? 

God says: "Say: In the grace of God and through His 

mercy, therein they should rejoice; it is better than 

that which they sather" (refers to the wealth they 

gather~ (10:58) The truth is clear to him who is 

attentive. But most of them are ignorant. Know, Oh 

Commander of the Faithful, that God is more just and 

righteous than to make blind a servant, then say to 

him, 11 See1 or 1 will punish you"; or He makes him deaf, 

then says to him, "Hear! or 1 will punish you11 ; or He 

makes him dumb and He says to him, 11Speakl or 1 will 

punish you11 • This, Oh Commander of the Faithful,is more 

clear than hidden from him who has intelligence. 

6. And they argue about His saying: 11And some 

of them will be unhappy and happy [on Judgment Day]" 

(11:105) They interpret that God çreated the servants 

in their mothers' wombs -- miserable or happy -- and 

there is no way for him whom He bas made miserable to 

be happy nor a way for him whom He bas made happy to be 

miserable. If th~matter were according to what they 

interpret, then God 1 s Book and His messengers have no 

meaning. 

(75] And the Messengers' call of them to 

piety (tagwa) and encouraging them to goodness would 

have meant nothing and there would have been no 
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benefit in it. But the~interpretation is other than 

wba' they interpret; God said: "This is the day of 

gathering of the people and this is the day which will be 

witnessed," (10:102-) meaning the day of resurrection. 

'!ben He said: "On the day it comes no one will speak 

except with His permission, and from them some are un­

happy and happy" (11:105) The happy that day is the 

one holding today the command of God, and acting by it; 

and the miserable that day is the one who lost the 

command of God, who takes his religion lightly. Know, 

Oh Commander of the Faithful, that from those who differ 

from God's command and His Book and His justice, are the 

people who transgress in the matter of their religion 

and transfer by their ignorance [everything] upon 

al-gadar. Then they are not pleased with that 

concerning the affairs of their world until they take 

a firm stand and protect (their wealth) at any cost, 

for Truth is heavy upon them, and wrong doing is light. 

a. If you order any of them with anything 

concerning the matter of his religion, he says, "The 

pens are dry and it is written on the foreheads 

happy or miserable." If you say to one of them, "Do not 

weary yourself in seeking the world, and (do not) go 

forth in the morning in the heat and cold, and do not 

endanger your life in the journeys, for your sustenance 
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bas been decided concerning it. 11 [If you said all this 

to him] he would have found fault with you. 

b. If you said to him, 11Don 1 t weary yourself 

in giving water to your crops and weeding them and 

paying attention to them, and looking after them in 

heat and cold. For what has been decreed for you from 

God shall grow on your land, 11 he would have found fault 

with that. 

c. If you said to him, "Do not seek a 

shepherd for your sheep, for what has been decreed 

(gudira) is that the wolves shall eat them and the 

thieves shall take them away and [some] shall die 

[others shall] get lost'f and y ou are not able to 

preserve them. What God has already decreed will 

preserved -- and nothing would be lost from them." 

For this he would have found fault with that. 

and 

be 

d. And if you said, "Do not tie your horse 

nor tie it tightly nor tether your camel in fear that 

they will go away; for nothing like that will happen 

except (of course) that which has been decreed upon 

you. It is all the same to you whether you tie or leave 

them without the tether. 11 For this, too, he would have 

found fault with you. 

e. And if you say, "Do not lock your shop 

nor the door of the house to protect your goods and 
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your property and your saddle, and you will not benefit 

by locking the door which God has provided (the hoÙse) 

witp. 11 And he would have (also) found that faulty. 

Thus he does not accept in regard to his mundane 

affairs (fi 'amri dunyihi)(anything) unless through 

caution and precaution. [76] If someone forbids him 

from that, he thinks him an ignorant man. Then he finds 

fault with him, and leaves the matter of his religion to 

al-qadar -- and all this because of the heaviness of 

truth and the lightness of wrong. 

7. They argue about his saying "and if God 

wished He would have gathered them all to guidance; 

therefore do not be of the ignorant ones. 11 (6:35) But 

that is an admonition from God to this prophet when 

sadness overcame him regarding the polytheist~ because 

they were not Muslims. God said 11 Perhaps you will kill 

yourself following after them, in sorrow, if they do not 

believe in this announcement. 11 (18:6) God informed His 

prophet about His power (gudrah) and that if He wished 

to comfpl them (jabara) to obedience, He would have 

been able. That was not beyond His ability, but He 

wanted to test them in order to rewadd each one according 

to his work ( 1 amal). He said, "And if your Lord willed 

indeed all those who are in the earth would have 

believed, all of them, all together. Would you then 
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force men unti1 they become be1ievers711 (10:99) 

8. They a1so argue concerning His saying 

11and we have created for hell many jinn and men; and 

they have hearts but do not understand with them; they 

have e~es, but do not perceive with them; they have 

ears but they do not hear with them. They are like 

cattle; nay, rather they are further astray - those 

they are the heedless ones. 11 (7:179) They interpret 

that God began His creation and He made for Hell a 

people who have no power over the obedience for which 

He asked them; and He made for Heaven a people who have 

no power over the disobedience which He has forbidden 

them, (just as He created a short man who has no power 

to be a tall man, and the black man has no power to be 

a white man); then He punished them because they are not 

believers. They ascribed to God the ugliest of 

attributes (fifaf) but He informed them that they will 

be in Hell by their evil deeds and He likened them by 

His saying, "They have hearts with which they do not 

understand, they have eyes with which they do not see." 

He said: "So fbaroah's peoEle took him UE that he 

~Moses2 might be an en emy and a grief (for them)." 

(28:8) 

He only picked Moses so that he might be 

pleasing for them, such as His saying, 11We grant them 
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respite in order that they may increase in sin." (3:178) 

He only inf.ormed about them that they increase in sin by 

their abandoning of obedience, (by the fact of the 

respite). 

God only spoke to the Arabs in the manner of 

what they know of their speech. One of the wise men of 

the Arabs said: (in poetry) 

For death, mothers feed their babies, 
Just as for the destruction of time (al-Dahr) 

houses are bui~t. 

[77] He (poet) informed that the ultimate end (ma~~) of 

children is death and the ultimate end of buildings is 

ruination. But surely children are fed to live and not 

to die; and houses are built to stand. The Qur 1an, Oh 

Commander of the Faithful, is (in) Arabie. God sent it 

down to Arab people addressing them through their 

speech, of which they know the meaning. 

9. They argue about the ~ of God and they 

say, 11God knew that Kufr would arise from a certain 

people. They have no ability over tman, for the 1 ilm 

of God is the barrier (mani 1
). 11 Their idea is that 

God has ~posed on His servants to take what they have 

no power to take, and to leave what they have no power 

to leave. God is exalted, giving them the lie by saying, 

"God does not impose (kallafa) upon any soul (a duty 

taklif) except to the extent of its abilit~." (2:286) 
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But surely God has knowledge that Kkfr comes from them 

by their choice for it, and their following after their 

desires. And they liken this to what God knows of what 

they will end up with; from height and shortness and 

exterior appearances and colora [in which there is] no 

way of going beyond them. It is not so, for height and 

shortness, exterior appearances and colors, are God 1 s 

act upon them. They have no previous choice over it nor 

power to change them. As for Kufr, God knows that they 

will choose it by their desires and He knows that if 

they hate it they would leave it; and they were able, 

through what He placed in them of ability (isti~i'ah) 

(so that he might test them over iman and Justice). 

So was the ship in which al-Kha9ir made a 

hole. God knew that if it passed by the King soundly, 

he would have taken it by force. God knew that if al­

Kha9ir made a hole in it, the King would not seize it. 

Also the boy, whom al-Kha9ir killed: God knew that if 

he remained [alive] he would have instigated his 

parents into rebellion and ~; if he were killed, 

his parents would be secure from his rebellion and his 

Kufr. Also, the wall which al-Kha9ir erected: God 

knew that if He did not make it stand up, the treasure 

which was beneath it would be lost. He knew that if 

al-Kha9ir made it stand up, the treasure would remain 
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beneath it until the two children would reach the age 

of maturity and extract their treasure - a mercy from 

God. Al-Kha~iir sa id to Moses: "And 1 did not do i t on 

my own command 11 (~8:83), because God has informed me of 

it, and it is His saying "[then they found one of our 

servants to whom we had given mercy from us] and we 

tauaht him knowledge proceeding from us." (18:25) 

Also - the munafiqün who remained behind the 

Messenger of God; he knew that they stayed behind 

because of the far journey upon them and he knew that 

"were it an advantage near at hand and an easy journey 

they certainly would have followed him but the iourney 

upon them was too far, and they swear (still) by God -

'Had we been able we would have gone out with you' - so 

destroying their souls; and God knows that they are 

truly liars. 11 (9:42) [78] For they were able to go out 

if they wished. 

10. And they argue about the saying: 

"Whatever benefit comes to you, it is from God and 

whatever misfortune befalls you, it is from you 

(Muhammad). 11 (4:79) "Say: all is from God and ~what 

is the matter with) these people who do not reach the 

point of understanding what is told (them)?" (4:78) 

They interpret that according to their opinion concernimg 

obedience and disobedience, and they claim that the Kufr 
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and the transgression and disobedience and oppression 

(~~) and tyranny (jawr) and telling lies and all the 

abominations are all from God. This is not so! 

And the munafigün - if God obtains for them 

something of what they like of easy, plentiful living, 

healthy bodies and such likes, - they say, "This is 

from God. 11 If He inflicts something upon them they dis­

like of narrow living and unhealthy bodies and barren­

ness of land or shortage in land prepared for sowing, 

and in offspring, they say, "This is from Muhammad." 

But God said: 11 Say it is all from God," (4:78) i.e., 

all is the doing of God. 

11. They argue in the story of Noah and in 

His saying: "And if 1 intend to give you good advice, 

my advice will not profit you if God wished that He 

should lead you astray. He is your Lord and to Him you 

shall return." (11:34) They interpret that by their 

ignorance that Noah stayed among his people 950 years, 

calling them to God the exalted, and advising them and 

not knowing if their response to him and their 

acceptance of his advice was beneficial to them or not. 

Moreover, he does not know whether God has made a way 

for them to his acceptance or if He has not made for 

them a way to him. That is not as they interpreted it; 

but Noah argued with his people until they were forced 
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with his argwnent; and they said: "Oh Noah! lndeed 

vou have argued with us and made fr!Quent argument with 

us;therefore, bring tous that with which vou threaten 

us, if you are of the truthfu1 ones." (11:32) And Noah 

said to them: "But God (only) will bring it to you, if 

He wills, and you will not escape", (11:33) - meaning, 

you will not be saved from His punishment when it comes 

to you, nor are you protected from it. "And m2: adviee 

will not benefit you"; then, 11 Even if 1 (would) wish to 

advise vou." (11:34) (79] At the time of the arrival 

of His punishment upon you). Noah knew (upon him peace) 

that punishment when it descends upon them and when 

they see it, the tmin will be of no benefit to them at 

that (time]. And God has made clear concerning the 

nations which He had destroyed with His saying: "But 

their belief was not soing to profit them when they 

had seen our punishment; (this is) God 1 s way which has 

indeed been that way in the matter of His servants, and 

these, the unbelievers, are lost." (40:85) This is 

God's sunnah: He does not accept repentance at the 

time of seeing the punishment. But His saying: "ll 
God wished that He should cause you to be punished; He 

is y our Lord and to Him y ou sha 11 return. 11 ( 11: 34) He 

means here by al-Gha:yyan "punishment". It is His 

saying: "But there came after them a generation who 
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wasted prayers and followed the sensual desires, so 

thev will meet perdition" (shayyan). {19:59), i.e., 

painful punisbment. The Arab might say, 11So and so 

met toda y Ghayyan, i.e. the amïr beat him very hard or 

punished him painfully. 11 

12. And they argue concerning His saying: 

11Therefore of whomever God wishes that He should guide 

rightly, He expands his breast for Islam, and whomever 

He wishes that He shouid cause him to err, He makes his 

breas• narrow and straight as though be were ascending 

heavenwards; thus does God lay uncleanness on those who 

do not believe." {6:125) They interpret this by their 

ignorance that God specified the enlarging of the 

breast [opening the Heart] of certain people without 

the offering in advance of good deeds and He specified 

the making of chests narrow - meaning hearts ~ of a 

certain people, without Kufr or transgression or going 

astray coming from them. There is no way for them to 

go to obedience which He has imposed upon them, and they 

shall be eternally in Hell - for the length of time. 

And it is not, Oh Commander of the Faithful, like what 

the ignorant and mistaken interpret. 

OUr Lord is more merciful and more just and 

more generous than to do that with His servants. How 

[would He do that] when He says 11God does not impose 
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on a soul except what it can bear - the soul is 

responsible for what it does." (2:186) He only created 

the ~ and the people for His worship. He made for 

them ears, eyes, and hearts by1Which they are able to 

bear the double of what God has imposed upon them of His 

wroship. He who obeys what he has been commanded, God 

has kept open his chest [heart] for Islam; a revard for 

hLm for his obedience in the transitory world. [80] 

And He lightens for him the good deeds and makes heavy 

for him the kufr and the transgressions and the dis­

obedience. And if he is in that state he is able to 

bear all what He commanded and forbade. Also, God 

gave judgment concerning everyone who reached the 

[required] limit of obedience whether he be a high 

ranking person or a low ranking person. [And He 

judged] him who abandoned what God commanded him 

concerning obedience and who persevered in his ~ 

and his misguidance in the transitory worldJ being, 

in spite of that, able to return and repent. Such a 

man "God made his chest narrow and straight as though 

he were ascending heavenwards"J a punishment from Him 

for him by his ~ and his misguidance in the 

transitory world because repentance is commanded and 

called for. Also God gave judgment concerning him who 

has reached the limit of ~ and transgressions. God 
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has mentioned, Oh Commander of the Faithful, the open­

ness and c1osedness [of hearts] in His book - a mercy 

from Him for His servants, and an encouragement from Him 

for them concèrning the actions ('a'ma1) through which 

they merit the opening of their chests, by His wisdomJ 

and a discouragement from Him for them concerning the 

works through which they merit the c1osing of the 

chests, by His wisdom. 

God did not mention that to them in order to 

eut off their hope nor to make them despair from His 

mercy and His grace, nor to deprive them from His 

forgiveness and pardon and His generosity if they are 

good; and God made c1ear in His book, and He says: 

"With it (Book) God guides him who..,.x_;.t_l;. ,J.oJ.l.Q~.J!i.$~ 

pleasure in the ways of peace and brings them from 

darkness to the 1ight by His permission, and guides 

them on the right path." (5:16) [81] Reflect and try 

to comprehend, Oh Commander of the Faithfu1, for God 

says: "'lherefore, give good news to Hy servantsi those 

who listen to the word, then follow the best of it; 

those are they whom God has guided, and those are the 

men of understanding." (39:18) And listentto God's 

saying, where He says: "And if the people of the Book 

be1ieved and feared God, we would have covered their 

evil deeds and we would have made them enter the 
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gardens of bliss, and if they had kept the torah and 

the gospel and that which was revealed from their Lord, 

they would certainly have eaten from above them and from 

beneath their feet." (5:65) God said: 11And if the 

people of the villages had believed and feared God, we 

would have opened for them blessings from heaven and 

from earth, but they rejected so we overtook them for 

What they had acquired." (7:96) Know, Oh Commander of 

the Faithful - God did not make matters inevitable 

(9atman) for the servants, but He said: 11lf you do 

such and such 1 will do with you such and such, and if 

you do such and such, 1 will do with you such and such. 11 

He only rewards them according to their deeds. He 

commanded them to worship Him, and pray to Him asking 

Him to save them. lndeed, they desired what He brings 

into being for them, i.e. additional help, and that He 

brings success, through which He makes easy for them 

the adhering to the good and the abandoning of evil. 

Such is God's judgment, whomever obeys Him and asks for 

what He has; and it is by this saying [above]. Have a 

conversation with yourself, Oh Commander of the Faithful; 

do not say that God has decreed (qaddara) for his 

servants what He has forbidden them and that He made a 

barrier (~_l) between them and between what He 

commanded them; that He sent them messengers to call 
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them to the opposite of what He has decreed (~a) for 

them, and then punishes them for the length of time -

if they do not respond to that which He did not make 

as a way for them. God exalts himse1f greatly above 

what the wrong doers say. [82] Do these ignorant ones 

know against whom they are arguing? But they argue 

against God, for God the Ex.alted said: 11Wherefore 

Believe- it is good to you" (4:170). The ignorant say 

- "They have no way to imin. 11 He said, "Respond to 

the Messenger of God, 11 the ignorant say, "He made a 

barrier between them and the response." God said: 

"Hasten to forgiveness from your Lord." (57:21) The 

ignorant ones say: "How cou1d they hasten when He 

compe11ed them decided1y? 11 He said: "Why do they not 

believe?u (84:20) They said; 11Because God stopped 

them from imi!l and made them fa11 in ~· He says: 

"Oh People of the Book! Why do you disbe1ieve the 

signs of God while you witness'l 11 (3:70) The ignorant 

ones say: "Because God bas decreed (qaddara) kufr upon 

them and made it inevitable". This is the argument 

against God and the bad thought about Him. But God 

said "Desist - it is better for you. 11 (4:171); the 

ignorant think that He says, "Desist from what 1 

decreed upon you, for it is good for you." He also 

said: "Do not forge lies upon God 11 (20:61); "Do not 

approach the property of the orphan except in the best 
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manner" (6:152; 17:34); "And do not kill anyone whom 

God forbade, except in a right cause" (17:33); "Do not 

sell my signs for a small eric_e." (2:41). 

All that is in the Qur'an, the like of that, 

the ignorant think that He forbids them from His gadar 

and ~9~· They also say that God decreed upon His 

prophet the forbidding of what He has [previously] made 

allowable, then blamed him for putting into practice 

His 9.!.9~· He said: "Oh Prophet, why do you forbid 

(yourself) that which God has made?" (66:1) They said: 

"God decreed (gù~) upon His prophet at first then 

gave him permission, and then blamed him for that." He 

said: "God forgive youl Why did you give them leave (?) 

[till it was clear to thee which of them spoke the 

truth, and thou knowest the lies?]" (9:43) 

Whenever any of the prophets erred, he would 

attribute the error to himself and would not attribute 

it to his Lord. And al-Hudhud, whom God made to speak, 

said: "I found her (Sheha) and her people bowing down 

to the sun instead of God and the devil has made their 

deeds seem beau1:iful to them and thus turned them from 

the way." (27:24) There is much of that in the Qur 1an. 
This is the answer to what you asked me about; 1 have 

explained it, and made it clear. Reflect on it and 



think deeply aboutit, for it is a cure (shifa') for 

what is in the heart. 

The letter ends. 
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CHAPTER V 

ATTEMPTS TO MAKE COMPATIBLE DIVINE OMNIPOTENCY AND 
. HUMAN RESPONSlBILlTY: AL-ASHARI AND IBN tiA~ 

ln our first chapter we examined in general 

terms some of the problems of the freedom-determinism 

controversy in the modern discussions. We saw that 

there are three basic approaches to the issue: Radical 

determinism, indeterminism, and the attempt to work out 
# . 

a compat•bility-theory. We tried to argue that these 

three approaches may be applied to the classical lslamic 

context where the thought-world is theological, not 

scientific. If we compare the argument of J. Hospers 

to that of J. Wild, we see that each one, starting with 

differing presuppositions, develops his argument to its 

logical end. Hospers rejects the notion of •moral 

responsibility" as a meaningless concept; this follows 

from his assumptions about determinism and its 

implication for all aspects of human existence. J. Wild 

denies that the scientific world of cause-effeçt 

relations is the real world. The real world is the 

world of "lived-experience" out of which man may, 

under a certain set of conditions, establish that there 
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are certain causal relations. He rejects deterrninism, 

which follows from his definition of man as the 

creature distinguishable from other creatures by the 

fact that he lives in the 11 freedom world"; his freedom 

d~fines him as having the ability to respond to his 

world of lived-experience. To be logically consistent, 

the concept of human responsibility excludes determinism. 

We have seen that both the radical determinism 
~-

of the ~dith material and the indeterminism o~~asan 

al-Bafri's treatise are based upon two different 

interpretations of the Qur'in, and both have a 

logical development all their own. For the first, 

Divine gadar implies total determination of human 

existence; for the second, man's ultimate destiny 

depends upon his 1amal, implying that God has given 

man real ability to choose acts of obedience and dis­

obedience as his very own. 

These two positions, which represent attempts 

to deal with assertions about God and His relation to 

man as expressed in the Qur'in, formed the basis of the 

later disputes. But the later disputes of the MU 1 tazilah 

and Ash 1ariyyah added to this foundation important and 

different philosophical issues which were untouched by 

the previous controversy. For ~asan, God is Good, 

and this irnplies man is a free agent, equipped with 
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ability (isti~a'ah) to choose ~ or tman; Evil issues 

from man, and Shay~!n, but not from God. The ~dtth 

rnaterial on the other hand, affirma Divine Omnipotency, 

and the logical implication of this affirmation is 

that man is not a free agent. Neither position attempts 

to grapple with the combined difficulties of the 

following two questions: (10 tf man is a free agent, 

How can God be omnipotent? (2) If man is not a free 

agent, How can God be Good and not be held responsible 

for Evil7 

The later efforts did recognize the need to 

face these issues, and what resulted was an attempted 

compatibility-theory, taking into account the necessity 

of affirming Divine Omnipotency and at the sarne time 

admitting that somehow man must be held responsible for 

his actions so that there may be preserved some logical 

basis for takltf. 

What we shall do in this chapter is to view 

the positions of two great theologians~ Al-Ash 1 arr and 

Ibn ~azm. We cannot trace the important and complex 

development of this controversy which preceded the 

effort of these two theologians, who tried to make 

compatible Divine Omnipotency and Human Responsibility. 

We realize that for a proper understanding of the 

controversy, after Greek philosophical rnethods of 
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argumentation were appropriated, attention first should 

be given to ·the theories of var~ous representatives of 
oi-

the Mu'tazilah. By jumping from ~san al-Bafrr to Al-
I\ 

Ash'arr and Ibn ~azm, we are neglecting the immediate 

and essential backgroundt~ Al-Ash'arr•s formulation of 

the problem. 1 

However, it is possible to understand the 

crucial problem of trying to allow some kind of 

responsibility for man so that taklif might remain a 

meaningful concept and still preserve God's Omnipotence, 

by examining the attempt of Al-Ash'arr (173-935) and 

Ibn ~azm (993-1064) to work out a compat.bility-theory. 

The most important concept in the debates, after the 

argument assumed its philosophical for.m, was gudrah. 

The question into which both these theologians delved 

was: To what extent does Divine gudrah bear on man in 

his situation of having to fulfill duties and 

obligations incumbent upon him as a result of Divine 

commanda? Does man, in fact, have any effective power 

so that he may truly be held responsible for what he 

does'l 

For Al-Ash'arr, and His followers, the problem 

of working out a compatibility theory was complicated 

because they were influenced by a metaphysics of atoms 

and accidents. This theory, was first ëi6barated by 
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the Mu'tazili Abü '1-Hudhayl; later, among the Ash'ariyyah, 

it was modified by Al-Biqillini, who held that no accident 

can exist for more than an instant of time. We cannot 

discuss the complicated theory of Islamic atomism, but 

we must stress tbat it bad tremendous impact on the 

Freedom-Determinism controversy. If God creates a new 

creation at every new instant in time, the notion of 

human capacity (an accident) is emptied of any real 

meaning. It is not a developed theory in Al-Ash'ari, 

but bis doctrine of ~ or iktisib, and bis formulation 

of the concept isti~af'ah (gudrah) seems to be based 

upon a primitive theory of atomism. 

Difficulties were apparent even for the 

Mu'tazilah, who could not escape the implications of 

atomism either. The two basic motivating principles 

of the Mu'tazilah (namely to assert God's oneness over 

against the ~ifitiyyah and the dualists, and to preserve 

His justice by ascribing evil to man) clashed. Majid 

Fakhry states: 

For whereas the vindication of God's 
uniqueness was bound to lead inevitably to 
the vindication of His unlimited sovereignty 
in the world, the assertion 'that man was the 
creator of his deeds' was conceived precisely 
with a view to limiting this sovereignty in a 
manner which would safeguard His justice. lt 
is not surprising then, to find that their 
profession of human freedom was no more than 
a verbal avowal of man's rigbt to exercise an 
ineffective freedom in the domain of 
consciousness and will only.z 
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The elever theory of an-Na~~im in appropriating 

the pre-Socratic theory (Anaxagoras?) of Kumün and 

applying it to the "natural order" sought to relieve God 

of continually having to intervene in the course of 

ordinary events, and yet still preserve His direct 

sovereignty in the world. · But this was rejected by both 

the Ash'ariyyah and Mu 1 tazilah. 3 The futility of this 

predicament is expressed by 'Ihumana b. Ashrir, who said 

generated effects have no author at all -- neither God, 

man or nature. 4 The Mu 1 tazilah, argues Fakhry, were 

unable to support a thorough-gming view of human 

freedom because they were bound to the metaphysics of 

atomism. Man was free to make the choice to act, but 

had no power to carry through this act. 5 

Starting from the theological notion of 
Divine Justice, they (Mu'tazilah) sought to 
rationalize the problem of human action in a 
manner which would safeguard the reality of 
that notion. To do this it was sufficient to 
postulate a man capable to self-determination; 
of action in the inward world of will. But 
when they proceedéd to rationalize the 
parallel problem of action in the outward 
world of nature, they found themselves faced 
with a metaphysics of atoms and accidents, 
which they could not reject because of the 
prospects of safeguarding the omni~otence 
and uniqueness of God it afforded.o 

Thus it is that both Al-Ash'ari and the 

Mu'tazilah were fundamentally concerned with 

preserving the omnipotence of God and atomism gave the 
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philosophical basis out of which theological formulations 

issued. There is, however, yet anobher attitude which 

was important to Al-Ash 1arï, and we shall see how this 

notion is basic to his treatment of the problem when we 

examine his ideas on kasb and isti~a 1ah in the Kitib 

al-Luma'. 

The idea is commonly referred to as "theistic 

subjectivismn. 7 The meaning is that God simply 

determines things to be good or bad, necessary or 

superfluous solely by His decision that they be so. 

There is no end to possibilities: If God commanda 

murder, it is right for one to kill. The question of 

justice, as humanly defined, is not a pertinent question. 

God wills evil, He wills ~; He does what He wills and 

nothing else can really be said. Ibn ~azm, as we shall 

see, explicitly holds to this view. When his opponents 

imply that-God cannot do such and such, He replies that 

God does what He wills, when He wills and the whole 

created order is as it is simply because God wanted it 

that way. But for Ibn ~azm, this is a religious 

affirmation of God's sovereignty not to be argued or 

justified; for al-Ash'arï, it is afoundation upon which 

many of his arguments stand. 
~ 

Al-Ash'arï resolves the quan~ry in which the 

Mu 1 tazilah found themselves by throwing out the question 
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of Justice almost completely. When the charge against 

him is raised that if God wills evil, then He Himself 

is evil and unjust, al-Ash'ari asserts that He creates 

injustice and evil not as His own, but as the creature~. 8 

There is no standard by which to challenge 

the seeming arbitrariness of GodS actions. George 

Hourani states: 

By defining 'justice• as obedience to the 
commanda of a law he (al-Ash 1ari) set God free 
from the ethical limits that confine man, for, 
"the Lord of the worlds • • • is not under a 
shari 1ah.n9 

The question: ''From Whence Evil 'l" does not 

have to be answered on the basis of a human understanding 

of justice. God wills Evil because He wills everything. 

lt is irrelevant to question the morality of Divine 

activity. 

Al-Ash'ari and the problem of kasb and isti~i'ah 

The term most used to describe al-Ash'arï's 

attempt to make compatible Divine determinism and human 

responsibility is ~' or iktisib. Watt has shown 

that the term pre-dates Al-Ash'arï. 10 J. Schacht 

believes that the meaning of the term as applied to 

the thaological discussions about determinism and 

freedom stems from the Qur'anic understanding of the 
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verb kasaba employed as a commercial term: "to engage", 

"to pledge one's credit", 11 to be held responsible". 

"God imposes (kallafa) on each person only that of 

which he is capable; to his credit (kasaba) that which 

has been credited to him, and to his debit that which 

bas been debited to him.• (2:286) The meaning here is 

that man is responsible for that which he has been 

given the capacity to be responsible for. 

ln the Kitib al-Luma' the term signifies 

the connection between man and his act. Man "acquires" 

or is given responsibility over an act through the 

creation, by God, of the ability to acquire that act 

and make it one's own. The problematical point is 

whether or not man really 'acquires' it as his own. 

There is little mention of iktisib in the 

lbanah. 12 lt is dealt with briefly in connection with 

Divine lradah, where al-Ash'arr cla~s that it is 

willed by God alone, since no act can occur without 

His knowing and willing it; otherwise, there is 

established a fault in God.l3 

The theory is set forth fully in the fifth 

chapter of the Kitib al-Luma'. 14 The chapter deals 

with the problem of iktisib and the question of 

decreeing acts of disobedience; our concern will be 

primarily with 'iktisib. 
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Al-Ash 1arr•s task is to prove that God is the 

creator of the acquisitions ('aksib) of men. He does 

this by (1) establishing the necessity of a producer 

(~dith) of the acts and (2) proving that the ~~ 

produces motion, which is necessary for the act to 

exist. These two notions constitute the rational 

proofs; he also has recourseto Qur 1inic evidence for 

securing his argument (37:96; 46:14) 

The proof for a necessary ~~ for acts is 

more like a categorical statement than a pDOof: lt is 

impossible that an act come into existence without a 

~dith. He explains this by saying, "For if it (the 

act) could come to be as it really is without a producer 

who produces it as such, then a thing could come to be 

an act without a producer who would have produced it 

as an act. 1115 This is an obtuse way of saying, "if an 

act could be produced without a producer, then it 

could be produced without a producer11 • As examples, 

he uses kufr and ~ which are acts that need a 

producer. Also, it is impossible to transform ~ 

into something good, no matter how much one seeks to 

make it other than ~· ~must have a ~ill!! who 

"intentionally produces it as unbelief, vain and bad.ul6 

The ~~ cannot be the kifir so it must therefore be 

God. This is because "· •• no body can produce them 
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(acts) since bodies can effect nothing in things 

distinct from themselves.n17 Standing behind this 

assertion is the religious assertion that God is the 

sole cause of everything. (lt is interesting that so 

little effort is expended in rigorous establishment 

of this claim. One perceives that in spite of the 

outward appearance of logical argument, much of what is 

said could be termed "faith-statements"; e.g. "Acts 

must have an agent who makes them as they really are, 

because an act cannot do without an agent. So if the 

agent who makes it as it really is be not the body, 

God must be the agent who makes it as it really is 11 •
18 

This may be reduced to: Since God is the creator of 

the world and everything in it and man is weak and 

totally under the power of God, God Himself must be the 

only real force that can direct man, including his 

every action. Thus, what passes for objective 

philosophical arguments are often pious religious 

assertionsJ 

lt is not necessary, however, that as Agent 

(fi 1il), God is also acquirer (muktasib).l9 Frank20 

thinks that al-Ash'ari makes a real distinction between 

fi'il and muk~sib; McCarthy21 believes the distinction 
'\ 

is merely a terminological one. We tend to agree with 

Mccarthy, in light of what follows, where al-Ash'arr 
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discusses motion as a proof that God can be the Agent 

of the act but not the acquirer of the act. 

In the ana1ysis of motion, a1-Ash 1arr tries to 

distinguish between necessary and acquired motion and 

prove that acquired motion necessari1y fo11ows necessary 

motion, both being the creation of God. "Necessary 

motion" is motion which is forced or compelled, 1ike 

one shaking from pa1sy; "acquired motion" is as in the 

case of one who 11 freely 11 cornes and goes. 22 The man who 

freely cornes and goes has an "acquired" power in his 

motion, a1lowing him to do just that; this distinguishes 

him from the man shaking with palsy. However, in terms 

of the actual distinction between necessary motion and 

acquired motion, as far as origination is concerned, 

there is none. 

• • • -- because the true meaning of 
acquisition is that the thing proceeds from 
its acquirer in virtue of a created power. 
Now since the two states differ, in the two 
motions, and since one of them fulfills the 
notion of necessity, this one must be 
necessary motion; and since the other fu1fi1s 
the notion of acquisition, it must be an 
acquisition. But the proof of creation is 
the same with respect both to necessary and 
to acquired motion. Therefore, if one of 
the two motions be a creation, the other 
must also be a creation.23 

Al-Ash 1arr also defends his idea that God is 

the creator of both motions by asserting that if one 

thing were the object of power of someone other than 
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God, what is to prevent one from saying many things are 

the objects of power of someone other than God and thus 
24 deny the necessity of God being the creator of things? 

This argument is clarified when it is 

realized there is no such thing as generation (tawallud) 

or real secondary causation for al-Ash'arï. Motion, 

whether "necessary" or "acquired" is still bound to be 

the direct creation of God. There would perhaps be 

sorne sense to man "acquiring" if God merely created the 

conditions for acquired motion, i.e. sound bodily health. 

ln the treatise of ~san (p. 77) the same 

issue is dealt with, even though there are no technical 

terms for necessary and acquired motion. (al-9arürah; 

and al-iktisib) ln the Treatise al-parakah al-9arürah, 

necessary (involuntary) motion, is defined by such 

examples as height, shortness, colors and weight. 

al-barakah al-iktisab, acquired (voluntary) motion is 

something which originates from man, in that God gives 

him the capacity (isti~a'ah) to choose kufr or tmin. 

lt is possible Al-Ash 1ari is trying to say the same 

thing; however, what complicates Al-Ash'arï's view of 

voluntary and involuntary action (motion) is his 

insistance that istifi'ah occurs only with the act. 

Thus it appears that his distinction is merely a 

terminological one. 
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lstifà'ah (Capacity) 

Whereas the iktisab theory, as outlined by 

al-Ash'ari, presupposes what Hourani terms "theistic 

subjectivism", the concept of istifa'ah has as its 

ground the not fully developed metaphysics of atoms and 

accidents. (We do not mean to imply that al-Ash'arï's 

discussion of iktisàb and istifà'ah indicates that they 

are two theories; the concept iktisàb (kasb) refera to 

the nature of the connection between man and his act. 

The question raised by istifà'ah is not who creates the 

acts, but rather the question of power to receive the 

acts and make them one's own. There is no question or 

doubt raised about the source of gudrah; the question 

is, when does it occur7 Wh en is a man truly capable of 

doing something? Al-Ash'ar~'s problem is to prove that 

the gudrah which brings about the possibility of 

isti~à'ah is concomitant with the act itself. His view 

stands over against that of the Mu'tazilah, who held 

that istifà'ah exists before the act, and that it is the 

power to do the act or not do it. For al-Ash'arï, to 

say that the istifa'ah to act exista before the act is 

to posit that capacity endures, and this is false, 

since istita'ah is an accident. What is anticipated 

here is the al-Bàqillànï definition of accident; 11 Th.at 

which cannot endure • • • but perishes in the second 
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instant of its coming-to-be.n25 He argues that (given 

this atomistic definition of accident) an act could 

begin to exist in spite of a non-existent power, since 

the istiti 1 ah which existed before the act had passed 

away. 

• • • if a man could act, at a time when 
he was impotent, in virtue of an inexistant 
power, then he could act a hundred years after 
the power had begun to be, even though he 
would have been impotent during all those 
hundred years, and that in virtue of a power 
which has b~gn inexistant for a hundred 
years • • • 

lsti~i 1ah (qudrah) also cannot endure because 

that would entail the accident of duration subsisting 

in it or it would endure by itself. lf it endured. by 

itself, then it would have to endure continually from 

the moment it came into existence. If it endured 

because of a duration subsisting in it, this would 

entail an accident subsisting in another accident, and 

this is rejected. This view of the non-durability of 

accidents is further detailed by al-Baghdadï, who said 

that the enduring of accidents leads to the im­

possibility of their being destroyed. If an accident 

endures in itself, then it could continue to be until 

the emergence of an accident of destruction, and there 

is no certainty this would occur.27 
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So, at the beginning of the argument, having 

istifi'ah to act before the act occurs is denied 

because of the theory that accidents are perishable. 

Another basic MU'tazilah assumption that al­

Ash'ari must reject is the notion that man has power to 

do a thing, or not do it. God's power al-qadrah al-qadim 

and man's power al-gudrah al-~dathah are contrasted. 

Human power is always conditioned to include the 

existence of the object of power. ln other words, the 

power and the act must occur concomitantly. Again, 

atomism is basic; if there could be the difference of 

one unit of time between isti~a'ah to act and the act 

itself, there might as well be hundreds of units of 

time between the two. If this were so, man could have 

the capacity to act, without acting. For God, there is 

no condition to ltmit His power. He has it in spite of 

the nonexBtence of an act. Man, since he cannot act 

until the act is existent, cannot "not act" because 

that would mean the power to "not act 11 and to "act" 

would occur simultaneously. This is impossible since 

at the moment one power is created, it ceases to be; it 

is also impossible because two contraries cannot occur 

simultaneously (e.g. motion and rest).28 

Another proof that the act and the capacity to 

act occur together is that if God does not create the 
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istita 1ah, man cannot acquire anything. 29 Thus, 

acquisition exists only when capacity exists (here he 

presupposes the previous argument of accidents not 

enduring). 

He dismisses the MU 1 tazilah view that sound 

health necessitates capacity to act. He agrees that 

witho~t limbs, God does not command a man to do a 

thing because this would be commanding a thing in the 

absence of power. But the acquisition is not impossible 

because of the nonexistence of the sound limbs. lt is 

because of the nonexistence of power that acquisition is 

impossible. 11 lf the limb were inexistent, and the power 

existed, the acquisition would take place.u30 He argues 

th1s }point because of the fact that an incapable man 

(
1ajiz) often does have sound limbs; thus, acquisition 

cannot be conditioned by the soundness of limbs. 

Acquisition is conditioned solely by the existence of 

the capacity to act, and this is only from God. This 

reasoning applies to the question, 11does the nonexistence 

of life entail the nonexistence of the acquisition"? 

Al~sh'ari answers yes because capacity does not exist 

when life is nonexistent. However, this does not mean 

it is impossible for impotence ( 1a1z) to exist when 

life exists. 11 Do you not see that life can exist along 

with impotence, so that a man does not acquire7 1131 
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Again, his answer calls attention to the fact that 

qudrah is under the sole possession of God ( and 

"acquisition" is emptied of any real human connection). 

lt could be argued that he does not even speak to the 

question of the Mu 1 tazilah. They seem to be saying: ls 

there not something within the very nature of sound 

limbs that necessitates capacity'l The man who has 

sound limbs, if we take the expression literally, can 

mowe them. He can stand, sit, walk, and these things 

he can do because he has sound limbs. Al-Ash 1arï 

fails to answer how a man can have sound limbs and 

still be impotent. Both sides would agree that 

acquisition is conditioned solely by the existence of 

the capacity to act; but al-Ash 1arï puts the basis for 

the capacity to act in something wholly other than the 

locus in which the acts occur. Thus, there is no 

indication of man's role in acquiring acts that would 

leave him responsible for obedience and disobedience. 

When the question is asked, "does God charge the un­

believers with duty to believe?1132 the answer is yes. 

The opponents reply that then the unbeliever is 

capable of believing. The reply is given; "If he 

were capable of believing, he would believe. 1133 

Al-Ash 1ar! tries to make a distinction 

between takl!f and isti~i 1ah and prove that a man can 
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be incapable of ~ and still remain responsible for 

the consequences of not believing. This is the contra­

diction that appeared to the Mu 1 tazilah and one which 

does not seem to be resolved by al-Ash 1ari. It is at 

this point that the logical basis for Taklif breaks 

down. He states: 

If you mean by your words (that God 
enjoins on man a duty he cannot fulfil) that 
he is incapable of believing because of his 
impotence to do so -- no. But if you mean 
that he is incapable of believing because he 
omits (tark) to do so and is preoccupied with 
the contrary of belief -- yes.34 

This is rather contradictory to the trend of 

the argument so far, at least at first glanee. Unless 

there is a tricky and subtle distinction between 
1 \\ 1 /f "having no istit:a ah" and being ~' he simply 

contradicts his statement that the kafir is incapable 

of rmin. And if there is no distinction between 

11having no istiti 1ah and 1ajz11 , the significance of 

his statement, in light of the preceding is: "It is 

not your 'ajz which renders you incapable of believing; 

it is rather that God does not make you capable or 

give you istiS:a'ah to believe. 

Then the question is asked by the opponents, 

'~Y do you deny that God enjoins on the believer an 

obligation which he is unable to fulfil because he 

omits to do it'Z" .«1-Ash 1 arr answers this by 



219 

distinguishing between 11 inability11 (ajz) to do some­

thing and "omiting" (tark) to do something. lnability 

denies the condition necessary to alŒow one "to be 

able", which is the existence of istiJ:i 1 ah to fulfill 
1" 

the act. He implies that omiting something necessitates 
"\ 

the condition necessary for fulfilling the act, i.e., 

istit=a'ah. Thus, in the case of the unbeliever, he must 

have the power to be capable of believing, otherwise 

there is no meaning to 11omitting the duty" to believe. 

Also, he contradicts the notion of the impossibility of 

doing two contraries at the same time. He has just 

stated that man, if he is an unbeliever, has no 

capacity to believe. Thus, he has "inability". At the 

same time he is required, or it is incumbent upon him 

to believe, and he has the power to "abandon" I!!!!!l, 

even though he is unable to believe. 

THUS: 

POWER TO ACT plus OBJECT OF POWER • !stiti'ah 

NO POWER TO ACT plus NO OBJECT OF POWER --
PAS POWER TO BELIEVE plus 'IMKN : Mu1min 

RAS NO POWER TO BELIEVE plus no ~ a Kifir 

THEN: 

HAS NO POWER TO BELIEVE PLUS NO ~ PLUS OMITTING 

TO BELIEVE : "K.itF!R" CHARGED WITH THE DUTY (TAKLIF) 

OF BEING "MU'MIN". 
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If our scheme is correct, there is no logical 

basis for takltf; God simply commands it. This is the 

precise point where al-Ash#arï's theistic subjectivism 

is open to the greatest criticism. lt is one thing to 

affirm as a matter of faith that God is all powerful 

and that His power penetrates every aspect of the 

created order at all times; it is something else to 

maintain this position and try to logically affirm that 

man is really responsible for his acts. ln a sense his 

position is more open to attack than the position of 

the Jabriyyah, who were not concerned about any logical 

problems arising from their insistence that man's "act" 

is really only God 1 s act. The absurdity of imposing 

the duty to believe upon the unbeliever who cannot 

believe becomes more apparent when al-Ash 1arï tries to 

prove that God is Just. One would have expected him to 

dismiss the question entirely and simply state God 

cannot be judged in terms of human justice. (lt is 

true, however, that he does admit this, but only after 

being drawn into discussion with his opponents, who 

base their arguments on a concept of human justice). 

In the lbinah the question is given a clearer 

answer: 



We are told in the khabar that He will 
place in the loins of the hypocrites as it 
were slabs of stone, and they will not be 
able to worship, and this is proof of what 
we believe, namely, that it is not necessary 
for God, if He commanda them, to enable them 
to fulfil His commandment; ••• 3~ 

We have discussed aspects of al-Ash'arr•s 
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attempt to deal with the problem of human action in the 

face of Divine Omnipotence. The concepts Kasb and 

lstita'ah, as developed by al-Ash'arr emphasize and 

affirm the sovereignty of God rather than speak to the 

necessity of giving man sorne modicum of capacity to act 

in order that takltf might remain a meaningful concept. 

God is the only real Agent; human capacity presupposes 

Divine power, so much so that to say man 11acts 11 is to 

say that he acts 11metaphorically 11 • 

However, it must be remembered that al-Ash'arr•s 

primary concern (so evident throughout the Kitab al-Luma' 

and al-lbanah) is to preserve the religious claim that 

God is Lord of the Worlds; this claim cannot be 

compromised. He has tried to anow for a concept of 

limited human capacity which would put the responsibility 

for man's acts on man himself; yet this attempt is over-

shadowed by the dominating theological principle of 

Divine Sovereignty and its implications for man in his 

human situation. 
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Al-Ash 1ari's ideas of ~and isti~a 1ah 

(qudrah) were appropriated by his followers, and some 

modification was attempted. But the modification, as 

reflected in an eighteenth century study by Abü 1 Udhbab 

(41-Raw9ah al-Bahiyyah fimi bayna al-Ash 1ariyyah wa 

'1-M;turidiyyah) was one of emphasis only. The pre­

dominating factor in AbG 1 Udhbah 1 s description of the 

doctrine of ~ is not the 11problem11 of Sovereignty, 

but the "problem" of taklïf. 

The Shaykh (al-Ash 1ari) even if he did not 
affirm that the phenomenal qudrah had any 
positive effect, yet he affirmed it as potential 
and a sure thing which man perceives by himse~ 
-- that stems from the soundness of the bodily 
structure and the acceptance of the occurrence 
of movement by virtue of God 1 s direction in the 
babitual order of things. Man, whenever he is 
about to do an act, God creates for him qudrah 
and istipa 1 ah which is concomitant with that 
action which He produces in him. Man is 
qualified by the act and he is qualified by all 
the particulari ti es pertaining to tha t ac.tion 
-- and that is the beginning point of taklif. 
Getting in direct touch with the action is by 
the aforementioned way; i.e., being conscious 
of it in himself in the state of being 
powerful through the soundness of bodily 
structure. • • that is designated kasb. 
According to this view, the affirmation of a 
certain gudrah which has no effect is not equal 
to saying there is no qudrah (in man).36 

Kasb is even expressed as "the freedom of 

action in phenomenal things 11 ,
37 but this does not mean 

phenomenal (~adith) gudrah is able to really produce the 

action. 
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lt is clear from Abü 1 Udhbah 1 s discussion 

that the later Ash'ariyyah interpreted kasb as a 

mediating position between the Jabriyyah and the 

Mu'tazilah. However, it is questionable if the 

distinction between phenomenal qudrah and Divine qudrah 

is anything other than a terminological distinction. 

(See 11Appendix11 for the translation of Abü 'Udhbah 1 s 

elucidation of the Ash'ariyyah tbeory of ~). 

Ibn ~azm attempted to work out a compat.bility­

theory, which is distinguishable from the position of 

al-Ash'ari and his followers (and the MU'tazilah) at two 

instances: (1) He rejects atomism, which opens up the 

possibility to argue that (2) Isti~i'ah occurs before 

the act, as well as with the act. His twofold 

distinction of isti~i'ah allows for a less complicated 

attempt to solve the dilemma of freedom and determinism. 

His central concern, as we shall see, is to make a real 

distinction between Divine qudrah and human qudrah. 

38 
Ibn tlazm and the problem of Qudrah 

ln the first chapter, "Discussion concerning 

gudrah11 , Ibn ~azm describes briefly the positions of 

three major groups: (1) The Jahmiyyah; (2) Ash'ariyyah; 

(3) Mu 1tazilah. 
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(1) Jahm b. $ufwan held: "Man is compelled 

to do his acts and he has no capacity at all." 

(2) Al-Ash'arr and the rest of the people of 

kalim hold: lsti~a'ah, through which the act occurs, 

does not occur except simultaneously with the act and 

most definitely not before it 11 • 

(3) The MU 1 tazilah (and sorne of the Murji'ah, 

Khawirij and Shï 1 ah) held: lsti~a'ah through which the 

act occurs, is before the act, existing in man." (p. 23) 

a. Bishr b. al-Mu'tamir and pirar b. 'Amr held 

that isti~a'ah occurs before the act, with the act and 

it can be used to realize the act or to abandon it. 

b. Abü '1-Hudhayl said: lsti~a'ah does not 

occur with the act at all; it only occurs before it. 

Also, isti~a'ah passes away at the moment of the coming 

into existence of the act." (p. 22) 

c. An-Na~îJB sàtd: lstita 1 ah is nothing but 

the musta~~ himself, and 1ajz is nothing but a malady 

which enters the musta~~"· (p. 22) 

These represent the opinions to which Ibn ~azm 

addresses himself in attempting to arrive at his own 

position concerning the problem of isti~a'ah (qudrah). 

He first attacks the Jahmiyyah. They hold, 

since God is the only effective agent and~there is 

nothing like Hlm in creation, that one cannot properly 



speak of man acting. lt can be said that Zayd died; 

but his dying only occurred because God caused it. 

Thus, man acts only metaphorically. (p. 23) 

This view is rejected on the basis of (1) 

the Qur'an; (2) Sense Perception; (3) Proper use of 

language. 
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The gur•an: Three partial verses are given: 

"· •• lt is recompense of what you have been doing ••• 

why do you say what you do not do • • • and they have 

done good works •• ·" 

Ibn ~zm says this clearly indicates that man 

does things, acts and rnakes things. (p. 23) 

This is characteristic of Ibn ~azm as an 

exegete and is understandable in light of his having 

been a convert to the ~iri school of law. But Ibn 

~azm, as we shall see, did not fit into the general 

pattern of the al-~hiriyyah as described by R. Strothmann: 

ln general it (the ~hirivyah) maintained 
an attitude of cautious neutrality and aloofness 
in theological disputes and in keeping with its 
respect for the literal sacred text accepted 
the utterances about God without going into 
any exegesis.39 

Sense perception: He states that it is 

absolutely clear by necessity that there is a great 

deal of difference between the man with sound limbs and 

the man with unsound limbs, because the one with a 
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healthy body sits and stands and does the rest of motions 

freely (mukhtar), while this is impossible for the 

cri pp le. 

Language: The Mujbar (the one who is 

compelled) in language is the one from whom the act 

occurs without his free choice or any inclination. The 

saying, 11There is no might or power except through God" 

negates the idea of 11Mujbar" because we have might and 

power, even though it occurs only through God. Ibn 

~azm's argument is that the Jahmiyyah negate this 

generally held assertion if they view man as having no 

power at all. This view is against the 'ijma' of the 

community. 

There is further elucidation from the 
. 

perspective of language. 'ijbar, 'ikrihr·and 'i~~rar, 

are all synonyms and when applied to acts, they describe 

the person who has absolutely no effect or free choice 

over his actions. Whoever effects what results from 

him of "motions or beliefs" cannot have the term 'ijbar 

applied to hirn. 

The terms al-~aqah, al-isti~a 1ah, al-gudrah, 

and guwwah are also synonyms in Arabie. These terms 

imply that one can freely choose or abandon the act. 

Ibn ~zm quotes the verse where people pray to God 

saying, "We cannot bear what we have no ability over". 
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Now those who call to God through this prayer are 

imposed upon by God something of obedient acts, works, 

and the avoidance of sin. If they have no ability 

(al-tagah), beforehand, then their prayer is stupid, he 

says. His point is that the very asking for being 

relieved from heavy burdens presupposes sorne ability to 

bear them; thus, there must be an existent ability for 

actions. (p. 24) 

Those who hold God to be the only effective 

Agent (al-Ash 1 ariyyah and Jahmiyyah) are wrong for 

other reasons. The Qur'an indicates man does things: 

"They did not abandon evil which they did, because of 

the evil which they used to do." And "Fruits from which 

they choose". 'l'hus, Ibn ~azm holds, on the basis of 

the Qur'an, that man has ikhtiyar (free choice) because 

God created him that way. However, He also created his 

actions. "God creates what He wills, and He chooses for 

them (their choice". The exegesis of this verse is 

interesting and questions the assumption that Ibn ~zm 

was a literalist.40 

1. The ikhtiyar which is the act of God is 

not the ikhtiyar which He ascribed to His creatures. We 

know this, he says, because the ikhtiyar by which God is 

One is that He does "what He wills, How He wills, and 

when He wills". (p. 25) (ikhtiyar here is equa l to qudrah). 
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2. The ikhtiyar which He ascribes to the 

creatures 11 is what he creates in them of inclination to 

something and preference for it". He explains further 

the equivocation implied in the term ikhtiyar: We can 

say God is living and so is man. God is wise, generous 

and knowing and likewise, man. And this can be stated 

without affirming that man resembles God. So, it can 

be said that both man and God have ikhtiyar. 

As to the role of man and God in the creation 

and acquiring of acts; God creates the act and makes it 

a jism (body), and 'arad (accident); motion, rest, or 

knowledge. This is all done without any effort on His 

part. The act is an act for man in the sense that He 

creates it as free choice in him and produces it in 

him as an attribute so that he may acquire benefit and 

push away what is harmful. (p. 25) This is necessary 

in order that Êami:lf ::.b~fmeaningful. 

The closing lines of the chapter set out in 

clear terms Ibn ~zm's position: 

As for the one who holds the view that 
isti~a 1ah occurs before the act ••• they 
say: -rfbn ~azm is among these) 

'The kafir is not free on one of two 
things; either he is commanded to iman or he 
is not commanded to it. If you say he is 
not commanded to iman, this is pure ~ and 
contrary to the Qur'an and ljma'. If you say 
he is commanded to faith (and this is what 
you say), he is still not free of two things: 

1. Either he is commanded and he is 
able to do what he is commanded (This is our 
view, and not yours) 



2. or, he is commanded and he is not able 
to do what he is commanded (and you ascribe to 
God the imposing of a duty that he cannot bear). 

It is then consequent upon you that you 
allow the taklif of the Blind man to see and the 
cripple to run or raise up to the heavens. All 
of this is outrage and injustice. 

(Also) they say: (Ibn ~azm) 
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Since man does not do anything except through 
isti~a 1ah, which is granted from God, that 
isti~a 1ah, is either: 

1. That man is given it and the act already 
exists; 

2. Or he is given it and the act does not 
exist. 

If he is given it, and the act already 
exists, there is no need for it, since the act 
exists which requires the isti~a 1ah. If he 
were given it while the act does not exist 
this is our viewt that isti~a 1ah is before the 
act. (pp. 25, 26J 

The chapter ends with Qur'anic references 

wh±ch indicate man has ability before the act occurs. 

11 Incumbent upon the people is the pilgrimage to the 

house for whomever is able to find a way" (3:97); 

11 It is incumbent upon those who can bear it (~~Igiinahu) 

a ransom which is the feeding of a poor man" (2:184); 

"Whoever is unable (to go on the pilgrimage) should 

feed 60 poor people" (58:4); and they swear by God, 

if we were able we would have gone out with you" 

(9:42). 

It is clear from the general context of Ibn 

~zm's argument that he is identifying himself with 
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those who hold that isti~a 1ah is before the act. He 

will later qualify this assertion, but he makes it here 

over against the views of the Jahmiyyah and the 

Ash 1ariyyah. His little aside -- "this is our view, 

not yours" can only be directed against them. The 

statement, "he is cormnanded and he is not able to do 

what he is commanded 11 (and you ascribe to God the 

imposing of a duty that he cannot bear)" which is 

rejected by Ibn ~azm, is affirmed by Al-Ash 1ari in the 
. . 41 

al-lbanah. Also, by claiming that isti~a 1ah exists 

before the act, Ibn ~zm clearly sets himself against 

the Ash 1ariyyah. 

In the main chapter on isti~a 1ah (pp. 26-43) 

Ibn ~azm sets out to do two things: 

1. Prove that isti~a 1ah occurs before the 

act. Here his effort is linguistic, philosophical, 

and exegetical, and it is clear from this argument 

that his opponents are the Ash 1ariyyah. 

2. He discusses what he terms the completion 

of isti~a 1ah. This occurs ~ the act, and results 

from the guwwah of God. His opponents here are the 

Mu'tazilah. We shall try to structure the arguments 

of these two points by examining them separately. 
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1 isti~a'ah as occurring before the act. 

a. Before his conceptual analysis, Ibn ~azm 

clarifies the meaning of isti~a'ah in language. lt is 

only a verbah noun which describes a quality residing 

in the capable one (musta~~). Any attempt to say 

isti~i'ah and musta~~ are the same is totally against 

the Arabie language (contra an-Na~~am) (p. 27). 

istita'ah is clearly a quality other than the thing 

described because it can describe one who stands, sits, 

walks, or does any number of "capable" things. Anyone 

who denies that isti~i'ah is not a verbal noun and 

does not accept the meaning of "verbal noun11 , creates 

a new language. 

Also, by looking at man, we see that he is 

capable sometimes and not musta~r' at other times. 

Thus, his being mustat~ resulta from the fifah of 

isti~i'ah. lsti~i 1ah is an accident and can be weak 

or strong because it has an opposite quality, which is 

'ajz. (But it is impossible for the two or occur 

simultaneously). The mustat~ is of necessity a jawhar 

(substance) and as such, has no opposite. (p. 28) 

lsti~i'ah cannot be the mustatr'; if it were, then 'ajz 

(incapacity) is also the 'iiiz (incapable one). This 

implies that the man who is incapable ( 1ajiz) today, 

could have been musta~~ yesterday, and this would 



• 232 

necessitate 'ajz (incapacity) being musta~~· (He 

seems to be accusing his opponents of getting substance 

and accidents mixed up. The capable one can only 

become incapable if the ~ifah of 'ajz enters him. It 

is false to say, as did an-Na~~im, that 1 ajz is a 

malady which enters the musta~~· When this happens, 

he is not musta~r' but 1ajiz. The capable one and the 

incapable one are two bodies which are qualified by the 

quality or accident of capacity and incapacity. And 

since they are accidents, and contraries, they cannot 

occur togetijer). 

b. The occurrence of the act; The will and 

bodily health. Here Ibn ~zm states the basic 

condition for the act to occur; namely, sound bodily 

health and freedom from obstacles. (p. 29) This view 

is necessitated by observation. Behind bodily health 

is the will of the healthy man, which is the mover for 

isti~a 1ah. However, the iradah (will) is not the same 

as isti~a'ah because the incapable man may have the 

will to move, but cannot (since he has no isti~i'ah). 

(p. 29) 

Ibn ~azm gives a great deal of attention to 

Qur'anic evidence as support for his basic assumption 

that isti~a'ah occurs before the act and depends upon 

bodily health and freedom from obstacles. It is 
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precisely at this point his concern is most felt; he 

wants to establish that capacity exists before the act 

so that taklif has real significance. He rejects the 

Jahmiyvah position, not because it so strongly affirms 

the Sovereignty of God, but because by claiming that 

man has no ability whatever over his actions, the 

ground for taklïf is taken away. 

The exegesis of the verse, "· • • Pilgrimage 

to the houee is due to God from the:)people, whoever is 

able to make his way to it" (3:97) clarifies the point. 

He states: 

If there is no isti~a 1ah before man does 
the ~_ii, then the ~~s only incumbent upon 
him who has already performed it -- and no one 
is disobedient by abandoning the ~!ii because 
he is not able to do the ~!ii -- until he 
performs it. Thus, the ~!ii is not incumbent 
upon him. (p. 31) 

He states about the Qadith, 11When 1 conunand 

you to do a thing, do it according to your ability" 

(p. 31): If there exists no isti~i 1ah before actually 

doing the command, there is no obligation. "We are 

not disobedient by abandoning (not doing the act) 

because there is no taklif upon us". (p. 31) ln 

several other examples the same point is made; Isti~a 1ah 

is essential, before the act, if taklif is to be 

preserved. 
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The Ash 1ariyyah-atomistic objection is raised, 

i.e., "sound limbs is an accident, and an accident does 

not remain for two times". (p. 32) Ibn ~zm simply 

answers: "This claim has no proof", thereby removing 

himself from the problems raised by atomism via a vis 

man's acts. 

Il lsti~a 1ah occurring with the act: 11The completion 
of isti~~a-'-a~h·"-------------------------------
Up to this point, Ibn ~~·s opponents have 

been the Jahmiyyah and the Ash 1ariyyah. Next, he turns 

against the Mu'tazilah. He has claimed that isti~a'ah 

occurs before the act, but not wholly; this is the 

claim of certain Mu 1 tazilah. Sound limbs and capacity 

prior to the coming-into-existence of the act are 

only conditions for its realization. Something else 

is necessary to allow the completion of isti~a 1ah and 

thereby, the completion of the act. lt is here that 

his concern is to uphold Divine Sovereignty. Just as 

the Qur 1 in indicate~ that man 11does 11 things, it also 

affirms the universality of Divine qudrah. 

The "second lsti.a 1ah" occurs at the moment 

the act takes place and is the quwwah (power) from God. 

The quwwah which cornes from God to man by which 

he does good acts is called tawfiq (assistance), ~~mah 
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(protection) and ta'yid (support). 

The guwwah which cornes from God and by which 

man does bad acts is called khithlan (self-conscious 

withholding Of Tawfig).42 

The guwwah which cornes from God by which man 

does something which is neither obedience or dis­

obedience is called 'awn (help) or quwwah (strengbh) 

or ~awl (power). (p. 30) 

Ibn tiazrn's "second istit:a'ah" is in harmony 

with the formula accepted by the 'ijma' of the community: 

11 There is no power or might except through God." 

Throughout the discussion concerning the 

objections raised by the Mu'tazilah, Ibn ~zm never 

neglects to affirm the two-fold nature of isti~i'ah; 

both sound health, i.e., the capacity to act before 

the act and the power of God are necessary. This is 

why the blind man is free from any obligation to see 

colors. When Ibn ~zm is accused of holding that God 

imposes duty upon one who is "unable", he quotes this 

passage; "(God) has not laid upon you any hardship in 

religion. 11 (22:78) 

However, looking at the situation from God's 

perspective, all things are totally under His qudrah. 

Ibn ~azm holds to what we have earlier referred to as 

theistic subjectivism. 



But God punishes whom He wills without 
imposing it and He forgives whom He wills 
without imposing it. (He gives) a portion 
of reason to whom He wills and forbids it to 
inorganic matter, stones, and the rest of the 
animals. He made Jesus a prophet ••• and 
He hardened Pharoah's heart • • • 'Do not 
ask about what He does; and they ask' (Qur'an) 
There is nothing (in this world) understood to 
be beautiful or ugly in itself. (pp. 33-34) 
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Here we have a classic statement of theistic 

subjectivism. George Hourani points out Ibn Rushd 

discovered that this subjectivism has an underlying 

relation with that of the Greek Sophists, who put forth 

a social subjectivism, e.g. justice is only determined 

by the opinions of particular rulers at a particular 

time. 43 Hourani also mentions al-Ash 1ar; al-Ghazzali 

and Ibn ~azm as individuals who did not shrink from 

accepting the consequences of this theistic subjectivism. 

We would qualify this slightly. It is trne 

that for al-Ash'ari, theistic subjectivism is an under­

lying principle in his theologizing. This concept of 

radical theism is also important for Ibn ~zm, but 

he separates it from his main argument and offers it 

as a statement of faith rather than a theological 

principle. For al-Ash 1arï, the concept is employed as 

an all pervading theological presupposition. For Ibn 

~azm it is an affirmation of faith in a sovereign God; 

if it were a theological principle for bim he would 

have di~ficulty in holding to the one aspect of isti~i 1ah 
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as being prior to the act, and he would certainly let 

it affect his methods of exegesis of those verses 

which indicate man really acts and has ability. It is 

a tricky problem because for him theistic subjectivism 

is also basic; but there is a difference between 

affirming it as an object of faith and building a 

theological system upon it. 

Ibn ~zm, in rejecting the arguments of the 

Mu'tazilah, might not have understood precisely their 

position. They accepted that the isti~a'ah comes before 

the act, but not with the act. He answers by giving his 

two-fold formula, insisting that it is both before and 

with the act. Then he states: 

If istita'ah occurred only before the 
act, it is inevitable that it cannot occur 
with the act at all, just as Abü Hudhayl 
claimed. (The agent, when he does the act, 
isti~a'ah no longer exists and the acting 
agent has no isti~a'ah over his act at .the 
t~e he does it). Since he has no istÎ~i'ah 
over it, he is an agent who is incapab e for 
what he does. (p. 34) 

It is possible that two notions of time are 

presupposed here. Ibn ~zm is obviously thinking in 

terms of the sequence of moments. That is what permits 

him to say that the agent is uaable at the time he is 

supposedly acting if his isti~a'ah only existed prior 

to the act. Montgomery Watt quotes from the Magàlit 

al-Islamiyin giving Abü 'l-Hudhayl 1 s view: 



Man is able to act in the first (moment) 
and he acts in the first; and the act occurs 
in the second; for the first moment is the 
moment of yaf'alu and the second moment is 
the moment of fa 1ala.44 
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Watt interprets this as "experienced time" 

rather than time as measured by the clock. The first 

moment of time is the inclination or decision to act; 

this is mental and internal. The second moment is the 

fulfillment of the act being carried out externally or 

physically. We might apply abu '1-Hudhayl's distinction 

between first and second moments in the following way: 

If a man decides to pick up an object his inclination 

to do so registers in his brain and it commands his 

hand to reach out for the object. Now, in spite of the 

infinitesimal lag in time between his inclination to 

pick up the object and the act of picking it up, there 

is a time unit difference which constitutes the 

difference between willing and doing. Abu '1-Hudhayl 

would say the isti}i 1 ah to act occurred when he made 

his inclination; the act of picking up the object is 

the consequence of isti}a 1 ah, but not isti~a 1ah itself. 

Ibn ~azm would insist that the inclination itself 

indicates the existence of isti~a'ah, but not cornpleted 

isti~i'ah. lt is actualized or realized at the very 

moment the man is in the process of actually picking up 

the object. 
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In light of his general theory of isti~a'ah, 

the issue Ibn ~azm attempts to elucidate is that it is 

not fully, actualized isti~a'ah until it is combined 

with the act, and this is possible only by the power of 

God. This becomes clear in his long discussion of 

actualized isti~a'ah. (pp. 35-43) He addresses those 

who hold that it occurs wholly before the act. He 

asks several rhetorical questions, e.g. "Is the one 

who is at rest, when he is commanded to move, able to 

move while in the state of rest? Can the believer who 

is denying something; can he affirm it while denying 

it'l" (p. 35) If the answer is yes, this allows the 

impossible, for one could then stand and sit, move and 

rest, affirm and deny simultaneously. 

Ibn ~azm tries to get his opponents to admit 

that there really exists no total capability until a 

man actually does something. Then, when he actually 

moves, after having been in a state of rest, he is not 

doing two contrary things at the same time. He refers 

to the Mu'tazilah al-Ka'br whose position Ibn ~azm 

employs as a support for his view: 11God cannot be 

described as having power to do the impossible." 

(p. 36) 

It is in the realm of Dnan and ~, obedience 

and disobedience, that we find the true religious 

significance of 11 actualized" !!.!!.~i 1ah as an 



240 

an acknowledgement of Divine Sovereignty. We described 

that the quwwah of God, which permits the realization 

of the act can be tawfiq, khithlan, and 1awn. In a 

lengthy discussion based on Qur'anic passages (e.g. the 

story of Moses and al-Khadir, 18:100; 25:8; 10:100; • 

12:33,34; 6:77; 16:37; 2:7; 4:83; 4:88; 6:125) which 

deal with God leading men astray, giving guidance and 

mercy, sealing the heart, and enlarging the breast for 

Islam, Ibn ~zm reveals the significance of these 

different powers. A man becomes a kifir the moment 

God creates the power of khithlan in him. The mu'min 

becomes a mu'min when tawfiq is created. His purpose 

in this discussion is to show that man has no ability 

to be a kafir or mu'min until the two respective .powers 

are granted. Khithlin, it must be remembered, is not 

simply the absence of tawfiq; it is a positive and 

definite act of withholding tawfiq). Even in the case 

of the Prophet, he was able to do good and not be 

inclined to evil only because of God's tawfiq. (p. 42) 

Even though he tries to make a real 

distinction between Divine and human qudrah, tbn ~zm, 

in the first analysis, cannot escape the all pervading 

implications of Divine Omnipotence. He preserves the 

logical basis for taklif~ insisting that capacity 

exists prior to the act; yet the actualization or 
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perfection of the ability to see it through to the 

completion of the act, is dependent upon Divine qudrah. 

Whereas al-Ash 1arr sets out to preserve a 

limited kind of phenomenal qudrah within the larger 

framework of Divine gudrah, Ibn ~zm, more strà~ght­

forwardly, sets his discussion within the context of 

the Qur 1anic polarity of Divine Sovereignty and human 

responsibility. Basic to his discussion seems to be 

the question: How can the two notions of God's 

Sovereignty and man's responsibility be most properly 

understood7 His effort is not expended in the 

direction of establishing a 11 true11 compatibility 

theory; rahher he semout, employing sorne of his 

opponents philosophical arguments, to show that in the 

Qur'in, there exists the above mentioned polarity, 

which he expresses through his 11double-istit:i'ah11 

theory. 

Behind every attempt in Islamic theology to 

construct a compatibility-theory which would be 

intellectually satisfying, and preserve the integrity 

of the essential meanings of "determinism11 and 

"freedom", stands rigourous and creative theological­

philosophical endeavor. Each effort approached the 

dilemma of freedom and determinism from a slightly 

different angle, but there was never worked out an 
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acceptable compatability-theory. The logical problems 

were never solved, even though the greatest possible 

energy was expended in the effort to reach adequate 

solutions. 

Freedom and Determinism remain to this day 

incompatible concepts, whether set within the 

theological context or the modern, scientific context. 

The "problem" of freedom and determinism is still a 

dilemma. 
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APFENDIX 

Translation: Abu 1 Udhbah on the problem of Kasb. 

Abu Udhbah. ar-Rawdah al-Bahiyyah fïma bayna al­

&h'àiJjyah wa al-Haturïdiyyah. (Hyderabad, 1940). 

"Question seven, the question of kasb", pp. 26-32. 

Now, the followers of al-Ash'arï expounded 

the theory of kasb in this manner. 

When man makes his decision to act, God 

creates the action in him, and also the decision to 

act -- as an action which occurs (in existence) through 

the audrah of God. Concerning the action, man does not 

participate in the way of producing an effect (Ta'thïr), 

even if he participates in the way of kasb. The truth 

is that kasb, in the opinion of the Ash'arites, is 

that the phenomenal oudrah exists concomitantly with 

the object of oudrah in the locus of the phenomenal 

qudrah, without any influence in producing an effect 

('.i'a'thïr). This is the basis for understanding the 

word kasb. Nothing else is sound since it is according 

to rational bases, the sunnah and t he ' ijma~ of the 

ancients. oecause of the difficulty of this position, 

24.6 



the ancients disapproved of those who dealt with the 

problem as a speculative one. lt was handed down in 

P!dith, "When the discussion on gadar was reached, 

1 Desist! 111 
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The Mâturïdï position on kasb is as Nasafï 

said (in al-i 1 timad and al-itigad): lt is the turning 

(~~) of the gudrah to one of the two objects of 

gudrah; it is uncreated because that by which the 

actions of the limbs are conditioned whether motion 

or the cessation of motion; and likewise the actions of 

the soul, whether inclination, impulse, and free choice 

-- (all of these) pertain to the creation of God, in 

which the qudrah of man has no effectuai power 

(Ta'thïr). However, the locus of his qudrah is his 

decision which is subsequent to the creation of God of 

these matters in his inner self as resolved decision 

-- which has no hesitation but has sincere direction to 

the action and seeks the action positively. 

When man discovers that decision, God creates 

for him the action and it is attributed to Him in so 

far as it is a motion and it is attributed to man in so 

far as it is fornication, and all other similar examples 

through which the action is disobedience. The same is 

true of obedience, such as prayer. The action itself 

is attributable to God, in so far as it is motion. lt 
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is attributable to man in so far as it is "prayer" 

because it is an attribute by means of which the firm 

decision was taken. 

This is according to the school of the Qa9i 

al-Baqillani: The qudrah of God is connected with the 

source of action, and the qudrah of man is connected 

with the qualification of the action, i.e., its being 

disobedience or obedience. : The way these two gudrah 

effect their object differ just as in the slapping 

of the orphan for the purpose of education. The 

slapping itself occurs with the qudrah of God and is 

His effect; the being of it as obedience or disobedience 

occurs through the qudrah of man and through its 

effect, for it is connected with his determined 

decision -- to the achievement of his object with 

which there is no hesitation. 

The theory of kasb is difficult because of 

what you know, but it stands upon and is established 

by apodictic proof, i.e., irrefutable proof; nrunely 

-- we discover a necessary distinction between the 

actions, of which we are immediately aware, and the 

inanimate objects, which we perceive. It is obvious 

that we have, concerning our actions, a certain freedom. 

And yet the standing evidence drives us back from 

a ttributing action to man's freedom. It is necessary 
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that we make a connection between the two matters and 

say that the actions occur with the gudrah of God and 

the ~ of man. God creates the action and the qudrah 

over it through His own direction of the habitual 

course of things. Therefore, it is possible the 

attribution of the action is to man -- and also the 

soundness of taklrf, and glorifying and dispraise, 

promise and threat. 

And we, if we do not adopt the theory of 

kasb, then one of two things necessarily follows: 

Either it is a purposeful inclination toward the 

Mu 1tazilite position, or to the theory of ~' and 

both of these are false. The explanation of this 

necessary consequence is that the appearance of the 

action cannot go beyond either (1) that it is through 

the gudrah of man and his will or (2) it is not. 

According to the first, the !1u 1 tazilites; 

according to the second, the Jabriyyah. 

The right way is the middle way between the 

two poles of going too far and not going far enough. 

lt is the theory that the actions are created by God 

and acquired by man. Just as the actions are not 

attributed to man regarding origination and creation 

so they are not attributed to God regarding ~· God 

said, "And God created you and what you do.u The 
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creation is attributed to God Himself. He said, "To 

them will be that which they earned, and to you, that 

which you earn." (2:134) 

~ is established for man and if you wish 

you may say it is a way between the people who go too 

far and the people who don't go far enough. The words 

11 the ones who go too far", mean the Jabriyyah, who 

exceed the boundaries of the middle way to the point of 

excess; they render possible the existence of all 

actions only through the pre-existent gudrah, without 

the accompaniment of the phenomenal qudrah. By the 

words 11 the people who do not go far enough" we mean 

the Qadariyyah who exceed the middle way to the point of 

neglect. They render possible the existence of 

voluntary action only by means of the phenomenal qudrah 

whether immediate or of secondary generation. 

However, the question pertains to a verbal 

expression because Imam Abü Hanifah and Shaykh b. 

~asan al-Ash 1ari, upon them God's blessing, both hold 

the existence of mediation between involuntary motion 

and voluntary motion; and that there is neither only 

Jabr nor only Qadar because al-Ash 1ari did not signify 

that as a real action of man, but rather as a rnetaphor. 

The Imam designated it as a real action but not as a 

metaphor. The Jabriyyah assert there is no action on 
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the part of man -- neither in reality nor metaphorically. 

To this we may reply: That brings about the 

elimination of hope and fear for man, and he becomes 

just like the animals. 

We say: This difference rests upon the inter­

pretation of action and the distinction between it and 

~· The opinion of the lmàm Abü Hanifah is that the 

action is the turning of the contingent from the state 

of contingency to actuality (wujGd) and this turning 

is, on the part of God, without instrument; it is on the 

part of man through the mediation of instrument. ln 

Abü Hanifah 1 s opinion, the action comprises both the 

act of creation and ~· ln the view of al-Ash 1arï, 

the action is what cornes from the agent, and the agent 

has an eternal gudrah upon the action because the 

action is something whose essence is produced 

temporarily and all temporal phenomena depend upon the 

Eternal in the first place. Kasb is what cornes from a 

capable one (qadir) who has phenomenal qudrah over the 

thing (object). Thus, we designate this middle way às 

~and we do not designate it as Fi 1 1, because kasb 

is the freedom of action in phenomenal things, and Fi 1 ! 

is the freedom of action in objecta of knowledge. The 

text (Qur 1 an) does not at all establish for phenomenal 

qudrah an active influence in existence nor in any of 



252 

its properttes; for God says, 11 ls there any creator 

than God? Did they make associates of God who created, 

just as He created? Show me what they created from 

the earth -- did they have participation concerning the 

heavens and the earth? God is the creator of every­

thing.11 Also, because the pre-existent qudrah is 

connected with all phenomenal things, and the fact that 

God makes man capable does not cause God to go out from 

His original state. There is strong proof that the 

contingent, by its essence, needs something which brings 

it into actuality in view of the fact it is contingent. 

And by this, i.e. bringing into existence, means the 

providing of existence, and every existent thing 

depends upon activity of the Creator, as regards 

existence, and the means prepare, but do not create. 

Also, if the phenomenal gudrah is capable of producing 

the action, then the phenomenal qudrah would be able to 

produce every exis~ent thing -- either substance or 

accidents, and the filsity of this is apparent. 

~: The creation calls for knowledge 

concerning objecta of the creation. God said, "Does 

not the one who created know ••• 11 If man created 

his action, then he has knowledge concerning its every 

detail. The falsity of this is also apparent. If you 

say: If the phenomenon gudrah has no effect, then it 
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has no sensible connection with the object of 

phenomenal things; besides, the assertion that gudrah 

has no effect at all is tantamount to say there is no 

gudrah. 

~: ~ which you affirm, either exists 

or does not exist. If it exists, that means then you 

admit the producing of an effect in existence; if it is 

not an existent thing then it is incapable of being the 

middle way between voluntary action and involuntary 

action. 

1 say: This difficulty is very simple; but 

because of the exaggeration of it, ~ Haramayn (al­

Juwl~i) went too far when he asserted that human 

gudrah has a positive effect on existence -- not of 

course independently but by secondary cause, and the 

chain of causes leads ultimately to God; and that God 

created in man gudrah and will, and man, through them 

creates the action. 

lt is the school of the Mu'tazilah and also 

Abü al-~asan's view which he took from the Mu'tazilites. 

The Master Abü Ishaq al-isfara'ïni said, "The effective 

element is the combination of the gudrah of God and the 

gudrah of man. Qi9i Abü Bakr said in accordance with 

the aforementioned distinction between voluntary and in­

voluntary actions: "The connection of the qudrah with 
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its object is not the same as the connection of 

knowledge with its object because there is no effective 

influence (in the latter case)." Otherwise there would 

be no meaning in the distinction. But, ta'thrr cannot 

effect existence itself, so it necessarily concerns 

some of its qualities, e.g. its being obedience or dis­

obedience. Whether the movement of the hand for man is 

"writing" or "goldsmithing", this distinction comes 

only after the participation in the movement itself. 

This movement is attributed to man as kasb from which 

is derived a special action, e.g. standing or sitting or 

writing. Then when the command be joined with it, it 

is termed worship and when forbidden, it is termed dis­

obedience. 

The reality of ~ is the actual happening 

of the action through the qudrah of the one who 

acquires with the impossibility of being independent in 

doing that. His theory is similar to the philosophera 

(who say) that substance is something which occupies a 

portion of space or as the locus for an accident in 

which the gudrah has nothing to do with it. 

If you perceive that, then understand the 

idea of the one who says, "If the phenomenal qudrah 

has no effect, it has no sensible connection with the 

phenomenal things. 11 This is absurd because knowledge 
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has a connection with the object of knowledge and the 

will (has a connection) with the object of the will. 

This connection with the object of knowledge and the 

object of the will does not pertain to phenomenal 

things. Besides, it is not impossible that the 

knowledge of ideas may have sorne effect on the process 

of perfecting its object of knowledge, and it is not 

impossible that the will of the one who wills may have 

an effect in granting sorne particular possibilities aside 

from others to come into being, and (it may also exercise 

a possible effect) on making the object of knowledge 

either command, prohibition or promise. 

If the knowledge of the Agent and His will 

are connected with the object of knowledge and the 

object of the will, without exercising an effect upon 

it (Knowledge), and yet it is not impossible that our 

qudrah and the Eternal gudrah be connected with the 

same object of qudrah and that the gudrah of God alone 

effects while our qudrah has no effect on knowledge. 

The Shaykh, even if he did not affirm that the 

phenomenal qudrah had any positive effect, yet he 

affirmed it as potential and a sure thing which man 

perceives by himself: That stems from the soundness 

of the bodily structure and the acceptance of the 

occurrence of movement by virtue of God's direction in 



the habituai order of things. Man, whenever he is 

about to do an act, God creates for him gudrah and 

capacity which is concomitant with that action which 
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He produces in him. Man is qualified by the act and he 

is qualified by all the particularities pertaining to 

that action -- and that is the beginning point of 

taklif. Getting in direct touch with the action is by 

the aforementioned way, i.e. being conscious of it in 

himself in the state of being powerful through the 

soundness of bodily structure and acceptance according 

to the movement of the natural order of things. That 

is designated as kasb. According to this view, the 

affirmation of a certain qudrah which has no effect 

is not equal to saying there is no qudrah (in man), as 

the opponents absurdly suppose. 

Since this direct contact is the creation of 

God for the action in man in concomitance with the 

capacity-outwardly-through the mediation of man -- it 

does not necessarily follow that there be for the 

gudrah of man an effect in existence, as the opposition 

absurdly think. 

Know that man is subservient under the ~ÇI.i' 

of God and His Qadar. That fact is not inconsistent 

with man's gudrah and his free choice because the 

subservient one is of two kinds: either compelled or 
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free. The one who is compelled is comparable to the 

knife and the pen in the hand of the writer and the one 

who is free is comparable to the writer; yet his heart 

being between the two fingers of God. Just as one who 

is compelled is only subjugated through fitness which 

in the last analysis concerns the attainment of desire 

of the writer; likewise, the one who is free is only 

fit to be subservient to God in the attainment of his 

object of the will. And that is free action through 

the mediation of his qudrah and his free choice, just 

as the mount of the rider; the mount, when it is 

suitable, is subservient to the rider because of the 

fitness which in the last analysis concerns the 

attainment of the object of his will -- if he bas for 

that free choice and qudrah. But his qudrah is an 

acquisition through incapacity and his choice is mixed 

with compulsion. This is the furthest limit which we 

can go in the explanation of the thought of the Shaykh 

• • • There is no Jabr nor Qadar but the matter is 

between the two. That makes clear that taklif, in 

the real sense, as it came down in scripture says, "Do 

it, yet do not do it11 , and "Be upright 11 as in His saying: 

"Lead us on the right path and do not cause our hearts 

to deviate after you have guided us." If man were inde­

pendent, he would manage without this "right way11 • 
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