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PREFACE 

this thesis deals with 'Abduh's tneology, a 
field on which a comprehensive study seems to be 
wanting. lts aim is to discover the real nature of his 
theological views. 
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work is the one in use in the lnstitute of lslamic 
Studies, McGill University, Montreal. 
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without which ~is study would not have been possible. 
1 am also greatly indebted ta him for the valuable 
help and criticism l received in the preparation of 
this thesis. 

1 must equally record my deepest gratitude 
to Professor T. lzutsu but for whose unfailing 

encouragemen~ thorough supervision and constructive 
suggestions, the work would have been impossible. 1 
am also deeply grateful to him for permitting me te 

consult and quote his photocopy of the MS. of al­

MSturrdi's Kits:b al-Tawp~. 
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INmODUCTlON 

, Abduh is one of the !DOS t important 
leaders of modemism in lsllm. His influence i8 by no 
means limited te Egypt and its neighbouring Muslim 
countries. Even Indonesia in the Far East, which is 
separated by the vast Indian Ocean from the rest of the 
Muslim world in the Middle East, has not been exempted 

from his influence. 1 t is under the impact of his 
idees, which cama into the counb:y tlu:oUSh al-'urwah 
al-Wu thQ a , al-Manar and through his own works such as 
tafslr al-Manar and Msllah al-'nlwp~, tbat modemism 
in Indonesiam 1s llm was inaugura tee! in the firs t decade 
of this century. 

Studies on the life and ideas of ' Abduh, in 
his capaci ty as an important leader of modemism in 
Islam, have been made by various scholars, both in the. 
West and i.n the East. Generally these studies beu the 
character of overall investigatio~- into bis life and 
ideas as a whole, tbat is to say they are studies 
simultaneously devoted te his religious and political 
views as well as his ideas on reforms. Extensive 

studies of a particular aspect of his views are scanty. 
SUeh is especially the case wi th regard to his 

theological concepts. 
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'Abduh d~h1a·llfe-tiDl~,wrotea.veraJ. wôrk.~ .,' 
_. ,r, -.... . 

. . , ..' . 

most of which bave be8ll publlshed. ' AIDonS themoat 

lmportantworka la uzidoabtedly the ilallah al':'l!a~tŒ..!.' 

Dl. venoua authora, who bave wrl.tt8!L,On 'Abduh, bave 

Ilot neglected, tharefore, tG deal w1 th hl. theological 

vi.;a aa expounded 11l'tblatsOok. But as thëse atudles 

of hi. theological po.l tiOIl 'foJ:m generally ollly a part 

of a whole, they do Ilot COIlSti,tute an Adequate ayatematic 

study of hia theOloglealeoncepts. 

Adams, for exemple, who baa made an extenaive 

atudy of 'Abduh is content to preaent the important 

pointa of the Msllah al-'.Dlvhl-!!, accompanied vi th hla 

eODIDenta. 1 He doea no t examine the -DA ture of' ~ Abduh 1 li 

theology. ln detail or as a whole. 'Utbmln Amtn doe8 the 

sam •• 2 Hourani devot.s only a few pages to his 

theological views. 3 

Dle Riallah bas beell translated into French 

by B. Michel and Jti1sJ:afl 'Abd al-Rlziq and reeently 

into Engllsh by I.~q MUal'ad and Kenneth Cragg. 4 ln 

the Introductiolls that the translators have written for 

the French and English translations, no syatematie atudy 

of 'Abduhls theological concepts has been made. Michel 

and 'Abd al-Rlziq, like Adams, give chlefly its main 

poin ta slong w1 th their cODlllen ts. S Cragg, whi le 

stressill! the Risllabls importance whlch he indicates 

. ". 
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by calling, 1tBiallahal-.jdld,6 mainly cOlllllents on 

soma of 6 Abduh l a 1deaa a •. they appear in the vork. 

Studiea on 61&Wah l • ,theological concepts bave 

appearad in per1odicala,7 but they too do not undertake 

the exam1.nati.on of the real nature of hi. theology. 

By cODcentratins theirstudi8s on his 

tbeological beliefa and not on hia theological system 

and by comparing his individualthèOloglcal concepts 

vith individual concept. of other theological school.,· 

vadoua authors have arrived at different opinions on 

6 Abduh in hia capaci ty aa a theologian. 

Adams finds tha t "his teachings tbroughou t 
.. 8 

presuppose the ,body of orthodox theology" and that 

"his theology did not differ greatly, in essential 

content, from the accepted theology. ,,9 Hort&n asserta 

that on many points 6Abduh is following an extreme 

orthodox line. 10 In Macdonald' s opinion he "ahowed 

htmaelf a Mlturtdite vith'no mention of al-Miturtdt. lIll 

Houraru. thinks that his theology has the character of 

eclecticism, in vhich the influences of orthodoxy, 

especially those of al-Ghazllt and al-Mlturrdr, and of 

Mu'tazilism are discernable. 12 Michel and 'Abd al-Rlziq 

speak of him on one occasion as a follower of al-Ash'art 

and al-Ghazllt in the idea of God's attributes,13 and on 

another occa8ion con,ider him a modern Mu'tazilt on 
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aCcO~t: of hia atrong defence oftb.eright of critlcism. 14 

Jom1er finds certain Mu' tazi1t posi t10D8 amongh1. id .... 1S 

'Utbmln Amtn,16 Gardet: and " Anawati.", 17 Caspar18 and 

Kerr19 agre. in .aJ'ing that some of h1~ ideas amoUrlt to 

the r.viva1 of Mu'tazi1ism. Su1aymln DuDylof the Azhar 

University, basing hl __ tad,. IlOt: on the Rid1ah but; on" 

, Abduh' _ ra t:her neg1.ected RshlYah (commentary) on the" 

Sharh a1-Dawwlni 1i-a1-' AgI'le1 a1-' Adudtyah, ranka him 

as more radical tban the MU'tazi1ah in aiving greater 

prominence to reason tban to reve1ation. 20 Kedour~e 

th1.nks h1m to be "secret1y a freethinker,,21 and even 

accuses him of heteredoxy.22 

there ls thus a confusion among the various 

authors about the nature of 'Abduh's theo10gica1 

posi tion. 1 t wou1d be superf1uous to emphasize tha t i t 

is important to know the nature of his theo1ogy. ln 

other words does he have an orthodox theo10gy as c1aimed 

by var tous authorsl If i t is orthodox, is i t of the 

Ash'art type as thought by some, or of the Mltw::tdt type 

as asserted by others'l Or, since he shows Mu 'tazi11 

tendeneies in his theo10giea1 views, is it of the 

Mu'tazi1t typel Or aga in is it different fram the 

theo10gy of the c1assiea1 schoo1s; i. i t a theo1ogy 

independent in it.e1f, baving its own specifie cbaracter'l 

If he bas in fact an Ash'arl theo1ogy, the 
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implication would be that his reform ideas must 

necessarily be considerably limited by the Ash'art 

position of great dependence on revelation and by their 

doctrine of kasb (acquisition) which is rather a -
disguise idea of jabr (compulsion, predestination). ln 

that case he would have refo~ irleas without far­

reaching effects, for under such a rather fatalistic 

theology man has rather 8. passive role in life and 

relies much upon God for the change of his fate. 

If he has, on the 0 ther hand t a Mu' tazi lr 

theology, his ideas of reforms would suffer less 

limi ta tions under the Mu' tazilr concept of the importance 

of reason and of man's free will and free act. ln this 

case he would have reform ideas with a more important 

meaning for the progress of his co-religionists, for 

under such a theology man has an active role in life and 

depends rather upon his own efforts for the change of 

his fate. 

And if he has a Miturrdt theology, his reform 

ideas would be limited to a certain extent by the 

intermediate position between Ash'arism and Mu'tazilism 

that the ~turtdryah adopt in their theology with regard 

to man's role in life. 

Indeed, the discovery of his real interpretation 

of Islam would be of great help in" gaining a better 
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unders tanding of ' Abduh and his ideas as well as of the 

further developmen t of the 18 llmie modernis t movement 

that he inaugurated. 111is interpretation depends much 

on the nature of his theology. 

I t is, therefore, the intention of this work 

ta analyze and expound the nature of 'Abduh's theological 

views. Do his views fom an independent school in them­

selves? If they do not, to which of the classical 

sch~ols do bis views belong? 

, Abduh' s major sys tema tic work on theology is 

Risilah al-TawJJ.!S. lt should be borne in mind that the 

basis of this work is the lectures that he delivered 

in 1885 - while he was in exile in Beyrut - before 

the students of the Madrasah al-sulpntyah, a school of 

secondary rather than of universi~ level. the 

Risalah is an elaboratlon of those lectures. lhese 

facts, i.e. that the lectures were destined for students 

of a secondary school and that the Risllah is an 

elaboration of these lectures, explaln the reason why 

the work, as Adams rightly observed, is written ln a 

popular form. 23 lt ls, lndeed, simple and brlef. 24 

Moreover, as he implicitly says it himself in the 

Introduction to the Risalah,25 his intention was ta 

avoid the controversles that took place between the 
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classical theological schools. Hence, the Risllah does 

not embody all bis theological visse 

For a complete investigation of 'Abduh's 

theology, one cannot, therefore, confine htmself to the 

s tudy of this one work, though one can discern in i t the 

basic structure of his theological system. For the 

clarification of obscurities and a full grasp of the 

theological position taken in the RisKlah as well as 

for an exposition of other theological concepts, one has 

to consult bis other warks. 

'Abduh wrote another work on theolagy, to which 

reference has already been made, i.e. his ~shiyah on 

the Sharb al-Dawwint li-al-'AgK'id al-'Adudtyah in 1876. 

Since his purpose was ta comment on the classical 

theological controversies between the Mu'tazilah and 

the Ash'artyah, this work differs greatly in nature from 

the Risilah. In the latter he tries ta be neutral 

between the conflicting schools, but in the former he 

does not attampt to conceal his ideas. !bis work is, 

therefore, very helpful for a complete study of his 

theology. For reasons not clear, however, it has been 

neglected by most authors who write on 'Abduh. 

Ano ther important source of his theo loglca l 

concepts ls the tafstr al-Manir. 26 CSre must be taken, 

however, in the attempt to find clarifications in this 
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work, for his news and those of ~shtd Ri~I, who edited 

and continued the work after ' Abduh 's dea th, are not 

always clearly separated fram each other. 27 Ri~I, as 

various authors have rightly observed,28 does not always. 

follow 'Abduh's views. 29 Nevertheless, Ri~i will be 

quoted in cases where his views do not differ from 

those of ' Abduh, and so, serve ta clarify 'Abduh's 

position. 

Beside these sources, bis other worka, such as 

tafsrr al:Rur'ln al-KarDœ~ Juz' 'Amm and al-Islim wa al­

Nasrintyah ma' al-'Ilm wa al-Madantyah are also 

consulted. 30 

ln reading Risllah al-1Bwb~ one notices on 

almost every page that 'Abduh speaks of the power of 

reason. Reason for him is an important Ufocus-word,,3l 

and his theological views, beliefs, and doctrines as 

expounded in the book and in his other works, have been 

much influenced by this focus-word. ln order ta under­

stand the full significance of the ward ta him, the work 

establishes first the general structure of bis world­

view and traces the place he accords respectively ta 

reason and revelation in t'hat structure.. lbis will be 

the subject of Part One, Chapter One. 

After the establishment of the structure of 
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bis world-view, one can deter.mine his theological system 

and then specifies the powers that he assigns to reason 

and the general function that he confers upon revelation 

in that system. ln order to come to the real nature of 

ms theological system, it is necessary to compare it 

with related theological systems. lt is by this 

comparison that one can de termine whether 'Abduh's 

system beloDgs .. as is generally thought - to one of the 

classical theological systems, or whether it is an 

independent sys tem baving a na ture of i ts own. For this 

comparison ta oe valid the nature of the other 

theological systems must firat be discovered. All 

these questions will be dealt with in part One, 

Chapters ~o and ~ee. 

After baving established the nature of bis 

theological system, a comparison will be made in the 

six Chapters of Part ~o between his theological 

concepts, undetached from bis theological sys tem, wi th 

the corresponding theological concepts of other schools 

again undetached from their respective theolog~cal 

syst~. ln other words we sba11 not be comparing his 

individual theological concepts with individual 

concepts of other theological schools, for as has been 

sean such a method is misleading; rather we sball 

compare concepts within the context of their respective 
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theological systems. ln such a way We sball arrive in 

the Conclusion at the real na'ture of his theology. 

Since ln addition to reason revelation is 

another important focus-word in 'Abduhls structure of 

world-view, Chapter Four will be devoted to discussion 

of his ideas about the function of revela tion and 

prophecy. For comparative purposes the views of other 

theological schools will also be discussed. 

'.the theological schools with which 'Abduhls 

theology will be compared, are Mu'tazilism, Ash'arism, 

and Miturtdism. the' classical theological works show 

tha t i t was these schools which gave a grea t portion 

of their attention to the power of reason in a way that 

the latter plays its influence on their ~e8pective 

theologieal views. As ve saiô, aarlier, reason for 

'Abduh ia an important foeus-word by which his 

theological beliefs have been much influenced, and it 

18 probably for this reason that the various authors, 

when trying to compare him with the classical 

theologians, classify him wi th the Ash' arryah, or wi th 

the Maturrdtyah, or again with the Mu'tazilah and not 

wi th the Khawarij or Murji J ah who, unlike the other 

three schools, vere less interested in the power of 

reason. 
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It must be emphasized tbat this work la not a 

criti.cal study of 'Abdab's theological concepts, but 

rather a comparative atudy of bis doctrines and tbose 

of the classieal theologleal scbools. lbe comparison, 

as has been explained earlier, ia needed to discover 

the real nature of bis :theology t i. e. to see whether 

his theology ls of the classlcal type or whether lt la 

of another type independent in ltself. 

lbe procedure ta be followed in this work la 

first ta analyze bis theological concepts and then 

compare them wlth those of the other theologieal 

sehools. Sinee the concepts of the latter are needed 

here only for comparative purposes, our investigation 

into these concepts will not be extensive except in 

~portant cases. 

In this connectioD it should also be pointed 

out that by virtue of the difference between the 

social and poli tical circums tances in which 1 Abduh 

lived in the nineteenth and early twentieth century, 

and those in which the elassical tbeologians lived about 

ten centuries earlier, the 80cial forces that affect 

their respective theological views are not the same. 

• Abduh in bis time ls confrcanted chiefly wi th 

the problem posed by the bac:kwardness of Muslims vis-a­

m,the rising power of the West. }1oreover, the idea of 
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rationalism vas already influencing the MUaltm life in 
his deys. In his endeavout" to raisethe Muslims from 
their low position, he met strons opposition fram 'the 
tradi tional !ulaml ' who he1d to taglt4. lt is under the 
influence of these two factors, the idea of rationalism 
and the 'ulaml' 's strong attachment to tas1td that 

probably led 'Abduh to give such a prominent place to 
reason in his Risilah al-~wbI~. 

By giving pre-eminence to the power of reason 
he cherishes the hope t!lat he ï.i'ould be able to fight 
with it against the power of traditionalism and st the 

same time probably also to show to the Western educated 
Muslims of his time that Islam, as he views it, ls a 

rational religion. Hence, in bis Risalah al-1awp~ he 
ia more coneerned vith the power of reason, its relation 
with revelation, prophecy, man's free will and free aet 
and the like, than wi th the ques tions of ~, ~, 

shirk etc. t which oceupied an important place in the 
works of the classical theologians as a resul t of the 
social problems of their own days. For his vi.aws on 

these classical problems one has to consult his other 

worka, in particular bis Hlshiyah and thelafstr al-Hanir. 

By following the method of eomparing views 
within the eontext of their respective systems and by 
not eonfining oneself te the study of 'Abduh' s Risalah 
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al-Tawp~, one will be able to discover the real nature 

of his theology. 
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FOO'l'NOTES - INTRODUCnON 

1. See Islam and Modernism in EgRit (IDndon: 
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2. See his Muhammad ' Abduh, Essai sur ses 
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M1sr, 1944), pp. 123-192. 
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1939 (IDndon: Oxford Universi~ Press, 1962), pp. 135-
~passim. 

4. It bas also been translated into Urdu and 
Indonesian. According to RashId Ri~1 the Urdu 
translation was used in the Aligarh College. (See his 
Introduction to 'Abduh's Risllah al-~w ~ rHenceforth 
to be referred to as Risi ah th ed.; Carro: D«r al-
Manar, 1366 AH), p. J;) • In Indonesia the Risllah as 
well as the 'lRfstr al-Manlr are still being taught in 
scbools which had been organized to promote 'Abduh's 
ideas in the country. (See Hamka, Pengaruh ~amm.!9 
'Abduh di Indonesia (Djakarta: Tintamas, 1961 , pp. 
47-8.) 
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(Parls: UbràIrle-ôrrenta1iste Paul Geu ar, 1925). 
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'!he '!heOl0~~ of Unitx (London: G. Allen & Unwin Ltd., 
1966), p. • 

7. For examp le M. Horten, tlMohammed Abduh, 
sein Leben und seine '!heologisch-Philosophische 
Gedankenwel t", in Bei trige zur Kenntniss des Orients, 
XIII (1916). 83-114 and· XIV (1917), 74-128; and R. 
Caspar, ilLe Renouveau d\l Mo'tazilismelt , in Institut 
Dominicain d'Etudes Orien ta1M du caire 1 141anges 
(MIDEO) IV (1957), 141-202. -

8. Islam and Modernism in ~IPt, op. cit. , 
p. l15. 

9. ~. 

10. Beitrlse zur Kenntniss des Orients, XIV 
(1917), 117. 
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11. Shorter Encyclopaedia of Islam, heading 
Al-Mlturtdt. 

13. Rissa1at a1-~whid, op. cit., p. LVII. 

14. ~., p. LXXXIV. 

15. Le Commentaire Coranique du Manar (Paris: 
G.P. Maisonneuve & Cie, 1954), see fôr exemple p. 143. 

16. MUhammad 'Abduh, op. cit., p. 99. 

17. Introduction a la 'lh~ol08ie Musulmane 
(Paris: Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 1948), p. 85. 

171. 
18. MIDEO, IV (1957), 157. See a1so 169 and 

19. lslamic Reforul, 'lbs Poli tical and Legal 
theories of Muhammad 'Abduh and Rashid Ripa (california: 
Universi~ of California Press, 1966), p. r05. 

21. Af!,hani and 'Abduh (London: Frank Cass & 
Co. Ltd., 1966), p. 14. 

22. Ibid., p. 12. -
p. 112. 

23 •• Islam and Modernism in Esxpt, op. cit., 

24. Rence, as observed by Jomier, it is use­
ful for students of secondary level and is used as a 
textbook in the Seeondary School of al-Azhar. (Le 
Commentaire Coranigue du. MaJ'l1t~, op. ci t., p. 348).'" 

25. Op. cit., p. 3. 

26. According to Goldziher, they contain the 
substance of the theology as propagated by al-Afghani 
and 'Abduh. (Die RiChtun,en der Islamischen Koranauslegung 
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1952 , p. 325). 'lhis comment holds 
true with regard ta the first five volumes. As will be 
seen Ripi is not always of the same opinion as 'Abduh. 
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27. As is known, 'Abduh's commentary, which 
he gave in the form of lectures in the Azhar, goes as 
far as surah IV/12S, which ia contained by the first 
five volumes of the Tafsrr al-'Manl:r. 

28. According to Caspar, Ripa ia trying to 
interpret 'Abduhls ideas in a more traditiona1 sense. 
~HIDEO, IV (1957), 161, note 1). ln the opinion of 
UthîDln AmIn, whi1e Ripa in the beginning of the 

Dafsir a1-Hanlr, fo11ows 'Abduh c10se1y, he 1ater begins 
to express his own views in a more and more libersl way 
and begins to devia te from ' Abduh' s method. (Muhammad 
, Abduh, op. cit., p. 168, note 2). 

29. For example on the ques tion of anthro­
pomorphism. While 'Abduh adopts the Mu'tazilr position 
of interpretation (infra pp. 228/9), Ripa fo110ws the 
Ash'artyah in their idea of God having 1imbs without 
howness. (Tafstr a1-Manlr, vol. Ill, 201). 

30. lhere is a third work on theology, the 
a1-'Agtdah al-~adrYah, which is said to be written 
by 'Abduh in 1 • Ripl publiahed it in 1925 in one 
volume with the Risi1ah a1-Wl:ridat, but did not inc1ude 
it in his 1ist of the works of 'Abduh. (See al-Hanar, 
vol. VIII (1323/1905), 492-495). Professor Dr. C. 
Brockelmann a1so do es not mention al-'Agrdah a1-
~adryah in his aCCOQ'I1.t on the works of 'Abduh (see 
Geschichte der Arabischen Litteratur SLeiden: E. J. 
Brill, 1942), vol. III/i, 315 ff.). Uthman Amrn, 
however, inc1udes it in his Bibliography on 'Abduh (see 
Muhammad 'Abduh, o~. cit., p. 267 and &l'id al-Fikr al­
Mi,rr (Cairo: Maktabah al·Nahpah a1-Miirryah, 1955), 
p. 261). COntrary to the Risa1ah and the ~shiyah, the 
al-'Ag,rdah con tains Ashtart views, which 'Abduh 
criticizes in the latter and avoids in the former, and 
which cannot be accommodated into his theo1ogical 
system. Hence, one cannot avoid asking whether the 
work is really his, and whether i t has something to do 
wi th the accusâ tion tha t he has Mu' tazi 1r ideas'l As 
recounted by Ripi, the accusation caused 'Abduh to 
fail in the examination for his university degree at al­
Azhar, and received his degree on1y upon the intervention 
of al-Azhar's Rector. (Al-Manl:r, vol. VIII (1323/1905), 
390 ff.) this incident took place in 1877, the year of 
the compila tion of tue a1-' A9tdah. Wha tever the answer 
may be the al-'A1gtdah cannot provide one with the 
clariiicatioll of h:Ls ideas in the Risi1ah. 
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31. A focus-ward 18 a key-word of particular 
importance. ln the world-view of 1 Abduh, the terma God, 
man, reaaon and reve1ation, are particularly importanet 
key-words, each of which can form i ts own conceptual 
sphere or sementie field. Reas on" , in trying ta arrive 
a t the knowledge of God and the other categories of the 
intelligible world (infra p.46 ) and in trying ta under­
stand revelation and die sensible world, foms its own 
conceptual sphere, wherein the word reason stands at its 
center and the other words GOd, revelation etc., 
clustering around the word reason. For more 
clarifiea tian on the meaning of focus-word", see T. 
lzu tsu, God and Man in the Koran ('lbkyo: lbe Keio 
lnsti tu te of Cultural and Ungulstie Studies", 1964), 
pp. 29 ff. 



PART 1 

'lHEOLOOl CAL SYS'J.'D{ 



CHApm 1 

1 ABDUH' S WORLD-VI!.W 

1. the ElementaFY StructuFe of bis World-View. 

In order to understand fully the real role 

that reason plays in 'Abduh' s theological system, it 

would be helpful, as bas been auggested, to find out 

first the nature of bis theological world-v1.ew, as 

1mplied in and constructed out of his~ideas in RisKlah 

al-1Bwbld, and to examine the place that reason occupies 

in tha t world-view. Since his theological news', lilte 

those of other schools, are based on .the tenets of the 

~t.n, it may be expected that the structure of his 

theological world-view would l'lot differ in a substantial 

way from that of the ~rrlnic Weltanschauung.l 

'Ilm al-Xawbt..!! or theology in 'Abduh t a 

definition ia a sciencè that deala with the existence of 

<;cd, wi th His a ttribu tes and wi th prophecy. 2 Bu t 

theology, as ia well-known, doee l'lot deal only with 

these matters. From the theological point of view, the 

universe is the creation of God, and theology must, 

therefore, a180 deal vith the relation of God with His 

crea tures. Since the basic topic of tIlis thesis, as 

implled in the ti tle, ls the power of reason, which, 

beside reve1ation, 18 another tmportant means of the 
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God-univers. r.latio~, ,the present 'disCU8sion will be 

chiefly intere8~ in tbat relationsl aspect of «Abduh'. 

world-view. 

ln its most g~eral form, the U1Ûv~rse, as 

'Abduh viewa it, may be described as the worle! of, ' 

mawjiIdlt or, existence. ln li theory of existence, which 

he diseusseli in the, opening part of his . theological 

concepts in the Risllah, he dividea existence into tbree 

eategories, the essentially neee8sary(wljlb lldhltih), 

the eseentially impossible (mus!abtl lidhltlh), and the 

èssentially eontingent (Diumkin lic1hltlh). 'lbe 

essentially neeessar)' ls tbat whieh exlsts of itaelf 

and the essentially impossible ls that whioh ie DOD­

existent of itself, while the essentially contingent ia 

that which neither exista of itself Dor i8 non-existent 

3 of itself. 

Although he divides existence theoretieally 

into three eategeries, actual existenee ulttmately 

eonsists of two classes only, for the essentially 

impossible, as he explaina it further, bas no existence 

et aIl, neither in externa1 reality Dar in the human 

mind. 4 COnsequent1y, existenee in reali~ ls eomposed 

only of the essentially ileee.sary and the essentially 

contingent. the essentially contingent, being defined 

as that which 18 neither exlstent nor non-existent of 

'.,: ., 
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ibe1f, camiot,come into exiatence axcept 'by some 

aternal cause. S 'lbe cause itee1f, obvlous1Yt .at .be 

something ,ln existence, and that carmot be other than 

the essential1y l'lece.sary, for the essel'ltial1y imposeible . . . 

bas been den1ed to have any. exis tance. 

ln the U.g~t of this âi\alysis, he de8~ibes the 

essential1y necessary as the Giver ofexistance, Wlhlb 

a1-wujad or Mu'J:t al-wujad;";~ ·the essentia1ly contingent. 

He ca1ls the former alsothe MB:Jt.d and the latter the 

mawjad.~, i.e. the originator of ~istence and the 

existellta. Situ!e the Mt'ljid, ln His capa~i ty of some­

thing essential1y exis ting, beloDgs also te the 

category of mawjiIdlt, he qualifies the essentially 

contingent as the mawjOdlt al-.mumkinah (contingent 

beings) or the mawj(ldlt al-kawntxah (terrestial bei~s) 

to differentiate them from the Mawj(ld al-Wljib (the 

necessary Being), i.e. the HOjid. Inasmuch as the 

MQHld la the Giver of existence to al1 other mawj(ldlt, 

lt is obvious that lt stands at the top of ail the 

categories of existence. 'Abduh, indeed, speaks of 

grades of existence and says tbat, since the existence 

of ~e necessary Selng la the source of all other 

existence, His existence is the summit of a1l 

existence. 6 

1t hardly needa pointing out that wbat 'Abduh 

:., .. 
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mean8 to aay in ttlia theoryof .exiatence -ia that the 

univerae, to ue 8imple ordiNlrylangUàse, is C0llip08ed 

of the Creator and the worldof·~eature.. Everythirag 

tba t axis ta beside God in thia Uni ver.e- ia Hia crea ture. 

;Lbe elemeritary structure of his world-view may, thus t be 

represented as follows: 

2. the Visible and the Invisible Wor1d. 

ln his discussion of man' s need of the 

prophetic mission, 'Abduh speaks of the '.lam a1-

sbahKdah and the '.lam al-ghayb, the visible and the 

invisible world, tbu8 dividing the wor1d of creaeures 

into two parts. By the invisible wor1d he means the 

',i.' .. " 
.. l· 
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future 1ifein the hFe.fter'~~. the!:'" thanthe world of 

Don-sensible things, suchas Go.d, the ·ang8l8" the'hidden 

future of human 1ife in thisterrest1a1 worid and,: the .. 
lilte, which the tarm sharba1so eonno'tese He, tharefore, 

refera tG tbat invisiblewor1d a180 as the b!ylh 
, 7 

a1-lkhirah. 

!his division ls elose1y re1ated tG the 

na t'Ure of man, who, he says, ls made up of body and 
, 8 

sou1 and, henee, be10Dgs tG WO different wor1ds, i.e. 

the visible world and the invisible wC)rld. the human 

sou1l:i. immortal and subsists after its separation 

fram the body and does not pass into annih11ati~n.9 lt 

ls in that invisible wor1d that the human sou1- will 

subsist and, as we sha1l see in Chapter Four, it is the 

mysterious nature of the invisible world that eonstitutes 

one of the reasons why man is in need of the prophetie 

mission. 

'Abduhls visible world, in eontrast to the 

invisible world, refers to this "present short life"lO 

in this terrestia1 world. the end of -manls short life 

here "does not signify the end of man's existence; it 

rather means that man takes off his body, the way he 

does his elothes, and then continues to live in 

another form, though he is unable to know its nature_"ll 

He calls this visible warld a180 the ll!:rmt al-dunya from 

',. :,', ' 



which man' s existence will be1:r8Dsferred tbthe 

invisible world or \l!:ylhai .. lkhi~~h.. A diagram of 
. . 
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~Âbduh\'. worlel-view at this stage ~f the inve·stigation 

in't» his·ideas would look as follews: 
1 

Figure 2 

Since the invisible world constitutes ratber 

a mystery for man's reason, 'Abduh deals more with the 

visible world than with the invisible. And inasmuch as 

his interest is directed mainly ta the power of reason 

in obtaining knowledge of the universe, he pays more 
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attention ,ta the active relation ,tJ:.w.t exists between 

God8lld the visible world. It should, thuB, be obvious 

tbat he ia more interested in. the 11virlg mawj6dat tban 

in the inanimate cOntingents, of which he talks only 

passingly. 'lbe planets, the sun, and the moon in their 

capacity as creations of God, are mentioned', for 

exemple', merely as the signs of God; andtheir movement 

ia cited as a proof tbatthere is a fixed and perfect 

order in the universe12 and tha t -II the Divine laws, as 

laid dôwn in the eternal knowledge of GOd, can never be 

modified by accidents of the particulars. lll3 '!he 

eelatton of the inanima te world to God is confined to 

tha t of crea tion. 

3. Relation of the Visible World with Gad. 

'lbe liYing mawjuda t, which are classified 

into the world of vegetation, the world of animaIs and 

the world of man, have in common, in addition to 

creation, the relation of receiving life from God. 

Whereas the two last mentioned categories have still 

other types of relation with God, the world of 

vegetation has nothing more than the twofold relation 

of creation and life, and, as such, constitutes the 

lowest of the categories of the living mawjGdit. 

Raving, thus, the simplest type of rela tion wi th God, 
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the wor1d of 'vegetation, likê thet 'iftân1mate wor1d',does 

no t 'oeeupy mu,eh of • Abduli' Batten tion. ' Hespeakàabou t 

it merely as examp'les of the created _wjiJdl-t~4 and the 

'li"1ins~wjiIdlt,15 which'bave 'the tendency' to ob tain the 
" " "" '. . 

appropria'te food and leave the i'nap:propriate. "16 

Both animals and man have til conmon, in 

addition to creation and lifé, the quality of 

receiving intuition (ilhlm)from Gode' Both man and 

animals are also endowed with senses and can see, hear, 

smell ,and touch. ln his discussion of good and evil 

'Abduh, therefore, says that, in some of the different 

meanings of the terms, animals can distinguish between 

that which is good and that which ia bad. ln his view 

also, certain animals, like man, can differentiate 

beauty (jaJdl) from ugliness (~) in sensible things. 

Beauty crea tes the feeling of joy, and ugliness produces 

dislike. 17 He says further that animals can also 

discriminate between good (~!!!n) in the sense of some­

thing producing pleasure (ladhdhah) and bad (gabtp) in 

the sense of something ca~sing pain (!!!!!). 18 "Human 

distinction between good and bad deeds, in the previous 

tvo senses, differs little fromthat made by the higher 

animals, except perhaps, in emotional intensity and in 
, 19 

sensing the degree of beauty and ugliness." 

Intuition, as ' Abduh definesi t, is a feeling 

;""',""' ," 
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of which the aouli. aware andbywhich it ia drivent 

wi thout beingconacious of the. feeling,' 8 origin, . towards 

the thing needed; i t resembles . the . sensa tions of hùnger, 

thirst, grief and de1ight. 20 ~is definition app1ies ta 

human. intui tion. He gives no defini tion of tpe 

intuition tbat anima1s receive, but he may be taken to 

mean th~ sensation that moves the animal ta act for 

the satisfaction of the n.eeds necessary for i ts life and 

surviva1. A d98, he writes, loves his master and 

defends him to death, for he sees in the master the 

source of a11 good in the satisfaction of his needs. 

His image of hunger, thirst and protection is 

associated with his image of his master in the 

capaci~ of the latter as the provider of the means 

of the satisfaction of his needs. Hence, he is 

attached to his mas ter in the way he is attached to 

his own 1ife.21 For their surviva1 sorne anima1s, in 

his view, are a1so given, b~side what has been said 

before, the intuition to differentiate between good in 

the sense of beneficia1 (al-nlfi') and bad in the sense 

of harmfu1 (a1-d~). According to a certain scient~st, 

he writes, a group of ants were once constructing a 

house, when one of them noticed tha t the roof was set 

too low and gave the order to pull the whole down. '!he 

house was later reconstructed to a suitable height. 22 
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. ~ch. 18 his id .. of the intui ti~n of animals, 

and intui tion illone la, in ~i. view, suffic:ient f9r 

animals in their· endeavour ta aatisfy th~ir needs.· 'lb. 

needs of animals are not,so manifold asthose of man. 23 

Man, on the. oth~r hand, is in need of someth~ng more 

than intuition, for there are eases in which he. has no --1ntuitl.'on to guide him in his attempt to satisfy a 

partic::ular need. lt is the nature of man, for example, 

to live in a eommunity, but unlike bees a.nd sorne anta, 

'Abduh says,.man is not glven the intuition which would 
24 

be a guide for him to live such a ~ind of life. ~re-

over, man is unique ~ong all the living mawjüdit in 

receivi~ the intuition of the existence of. another life 

after this terres tial life,25 the nature of which, as 

bas been said earlier, is enveloped in mysteriea. lt 

is true tha t man ha~ reason, but reason alo.ne according 

to 'Abduh, a~ we shall see presently, is not powerful 

enough to know all the mysteries of the future life. 

Man is, therefore, in need of another gui~e beside 

intuition and reason. lhat guide eomes down from God 

in the form of ~evel~tion given to prophe~s. From ~ong 

men themselves, he says, God has elected guides, whom 

He bas distinguished wi th moral quali ties peeuliar ta 

them, and whose authority He has raised with remaJ,"kable 

signs well ealeulated to convince the human soul ~pd ta 
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four categories of the mawjfIdlt of the 'visible'world ,'." 

d'iffers' in importance in accordânee wi th' 'the differeftce 

in degree of the four classes of the visibl:e mawj6dlt. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

MitN 

Figure 3 
':: 

As is shown in Figure 3, the lower the:' 

category of the mawjüdlt ia, the aimpler the .relation 

vith the MŒJid la, 'and the h1gher the cl ••• of the . ' .. 

mawjüdit is, the'more compleX and the more important 
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the relation becomes. Whereas .. the inanima,te. world'" as 

the lowes t,of all the, classes. of the; '-wjQclIt, has 

merely Che , relation ·of creation wi th God ; man, as 'the 

highest class, has a fourfold relationwith the M(1jid, 
:: <." 

creation, life, intuition and the very important 

relation of revela tion., 
". ::" ,."\ 

...... 

'lbe erea tor-crea tare rela tionship', ' tha t has 
, , ' 

been deal t wi th so far, has the character of a rela tion 

moving from God tovard the universe. 'lbe relation of 

the opposite direction, i.e. from the universe toGod', 

is the subject o,f the coming discussion. 

4. Reason as a Means of Reciprocal Relation with God. 

Man has reason, and i t is the reason tha t 

constitutes the main difference between man and animals. 

'lbe Prophe t, ' Abduh wri tes, has come to draw man' s 

a'ttention, among other things, to the fact that he i8 

the one and only creature whom God has endowed with 

the faeul~ of reason, and it is because of this 

reason that man has dignity.27 If man were to be 

deprived of his faculty of reason, according ta 'Abduh, 

he would not be man, but would become another creature, 
28 an angel or an animal. , 

~e facult,y of reason is powerful. ,lt can 

", arrive at the knowledge of God and of life in the here-
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after •. lt can even arrive at amuch h1gher knowledge, 

for man, by bis rea,aon, says·' Abduh, can MOV . tha t the 

knowledge of God is obliga tory, tha tvirtue is thebasis 

of bis happiness andevildoing the 'cause of his mis~r,y 

in the hereafter. 29 More could be told about the power 

of reason,but, since it is the subject of Chapter '!Wo, 

these few statements will suffice for the purpose of· the 

present discu8sion. 
'. r . 

While creation, life, intuition and revelation 

are the types of rela tion ·from the side of' God toward 

the universe, it is reason that forms the relation of 

the opposite type, ascending from the universe toward 

God. And inasmuch as, man, among all . the classes of the 

visible mawjadlt, is the only one who'has reason, it is 

only man who has this opposite creature-creator relation­

ship, as shown in Figure 4. And, consequently it is 

also man alone who bas a two-way or reeiprocal relation-

, ship with GOd, in the form of reason ascending fram man 

to God and in the form of revelation deseending from the 

latter to the former. 

5. Division of Y~n into Elect and Oommon People. 

'lbe power of reason is not of the sarne degre:e 

in al1 men, for human minds ('uga1), says 'Abdul, are 

not of equa1 eapacity.30 Like the Mus1im phi1osophere 



32 

Figure 4 

and theologiana he, too, makes a discrimination between 

the elect (al-kha,,!h) and, the common people (al-'lmmah). 

1 t is wi th the elact tha t rèason reaches i ts highes t 

degree of power. Only "the fev whom God has'elected to 

have a perfect reason and the light of perception, 

despite their not having the honour of prophetie 

guidance and examplell ,3l can attain the higher know­

ledge about GOd,and the hereafter. 

, Abduh finds tha t the reason of the common 

people isinadequate to ,understand 'such subtle 

questions. ln his discussion about human free will and 

its relation vith the absolute power of God, for 
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exemple, he writes: "!he minds of the common people 

are unable ta understand the matter in its essentials, 

however great the effort one might take to explain it 

ta them. ,,32 

Even the larges t part of the elect, in his 

vi_, cannot understand such fine questions, for Ifthey 

have been affected by the disease of tagltd. Hence, 

they believe firs t in a thing, 4nd then try to find a 

proof for i t which they will not accept unless i t be in 

agreement with wbat they already have believed. ,,33 

'Ble world of man, as "Abduh views it, is thus 

divided into two parts, the world of the elect who are 

very few in number, and the world of the cominon people" 

ln their respective relations with God, as picturel in 

Figure 5, it is the reason of the elect that has the 

power to arrive a~. knowledge of God. 'lhe reason of the 

cODlllon people, on the other band, does not possess the 

necessary capac~ty tIO. arrive at such knowledge. 

6. Man in Need of Revelation. 

Al though the reason of the elect is described 

as powerful, this does not mean tha t i t can a ttain all 

the knowledge that man should have about God and about 

the invisible world. Its power is not without limi t. 

Some of the attributes of God such as speech, sight and 
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hearing, which 'Abduh calls the revèlational attributes, 

canno t be known by man 1 s reason. 34 Man comes to know 

them only throUgh' revela tion. Likewise, man' s reason is 

not in a position to know all the conditions of his 

future life in the invisible world. lt cannot, for 

example, attain by itself knowledge of the nature of' the 

pleasures and pains that await man in his future life 

nar at the ways by which his action will be judged in the 

hereafter. 35 

Consequently, man, as we stated earlier, 15 

in need of a divine revelation to help him in obtaining 



the necessary knowledge of God and of his future 

existence in the 'ilam al-ghazb. 

7. TYpes of Revelation. 

Leaving the discussion 'of reason for the 

35 

moment, it is interesting to note that, as a consequence 

of 'Abduh's division of the world of man into the e!.ect 

and the common people, there is, inhis opinion, not one 

kind of revelation only. He speaks, indeed, of Ua 
36 revelation directed to the cormnon people" and of "a 

revela tion directed to the Alee t ... 37 

Unfortunately, he does not elaborate this idea 

or give examplesof each type of the revelation. He 

explains, however, that prophets, in order to be 

successful in their mission, must address the people ta 

whorl\ they are sent, in a language that is not beyond the 

comprehension of the people. Since the majority of 

each people consists of the commoners, this implies that 

the language must be that of the common people, a 

language which the elect also can understand. 

Not all the language of the common people, 

however, can be understood by the elect. ~ere are 

expressions of the prophets which, he says, ~equire an 
38 interpretation before the elect can accept them. 

!his type of the prophetie expressions he identifies as 



the revelation directed to the common people. this 

type seems to include the revelations that speak in 

te~s of anthropomorphism and those that describe the 

conditions of the existence of man in the invisible 

36 

world. Bath of these, in his view, May be sa inter­

preted as not ta contradict the reason of the elect. 39 

'lhere are, on the other hand, divine expressions 

which are beyond the understanding of the common people. 

tune and lengthy elucidations are needed, 'Abduh says, 

before the common people would be able to comprehend 

them.
40 

this type he considers to be the revelation 

directed to the elect. Wha t he means seems to be those 

Qurtinic revelations concerning the signs of God, such 

as the planets, the sun, the Moon and so on, as weil as 

their fixed movements. It is intended by these signs, 

he says, "to direct attention ta the Creator's wisdom 

or to the depth in the apprehension of His mysteries and 

marvels.,,41 the understanding of th.ese si~ns seems to 

be the province of the elect, not of the common people. 

these two types of revelation, according to 
42 

, Abduh, are only f ew in number, which means tha t the 

majori ty of the revela tions belongs to nei ther of them. 

Rence, there is yet another kind of revelation directed 

nei ther to the elect alone nor to th.e CO!.\liilMl people 

alone, but to both alike. Probable examples of this 
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last type of revelation are the divine commands 

concerning man's duties towards God and those pertaining 

to his duties towards his fellow human beings.43 

Consequently. ther'! are. as the sketch in 

Figure 6 shows. three types of revelation: 1) that 

directed to both the elect and the common people which 

form the majority of revelation. 2) that directed to 

the common people alone. which is only small in quantlty, 

and 3) tha t directed to the elect alone which ls the 

least of all. 44 

Figure 6 

8. !he Informative and Confirmative Functions of Revelation. 

Reference has been made to 'Abduh1s idea that 
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the reason of the common people cannot arrive at the 

knowledge of God and the hereafter. It ls only through 

revelation that they come to ob tain higher knowledge 

about God and about the conditions of their future 

existence in the invisible world, in other vOrds, it is 

revelation that gives them the required information on 

these matters. Revelation comes to them thus, in the 

forro of information. 

It has also been mentioned that the reason of 

the elect has the power to arrive at knowledge of these 

matters. the elect have known these matters already by 

means of their reason; and when revelation comes down to 

them, it brings no new informations. ~ther it confirms 

wha t they have a lready known. For the elect revela tion 

has, therefore, not the function of information, but 

ra ther the function of confirmation. 1 Abduh uses the 

term confirmation in his discussion of God's attributes 

which, he held, can be knownby human reason. He writea: 

"lsllm and the earlier religions came to confirm (ta'ytd) 

them_,,45 

It must be emphasized, however, that not al1 

revelation has the function of confirmation for the 

elect, for their reason, as we have stated earlier, 

cannot a ttain all the necessary knowledge about God and 

about man's existence in the invisible world. It ia 
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revelation that gives even the elect the complementary 

information on the unknown aspects of God and the here-

after. Revelation concerning these matters comes down 

to the elect, as to the common people, in the form of 

informa tion. 

Accordingly, revelation has two kinds of 

function, that of information and that of confirmation. 

Whereas its function for the common people is merely 

that of information, its function for the elect is both 

informative and confirmative. (see Figure 17) 

Figure 7 

1 t ie ra ther difficul t to es tablish the 

relation of each of the three types of revelation, 



mentioned earlier, te this theory of the informative 

and confir.mative function of revelation, for 'Abduh 

fails to give ample explanations and examples of each 

40 

of the three ~pes. But, since revelation te the common 

people bas merely the function of information, it ls 

clear that both types of revelation which they receive, 

that is to say revelation te the common people and 

revelation te both the commoners and the elect, belong 

te the i:l'\forma ti ve types. 'lhe difficul ~ arises wi th 

regard" ta the revelation peculiar to the elect. lb 

which function does it belor~, te the informative or te 

the confir.mative'l "lnasmuch as the revelations to the 

elect" seem to be those embodying the signs of God, by 

which it is intended to impel man to use his reason to 

know God and His marvels and mysteries, it is probably 

safe ta say tha t the revela tion to th,e Alect belr)ngs to 

the type of confirmative reveration rather than to the 

informative ~pe. 

9. Only the Elect have a 'l'"~o-way Re la tion wi th God. 

We return now to the discussion of reason. 

"lt has been explained, that only man, among all the 

living mawjQdat, has the creature-Creator relationship 

with God, i.e. a relation ascending from the universe 

toward God in contrast with a relation descending from 
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God toward the unlverse. It should also be recalled 

that not all in the world of man have thls ascending 

rela tionship wi th God. ' l t 1s only the few elect who 

have the capaci~ ,tu sustain such a relation with God. 

the common people, their reason being in­

adequate, do not have the kind of ascending relationship. 

At the Most they can achieve comprehension of revelation 

(see Figure 8); and even in this, their reason must be 

helped by the elucidations and explanationa of the 

elect before they are able to camprehend certain divine 

expressions, such as the third ~e of revelation, i.e. 

revelation to the elect. 
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Since i t is man who is singled out to have 

this ascending relation, it is also exclusively man, as 

we said earlier, who has a wo way rela tion wi th Gad. 

Among men, it is again uniquely the elect who have that 

reciprocal relationship. the common people, like the 

other living mawjQdit, have a one way relation only, 

tha t is to say as long as the rela tion is confined to 

the five ~pes described here and does not include 

prayer (du'I') and ritual worship ('ibldah).46 

10. fhe Intelligible World and the Sensible World. 

It has been stated on several occasions that 

the reason of man can arrive a t knowledge of Gad as 

well as knowledge of certain conditions of the invisible 

world. Beside these reason~,: i11 'Abduh's view, can 

also know some of the attributes of Gad, good and evil 

and sorne aspects of the Shart'ah,47 i.e. ma~ters 

belonging to the world of intelligibles as distinguished 

from matters belonging to the world of sensibles. 

It is through the study of the sensible world 

that reason arrives at its knowledge of the intelligible 

world. As 'Abduh says: "the Qur-In enjoins us to use 

our reason and study the sensible parts of the universe 

so tha t we may penetra te in to i ts hidden parts. ,,48 He 

himself also employs the distinction between the 



intelligible and the sensible when he speaks of the 

"~9Ii9 al-ma 'gillah which can be apprehended by the 

noble souls when they are detached fram the 'Ilam al~ 

tl!!!," t 49 and of the ma 'gallt and the mapsilslt. 50 
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thus t apart from the opposition of the visible 

world and the invisible world, there is here another 

opposition~ that of the sensible world and the 

intelligible world. It should, perhapst go without 

saying tha t the sensible world is one and the same as 

the visible world. the intelligible world, however, is 

rather different from the invisible world. the latter, 

as has been mentioned, refers to life in the hereafter t 

the tlayKh al-Ikhirah. the intelligible world consists 

of all the intelligibles, including GOd, His attributes t 

the invisible world itself, the idea of good and evil 

and the Sharr'ah. 

INtELLIGIBLE WORLD 
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As is clear from Figure 9, the invisible world forms a 

part of the intelligible world, some notions of which 

can be obtained by the reason of the elect. 

11. !he Basic Struc~e of 'Abduh's theological world~view. 

1b recapitulate the whole discussion it can be 

s ta ted tha t 'Abduh views the uni verse as a world of 

existence, divided.into two main parts, the intelligible 

world and the sensible world. the latter i8 again 

divided into the world of the inanimate mawjadlt and tbat 

of the living mawjQdlt. the living mawji1dlt are composed 

of the world of vegetation whose only relation with 

GOd, beside that of creation, is that of receiving life; 

the world of animals, which, beside these two types of 

relation, has the relation of intuition; and the world 

of man, which has a fourth type of relation wi th GOd, 

that of revelation. the world of man, in its turn, 

consis ts of the elect and the common people. 'lhough 

bath groups are endowed wi th the facul ty of reason, i t 

is the reason of the elect tha t can arrive a t knowledge 

of God and the other categories of the intelligible 

world. Consequently, among all the living mawjQdlt, 

vegetation, animals and man himself, it is exclusively 

the elect who have a two-way relation with Gad, reason 

fo~ing the ascending relation and revelation the 
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descending one. By the use of tneir reason, the elect 

are capable of knowing God and the other intelligibles. 

Revela tion, which comea down to the prophets, confirma 

this knowledge, and, in addition, a1ao informa the 

e1ect of mattera which their reason is incapable of 

knowing. 'lhe reason of the common people ia able merely 

te understand revelation and lacks the power to know 

the world of intelligibles. lt 19 revelation that 

provides the common people with the necessary information 

concerning the intelligible world. ln addition to the 

opposition of the intelligible and sensible worlds, 

there is also the opposition of the visible world, 

which is identical with the sensible world, and the in­

visible world, which forma a part of the intelligible. 

Death does not mean the end of man's existence, for man 

consists of body and soul, and continues to exist, 

though in another form, after the soul has left the 

body. It 15 in the invisible world that man continues 

ta exis t. 'lb say i t in 0 ther words, i t is te the in­

visible wor1d that man's subsequent existence is trans­

ferred after his existence in the visible ,\,Jorld has come 

to an end. 

ln the light of these ideas, the basic structure 

of 'Abduh's theologica1 wor1d-view, as implied in his 

Risilah a1-~wbt~, can be represented as that given in 

Figure 10. 
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By way of concl~sion, it should be stressed 

that reason, in 'Abduh' s world-view, has the important 

role of knowi'rlg the intelligible world. Herein lies 

the main difference between his world-view and the 

Qurtinic weltanschauung. Whereas the reason ('agl) of 

man in the Qurtlnic world-view has not the ab!li ty to 

arrive by its own at knowledge of God and the other 

categories of the intelligible world, in 'Abduh's 

concept it can by its own attain that knowlec1ge, though 

he res tricts tha t capaci ty ta the reason of the elect. 

It is true that the Qurl-an, when it speaks of 

the "firmly rooted in knowledge" (al-rlsikhtln ff: _~~-:'ilm) 

in verse six of Chapter 'lhree. makes implicitly the 

distinction tbat 'Abduh makes between the elect and t:he 

COHl'uon people, but in the eyes of the Qur"an all men, as 

far as their reason is concerned, are equal. It is 

through revelation that they come ta know God and the 

intelligible world. Nan's reason, as described in the 

Qurtan can arrive merely at the understanding of the 

revelation of GOd. 51 

'!Wo of the mos t important foeus-words in 

'Abduh's world-view are, thus, reason and revelation. 

the reason of the elect strives for intellectual 

communication with God, and revelation comes down from 

God to confirm what is already known of the intelligible 
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world by reason, as well as to inform them of what they 

have been unable to know of tha t world. lhese two 

focus-words will be the t'ubject of the following three 

Chapters. 
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, CHAPTER Il 

. . 
tHE POWER OF REASON 

(1) 

'Abduh' s Concept 

1. His 1beo1osica1 System. 

theo1ogy in its simple meaning dea1s with the 

study of questions pertaining to God and His relation 

with the universe, in particular His relation with man. 

ln its widest sense, theology is an investigation into 

matters concerning God. It is obvious that, among al1 

the living mawjOd,t - to borrow 'Abduh' s term - i t is 

on1y man who has, by nature, the capacity to undertake 

such an enquiry. 

ln 'Abduh's understanding, the means by which 

man can know God, as has been made abundant1y clear in 

the discussion of his world-view, is not revelation 

on1y, but a1so man's reason. Reason, having a certain 

power, exerts itself to attai~ knowledge of God, and 

revelation having certain functions, comes down to man 

to confirm the knowledge he has obtained through 

reason, as well as to inform htm of matters which his 

reason has not been able to discover. 

1bis theo1ogical conception of man's endeavour 

to know his God can be pictum'ed as God standing at the 
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top of the universe and man at the bottom trying, by 

means of his reason, to aseend and arrive at know1edge 

of God; whi1e God Himse1f, having compassion on man' s 

weakness as compared with His omnipotence, he1ps man by 

sending down His reve1ation. 1his eoncept, then, 

constitutes 'Abduh's e1ementary theo10gica1 system, 

whieh is a1so applicable ta those theo10giea1 schoo1s 

that consider reason ta be powerfu1 enough ta arrive at 

know1edge of God. It shou1d be stressed, however, that 

man in 'Abduh's system signifies the e1eet on1y; for he, 

it shou1d be reca11ed, he1d that it is the reason of the 

eleet alone which has the capacity to arrive at subtle 

concepts and ideas of God. It is imp1ied in this 

system - see Figure 11 - that a11 man shou1d know about 

the intelligible wor1d, inc1uding GOd, His attributes, 

Figure 11 
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good and evil, the Shart'ah, and the invisible world is 

smbraced by reason and revelation. Put differently, 

there is no other means for man to know these ma tters -

which are of paramount importance for his life - beside 

reason and revelation. 

lt is true that in 'Abduh's world-view, 

intuition, alongside revelation, forms another means of 

communication between God and man. Revelation 1tself, 

as it is generally understood, is a particular kind of 

intuition. Since this is so, it can thus be argued tbat 

intuition, apart from revelation and reason, is another 

medium for the acquisition of knowledge. But it must 

be stressed that intuition for 'Abduh, at least as it is 

defined in his Risilah, has another meaning than that 

generally understood. He identifies intuition with 

man's inner feeling.l Revelation, according to his 

definition, is the "knowledge ('irfln) which a man 

finds in himself with the certainty that it has come 

from God, ei ther through or wi thou t an in termediary. ,, 2 

Unlike revelation, intuition for him is not a kind of 

knowledge, but merely an inner feeling; and, hence, 

reason and revelation remain the only two media of 

aoquiring knowledge of the intelligible world for men. 3 

Since he has adopted the position of the 

philosophers respecting the possibility for the human 
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soul to come into communication with the world of 

intelligibles, it is possible for'him to identify 

revelation with knowledge. that he adopts this position 

of the philosophers can be seen from certain passages in 

his Risllah al-Tawp~. ln his discussion on the 

prophetie mission, for example, he explains that it lies 

wi thin God 1 s wisdom to endow men whom He has chosen to 

become prophets with perfected souls that enable them to 

be illuminated with the light of the Divine knowledge. 4 

Again, on'another occasion, he says that amang men th.re 

are those who have such a pure quali ty of soul tha t they 

have the power to come into contact, by'Divine amanation 

(!!ni), 'with the sublime horizons, and to see the things 

of God as by natural vision. 5 

'lb return to the original topic, i.e. the 

power of reason, the question that now arises is: what 

are the princip les with respect to God and with respect 

to manls relation with Him that can be known by reason1 

ln other words: wha t is the power of reason1 1 t should 

be recalled that though reason, in bis view, is powerful, 

its capacity has certain limits. this subject has been 

dealt with though in a superficial way in the Chapter 

on 'Abduh's world-view. ln the present Chapter an 

endeavour will be made to study it in a more detailed 

manner. 
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2. 'l'b.e Importance of Reason. 

Before entering inte the discussion of the 

heart of the prob1em, it ~i11 not be out of place first 

to examine the great importance and high place that 

'Abduh has given te reason. 'lb start with, reason for 

htm, in accordance with the prevai1ing traditiona1 

view s is a facu1ty pec:uliar to man,6 and, hence, the 

discriminating feature between man and animais; if man 

were deprived of his reason, men, consequent1y, would 

no longer be man, but would become another kind of 
7 crea ture. 'Ihe importance of reason lies in the i4ea,·:· 

that "it is the substance of man's life and the 

foundation of his surviva1." 
8 

'!he development of the fac:ul ty of hwnan 

reason, is, moreover, one of the foundations for the 

cul tiva tion of the noble virtues which form the spirit 

and the source of the life of nations as well as the 
9 light of their happiness in this wor1d. Nations, in 

his opinion, are the children of GOd, grow up, as man 

does, from ch11dhood te ma turi ty. Rence, God dea ls 

with them just as a father deals with his children. 

'l'b.erefore, religion for the early nations, i.e. when 

they Were still at the ::t~ge of their ehildhood, came 

in the form of absolute commands, rigorous prohibitions 

and unconditional submission to God's will. tater, 
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v~en nations began to grow up, religion addressed itself 

to their emotions, jus t as a fa ther deals vi th his 

growing youth, and l~id down for them lavs of 

asc:etic:ism, drawing them avay fram this vorld and 

turning their attention towards the higher life in the 

hereafter. At last the time arrived when nations 

a ttained their ma turi ty and ls l«m came and spoke ta 

man's reason instead of ta his emotions. Religion, 

then, began to treat nations the way a mature man is 
10 treated. 

In 'Abduh's eyes, nations at the time of the 

adven t 0 f ls lam had a ttained their ma turi ty and were in 

searc:h of a religionthat ~st be in agreement with 

reason. Ac:c:ording to him, the na tions found tha t 

religion in IslAm. ll In the light of this belief, it 

is not surprising to find ' Abduh c:ontinuing to say tha t 

the Qur'in and Islam speak to reaso~ and not ta man's 

emotion. He states, for example, t~at God has honoured 

reason by addressing i t in His cor.ttnands and 

prohibitions. 12 the Prophet also addresses htmself to 

man's reason and makes reason the arbiter between right 

and vrong.13 He, further, finds that it is lsl&n whic:h 

"yells a t reason in suc:h. a way tha t i t is aroused from 

its deep sleep.,,14 

For him Islam ls, therefore, a r~tional 
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religion. lsl~ is in agreement with reason and is 

based on reason; such is his belief. Rational thinking 

is the first of the eight princip les of lslKm which he 

explains in his treatise on lsl~ and Christianity. 

Rational thinking, he finds, is the way to genuine 
15 belief. ~ is not complete if i t is not based on 

reason, for ~ in his view should be founded on 

conVic~ton and not on opinion, and i t is reason which 

is the source of the conviction in the belief in God, 

His knowledge, and His might as well as about prophec:y.16 

Accordingly, he thinks tha t i t is in ls lb 
17 

that religion and reason fraternize for the first t~e. 

In this fraterni~ reason is the supporting baCkbone of 
. 18 

Islam and tradition its basic pillar. If in this 

statement he places reason in a position of lower 

importance than revelation, in other passages he gives 

reason a status rather equal to that of revelation. ln 

the introduction to his Risllah al-~wp~, for example, 

he writes that it is impossible for religion ta come 

forward with something that surpasses human 

comprehension or wi th something tha t is contradictory 

ta human reason. 19 1bwards the end of his Risllah he 

explains further what he means by this statement. 

Reason, once having recognized the mission of a 

prophet, is obliged to acknowledge all that he brings, 
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though it is unable to arrive at the essence of some of 

his teachings. 'Ibis does not mean, .however, that reason 

is obliged to accept rational tmpossibilities such as 

the existence of two contraries and two opposites in 

the seme p lace and a t the sarne ttme, for prophecy is 

above the tmperfection of teaching such things. If in 

prophecy there is something that seems to be 

contradictory to reason in appearance, reason must say 

that the apparent sense is not the intended one. It 

is then free to seek the true sense by interpretation 

or to rely on God and His omniscience. 20 Reason here 

has the power to contradict the apparent meaning of 

revelation, which means that reason i8 rather the equal 

of revelation. 

so high is the importance of -eason in the 

eyes of 'Abduh. that man should use his reason is 

dictated not only by man's intuition, but even enjpined 

by the Qur'in. He finds that the Book "commands us to 

think and use our reason and forbids us ta adopt an 

attitude of blind acceptance (tagltd).,,2l 'Ibe Qur"«n, 

in his view, does not use an absolutely commanding tone. 

the Book tells man, for ex~ple, the attributes of God, 

but "it does not require us to accept them simply because 

the Book says so; on the contrary it offers arguments and 

evidences to prove them. 1I22 
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3. '!he Attack on 'Dig ltd. 

Since he has assigned such an ~portance ta 

the faeul ty of reason, i t is no wonder tha t he làunches 

strong attacks on taqltd which, he thinks, is one of 

the main factors responsible for the backwardness of 

the Muslims of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 

He cri ticizes the 'ulaml l who have ta bear the 

responsibility of introducing the practice of tagltd by 

their decision tha t 1-1\1s lims of la ter days have only to 

follow the ideas t'heir predecessors have produced and 

the articles of belief that they have established, ta 

the po in t the t man stops t'hinking and reason becomes 

inactive. 23 He deplores the appearance of the attidude 

of tagltd in every aspect of the life of the Muslim 

community, for he finds it ta have hampered the further 

development oftheir language, of their social organization, 

of their laws, of their religious beliefs and of their 

educational institutions. 24 He reproves the Muslims for 

adopting the attitude of taqltd not only with regard to 

the articles of belief, but also with regard ta their 

argumentsi. He further denounces their practice of making 

tradition the pillar of each article of belief, even 

when the tradi tion is weak and unknown. '!he a tti tude 

of later MUslims that considers a certain article of 

belief ta be true because the book of a certain author 
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25 

adopted by the early Muslims. 

It is his opinion that Isl~ itself is 

against tagltd. He gives evidence to this effect in 

different passages in his Risllah. 1b quote some 

instances, he asserts that Islam characterizes the 
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attitude of blindly following the statements of the 

ancestors as stupid and foolish. 26 He further says 

that the Prophet "exhorted in his preachings the slaves 

of tradition and the prisoners of tagltd to free their 

souls from their bondage and to throw off the chains 

that wi tbhold them from action and from hope. ,,21 Hence, 

he finds that Isllm has broken the power of tagltd over 

man's soul and has tom out its roots so deeply im-
28 planted in man' s mind. '!he power of reason, in his 

view, has been liberated from the chains by which it 

had been fettered and has been freed from every tagltd 

to which it has been subjected. 29 

'!his a ttack on taq ltd mus t be unders tood in 

the light of 'Abduh's belief that attachment to taqltd 

is a great obstacle for the progress of his co­

religionists. By referring to Qur~lnic verses such as 

"And when it is said to them: 'Follow that which Allih 

has revealed', they say: 'Nay, we follow that wherein 

we find our fathers'. Whatl 'lhough the devils call 
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them to the chastisement of the burning firel n, he tries 

to support his attack on taqltd upon a divine"authority. 

ln so doing he hopes to convince Muslims that the Quri'in 

is against taqlid. ln his view it is by freeing MUslims 

of the authority of tagltd and by esta.lishing among 

them the habit to use reason in solving their problems 

that reforms can effectively be introduced into the 

Nus lim cormnuni ty. Hence his cons tan t a ttack on taq lid 

and the pre-eminence he gives to the power of reason in 

his wri tings. 

4. Distinction ~.9Fg Hen in Terms of the Faculty of Reason. 

Before we turn to the discussion of the power 

of reason i t is worthwhile to remark tha t, because of 

~~e high place 'Abduh has given to reason, the 

distinction among men, for him, seems no longer to be 

made in terms of taqwa as stated in the Qur(an, but 

ra ther in terms of the use of the facul ty of reason. 

lhat this is so is clear from his explanation of the 

meaning of tawp~, through which men have become the 

slaves of God alone and, hence, equal. "'nlere is no 

distinction be~een them except by their deeds and by 

the superiori ty of t..~eir reason, and there is no way to 

come near to God but through the puri ty of reason and 

the sinceri ty of deeds ... 30 
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5. the Power of Reason in his theolosical Sxstem. 

Remembering that 'Abduh has given ta reason a 

position almost equal to that of revelation, we may 

expect that for him reason has a great power. Further­

more, its power increases "when man's feeling becomes 

more refined, his memory more subtle and his insight more 

31 
penetrating." 'lb know the scope of the power of 

reason as he concei ves i t, an endeavour mus t be made in 

'the following paragraphs to enumerate the details of 

the knowledge to which reason can attain. 

Reason in his opinion can arrive at the 

knowledge of the intelligible worln by engaging itself 

in the contemplation of the universe. !bis direction 

of man' s thought to the secrets of nature is even 

enjoined by the Qur'an for nit commands us to use our 

reason and think about the manifestations of the 

universe and about the parts of its secrets that can 

be penetra 'ted by the human mind. ,,32 ln this way reason 

comes firs t to know tha t there mus t be a creator for 

this visible world. 'lherefore, he claims that, though'~: 

it is true that the belief in the existence of Gad is a 

religious question, man cannot come to belief in God but 

33 
through the facul ty of his reason. l t is, moreover, 

his conviction that the need for prophets has nothing 

to do wi th the intimation of God' s exis tence, 34 for "i t 
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is unavoidable that reason cao independently arrive at 

the belief in the existence of GOd.,,35 

After gaining cognizance of Godls existence, 

reason can also come to know His 'attributes, though not 

all of them. Here i~ how 'Abduh explains the matter. 

Reference has been made to the Essentially Necessary in 

Chapter One. Now, the Essentially Necessary must be 

rationally eternal in the past, otherwise He would be 

created and would stand in need of another miIjid. '.Dle 

Essentially Necessary, however, has been defined as 

the One Who exists by Himself, wi thout the need for a 

creator. He must also be eternal in the future, i.e. 

His existence cannot come into nought, for this would 

entail the negation of His essence and His essence is 
. t 36 eX1S ence. He must also be simple, for if He is 

composed of parts, His existence must be preceded by 

the existence of His component parts; in other words 

His existence would depend on the existence of the 

parts, while the Essentially Necessary exists by Himself, 

without being in need, for His own existence, of the 

existence of others. 37 

the Essentially Necessary, being the highest 

of all the classes of existence and at the sarne time 

the source of all other existence, must have the Most 

perfect qualities and attributes. Life, obviously, is 
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one of the attributes of perfection, and, hence, God 

must be living, though His life- differs from that of 

the essentially contingent. If He had no attribute of 

life, some of the contingents would have a more perfect 
38 

existence than He Himself. He must further have the 

quality of knowledge, for knowledge is also an attribute 

of perfection. 'lha t He has knowledge is evident from 

the perfection and the precision that prevail in the 

organization of the universe. 39 And since He has the 

quality of knowledge, He must also have the attribute 

of will, for it is only in agreement with His knowledge 

that He acts. 40 Again He must be almighty, for i t is 

He Who bas given existence to the universe in accordance 

with His knowledge -and will. 4l lnasmuch as He has the 

attributes of knowledge, will and power, He must 

necessarily have freedom of choice (ikhtiyar), for 

ikhtiyar has no other meaning than to exercise power in 

agreement with knowledge and will. He is thus a free 

Crea tore 42 As He is the mos t perfect of all the 

mawjiIdit, His attributes must be unique and peculiar ta 

Him and incapable of being equalled by those of the 

other categories of existence. tastly He must be one 

and-Unique, for if there were a multitude of essentially 

necessary beings, each of them must be different from 

the other, and this would entail a difference in 
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attributes too. Each of them would have to have a 

different knowledge and will, and, consequently, also a 

different action in accordance with their different 

knowledge and will. lhe latter would lead to the 

disruption of the organization of the universe. 'lbus, 

43 
there can be only one God. 

Such is the nature of his explanation how 

the reason can come on its own to knowledge of God's 

attributes. Beside these attributes, there are others 

which the Shart'ah enunciates, but which cannot be 

known by reason alone. they are the physical attributes 

·44 
of speech, sight and hearing. that a spiritual being 

can be qualified with physical attributes, is, in his 

view, not incompatible with reason. 45 He seems to have 

waved as ide any incompatibility by the interpretation 

that God is above all comparison with created things,46 

and, hence, man's attributes share with those of Qod 

only in name. Otherwise expressed, the various names 

of the attributes are equivocal terms used both of man 

and God but in different meanings. 47 

Before pursuing the investigation into the 

power of reason further, it is good to note that in 

line with the double functions of revelation according 

to 'Abduh's world-view, the function of revelation with 

regardto the revealed attributes is that of 
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accessible to reason, that of confirmation. 
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Beside the existence of God and His attributes, 

reason can also come to know good and evil although 

again not in all of their details. As we have explained 

earlier,48 good and evil, in 'Abduh's view, have 

different meanings; and animals share with man in the 

capacity of making a distinction between them in some 

of their different senses. But the distinction between 

good in the sense of beneficial and evil in the sense 

of harmful is ra ther peculiar to man alone. 1 t is true 

that sorne animals can make the sarne distinction, but 

~~eir ability refers only to the inferior aspects of 

the meaning of beneficial and harmful. 'lhe distinction 

of the superior aspects of their meaning is unique to 

man's reason. 1t is herein that 'Abduh finds the 

explanation for the secret of the divine wisdom's having 

given intelligence to man. 49 

ln elaborating further the understanding of 

good in the sense of beneficial and evil in the sense 

of harmful, 'Abduh says that there are actions which 

bring pleasure but which have bad consequences such as 

excessive eating and drinking; for these actions are 

detrimental to the health as well as to man's faculty 

of reason. 'lhis kind of pleasure is defined as bad 
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because of the brevity of the enjoyment and the length 

of the resulting pain which may even lead ta death. On 

the other hand, among actions that cause pain, there 

are some tha t mus t be coun ted to be good, such as toi l 

and labour for earning a livelihood and for securing the 

needs of the soul, the fight against camal desires ta 

conserve physical and rational power, and the battle 

against enemies in self-defence. Another action which 

produces pleasure, but is defined as bad, i5 to lay 

one's hands on what another man has gained by his own 

effort. 50 

All these kinds of actions, he says, can be 

known by human reason. Reason can distinguish in them 

the oeneficial from the harmful, the former being 

called the good and the latter the bad. !bis 

distinction, he explains further, is the source of the 

differentiation between virtue and evil. All these, he 

finds, are elementary matters to the reason on which 

philosophers as well as men of religion have no dis­

agreement. Voluntary actions are good or bad, either 

in themselves or with reference to their effects on the 

elect or on the common people. 51 

Reference has been made to 'Abduh's idea that 

reason can also arrive at knowledge of the conditions 

of life in the invisible ~"orld. '!his idea is implied in 
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discussion on the question of good and evil, for 

example, he remarks in passing that human minds are 
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not equal in their abili ty to know God and to know life 

in the hereafter. 52 'lhe latter part of this statement 

clearly indicates that reason can come to knowledge of 

life in the invisible world, though, in his eyes, it is 

only the reason of the few elect, who do not necessarily 

have to be prophets, that has the power to arrive at 

that knowledge. 53 Again, in dealing with man's need 

for prophecy, he says tha t a look in to the known things 

of the present life does not lead man to have sure 

knowledge of the truths of the future life. 54 '!hus, 

man's reason can obtain knowledge of his future 

existence in the invisible world, though it cannot be 

sure of their truth. 55 ln any case man's reason can 

arrive at them. But unfortunately, 'Abduh does not 

explain further what those conditions and truths of the 

future life are that can be known by human reason. 

So far, reason, according to 'Abduh, has the 

power to know GOd, to know some of His attributes, to 

know some details of good and evil, and to know some 

aspects of man's future life in the invisible world. 

But, reason, in his opinion, can know even more than all 

these intelligibles. He enumerates the intelligibles, 
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that can be known by reason, in one paragraph, and 

because of i ts u tmos t importance for the endeavour ta 

establish the power of reason in his theological 

conceptual system, a translation of the whole paragraph 

must be given here. 

We have already said that the necessary Being 
as well as His attributes of perfection can 
be known by man's reason. If a thlnker ls 
able, by offering proofs but without being 
guided by revelation, to establish the existence 
of God and His non-revelational attributes - as 
some men have done -; and, then, proceeds from 
this and from the reflection he makes on the 
successive states of his own self ta the belief 
that the princip le of intelligence ('agl) in 
man subsists - a deduction that has been done by 
other people -; and, then, from this he proceeds 
again, wrongly or rightly, to claim that the 
survival of the soul after man's death involves 
its happiness or wretchedness in the hereafter, 
that its happiness depends on the knowledge of 
God and doing good, and that its wretchedness 
depends on the ignorance of God and doing evil; 
and based on these, he further asserts that among 
man's actions there are deeds which are 
beneficial for the felicity of the soul after 
dea th, and others which are harmful to the soul 
and which will lead it to its wretéhedness; what 
rational obstacle would there be, after aIl that 
has been said, for him to cla1m, by means of his 
reason, that the knowledge of God is obligatory, 
tha t aIl virtues and their consequent practice 
are obligatory, that aIl evils and the deeds 
that ensue from them are forbidden, and, then, 
lay down laws he likes pertaining to them and 
call the rest of humanity ta believe in what 
he believes and ta behave as he himself behaves, 
since there is

5
&0 revealed law to prevent him 

from doing so? 

lhis passage contains, in fact, 'Abduh's 

most important s ta tement wi th regard to the power of 

reason. It embodies the main items of knowledge which 
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can be obtained by the faculty of reason. 'lb recapitulate 

them, they are: 

1. tb know God and His attributes. 
2. lb know that ther. is a second life. 
3. 'lb know tha t the happine88 of the soul in the 

hereafter depends on the knowledge of God and 
doing good; that its wretchedness depends on 
the ignorance of God and doing evil. 

4. 'lb know tha t the knowledge of God is obliga tory. 
5. 'lb know that doing good and avoiding evil is 

obligatory on man for his salvation in the 
hereafter. 

6. 'lb lay down laws concerning these obligations. 

\fuell'l one applies these details of knowledge to 

his elementary theological conceptual system one has the 

following basic system: 

1.K.G.A. 

Explanation: 
K.G.A.= know1edge of God and His attributes. 
K.A.L.= know1edge of after1ife. 
K.G.E.= know1edge of good and evi1. 
O.K.G.= obligation to know God. 
O.G.E.= obligation to do good and avoid evi1. 

Figure 12 
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As is shown in Figure 12 this system pictures on1y the 

power of reason and 1eaves the function of reve1ation 

unspecified. Reason, according to , Abduh , can arrive 

at the two most basic duties of man from the point of 

view of religion, i.e. the obligation to know God and 

the obligation to do the good and to avoid the bad. lt 

is on these two re1igious duties that the other re1igious 

duties of man, his duties towards God, such as 

worshipping Him, towards his own person, such as the 

avoidance of theft, adu1tery etc., and towards his 

society, such as he1ping his fe110w human beings in 

the form of zakah, etc., are based. 

As we sha1l see presently, the controversy 

between the c1assical theological schoo1s revo1ves 

around these two questions and the re1ated knowledge of 

God and of good and evi1. ls it reaeon or is it 

revelation that can arrive at them? If it is reason, 

as 'Abduh ho1ds, then reve1ation has no function in 

this matter; hence, the function of revelation in his 

system is 1eft empty. One may ask: what is then the 

role of reve1ation in his system? !he answer seems to 

be: to help reason to complete its knowledge of the 

intelligible worlo and to obtain the certitude that a11 

that which reason has discovered by itself is, in fact, 

true and not merely imagination. 



As the present Chapter is concerned mainly 

with the power of reason, more will be sa id on the 

function of revelation in Chapter Four. 
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CHAPTER III 

'!HE POWER OF REASON 

(11) 

!be COncept of the Classical Schools 

1. the COntroversy on the question of Reason and Revelation. 

lb resume the investigation into 'Abduh's 

theological system, now that the details of the power of 

reason and the general function of revela tion wi thin i t 

have been discovered, the next step is to find out the 

nature of the system. ls it Mu.'tazilism as implied in 

bis w~ tings, or Ash' arism as though t by some people, 

or Mituridism as asserted by others, or again does it 

form an independent system with a nature of its own? 

A comparison with the classical theological systems 

must thus be undertaken. 

ln order to be able to make the comparison, 

it is obvious that one must first know the theological 

systems of the other schools, i.e. to find out the 

power they assign to reason and the role of revelation 

in providing man with the necessary knowledge about God 

and the intelligible world. 

An investigation into the classical works on 

theology reveals that the faculties of reason and 
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revelation are applied to two basic issues of theological 

con trovers y , each of which is divided into wo questions. 

the wo basic issues, as stated by al-Sharastlnt in his 

al-l-1ilal wa al;"Ni;p.!!, are knowledge of God and the 

problem of good and evil. l the two questions pertaining 

to the former are the acquisi tion of the knowledge of 

God and the obligation to know GOd, or as al-Shahrastint 

puts it, ~~fil ma'rifah Alllh and wu1fib ma'rifah Allah. 2 

the wo que tions wi th regard to the la tter are the 

knowledge of good and evil and the obligation of doing 

the good and avoiding the bad, or as implied in 

Shahrastini's words ma'rifah al-;p.usn wa al-gub;p. and 

wujQb i'tinig al-;p.asan wa ijtinib al-gabt;p.,3 which he 
4 also calls al-ta;p.stn wa al-ta9bt~. 

the polemic amang the different theological 

schools revolves around the question: which of the 

four controversial basic issues can be resolved by 

which of the WO media of the acquisition of knowledge, 

reason and revelation? lb put the question in another 

way: can reason arrive at the four basic objects of 

theological knowledge? the three classical schools 

have different a~swers to this question. 

2. the Mu'tazili Position. 

Among the schools under survey in this study, 
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it was Mu'tazilism, as is known, that first came into 

being. It would thus be pertinent to start with an 

inquiry into the position of this school with regard to 

the aforementione~ four problems of controversy. 

For the Mu'tazilah, according to al-Shahrastant, 

all knowledge is apprehended by reason and is obligatory 

by discarsive reasoning. Hence, to thank God was 

obligatory, even before the arrival of revelation. 5 the 

knowledge of good and evil is obligatory tbrough reason, 

and to do the good and to avoid the bad are also 

obligatory in the same way.6 

Abü al-Hudhayl categorically says ~t before 

the advent of revelation it was obligatory on man ta 

. know God, and if he fell short o~ .knowing Htm, he 

deserved eternal punishment. So also good and evil can 

be known by reason, and it is man's obligation to do the 

good, such as justice, and to avoid evil, such as 
7 injustice. 

Such is also the opinion of al-Na~~am,8 al­

Jubbi't and his son Abü Hlshim. 9 lHo of al-~rurdir's 
pupils, both called Ja'far, go even further to say that 

reason renders not only the knowledge of GOd, but also 

the knowledge of His laws (!p!am) and His attributes 

obligatory on man before the coming èown of revelation; 

and if man falls short of knowing God and does not 
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thank Him, God punishes man with an eternal punishment. 10 

ln fact, it is a matter of agreement among all 

the Mu'tazilah, at least according to al-Shahrastlnt, 

that the obligation of knowing God and the obligation of 

doing the good and avoiding the bad are known by reason. ll 

lt is obvious that before knowing a thing to be 

obligatory, reason must'first know that thing; in this 

case reason should, thus, first know God as well as 

good and evil before determining that they are 

obligatory. Hence, the answer given by the Mu'tazilah 

to the question of the four basic issues of controversy 

is affirmative. Reason can arrive at knowledge in 

each case. 

3. the Ash'art Position. 

We turn now to the position of the Ash'art 

school. Al-Ashtart hLmself rejects the Mu'tazilt view 

that obligatory knowledge can be obtained by reason, 

when he says that all obligations are known"by 

revelation; for reason cannot render anything obligatory 

and cannot know the obligation of doing the good and 

avoiding the bad. 12 He explains further that the 

knowledge of God can be acquired by reason, but it ie 

revelation that rend ers the knowledge of God 

obligatory. So also it is revelation and not reason 



that tella man of the obligation to thank God. It ia 

the same which informs him that the obedient will be 

rewarded and the diaobedient will be punished. 13 

From these s ta tements i t ia clear tha t in 

al-Ash'art's view reason cannot arrive at man's 
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obligations with regard to God and good and evil, for 

it is revelation that tells man what is obligatory for 

him to do. But, on the other band, reason can acquire 

the knowledge of God. As to the question of the 

acquisition of the knowledse of good and evil, al­

Sbahrastant's accounts on the ideas of al-Ash'art and 

his school in his al-Milal wa al-Nib!! sive no conclusive 

answer. One passage pertaining to the position of the 

Ash'art school, implies that for this school the 

knowledge of sood and evil can be obtained by reason. 

'!he statement says: "Ail obligations are obtained 

through revelation and all knowledge through reason. 

Reason does l'lot de termine the obligation to do the 

good and to avoid the bad, nor does it render anything 

necessary or obligatory. Revelation does not inform, 

that is to say it does not create knowledge, but brings 
14 obliga tion." '!he declara tion tha t aIl knowledge is 

obtained through reason and that revelation crea tes no 

knowledge, implies that the knowledge of good and evil 

is to be obtained by reason and not by revelation. 
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A further inves tiga tion into :the ideas Qf the 

followers of al-Ash'art, however, gives another picture. 

Al-Baghdad!: followed the founder of the school in 

saying that reason can arrive at knowledge of Gad, but 

that it cannot derive the obligatory nature of that 

knowledge, and that all obligations are known only 

through the Shar!:'ah. Renee, before the advent of 

God' s speech, nothing was obliga tory and nothing was 

forbidden to man. If a man, before the coming down of 

the Shart'ah, eventually came to know God and His 

a ttributes and then believed in them, he is a believer, 

but does not deserve a reward from God. And if God 

grants him an abode in Paradise, this is only a grace of 

God to htm. ln the same way if he disbelieved in God 

before the advent of the Shart'ah, he is a disbeliever, 

but does not deserve punishment. If God puts him in 

Hell, then this is not a punishment. 15 Such is the 

idea of al-Baghdad!:, which is, obviously, in glaring 

contradiction to the posi tion of the Mu' tazilt school 

concerning rewards and punishment before the advent of 

revela tioI\. 

It is evident that for al-Baghdld!: the 

obligation of doing the good and avoiding the bad can 

be known only by revelation, but unfortunately he 

does not also have clear statements, at least in his 
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Y,\1l al-Dtn, wi th regard to the problem of the 

knowledge of good and evil. His statements on the 

power of reason, fro~ which he excludes the knowledge 

of good and evil, imply that it is not within the power 

of reason to know good and evil. 16 this eonclusion is 

supported by his continuous hints that the Ash'arts do 

not belong to the school which believes that all 

knowledge can be acquired by reason. 17 

Al-Ghazilt Agrees with al-Ash'art and al­

Baghdadt in declaring that nothing ia obligatory on 

man by reason, forall obligations are determined by 

revelation. 1B thus for him, too, it ia not reason that 

creates obligation, neither the obligation to know God 

nor the obligation to do the good and to avoid the bad. 

It is revelation that de termines them. His definition 

of the term "obliga tory" as well as tha t of "good and 

eviliT has a great deal to dowith this idea. In his 

opinion, the term lIobligatory" can be applied only to 

an act,19 and an act is obligatory, when the non­

performance of the Act will cause harm for man's life 
20 in the hereafter. the latter can be known only 

through the Shart'ah and, consequently, obligation can 

be known only through revelation. 

As to the problem of good and evil, first he 

gives the linguistic meanings of the terms. An Act is 
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good, when it is in agreement with the aim of the agent, 

and it is bad, when it ia in disagreement with his 

aim. 21 '.Ule agreement or disagreement with the agent' a 

aim may oceur in the present or in the future. A good 

act, in its technical meaning for al-Ghazllt, ia an sct 

which cames into agreement wi th aims in the hereafter, 

which again can be known only through the Shart'ah. A 

bad act is the opposi te of the good.,22 '.Ulis defini tion 

implies that not only the obligation of doing the good 

and avoiding the bad, but even the knowledge of good and 

evil, cannot be obtained by reason. it is revelation 

that teaches man what is good and what is evil and that 

commands him ta do the former and avoid the latter. 

Wi th regard ta the ques tion of the knowledge ' 

of God, his discursive reasoning about the existence of 

a creator for the universe23 shows that in his view 

knowledge of the existence of God can be aoquired by 

reason. '.Ulis is confirmed by his classification of the 

objects of knowledge, towards the end of his al-19ti,~ 

fi al l'tiqid, into three categories; that which is 

known by reason alone, tbat which is known by 

revelation alone, and that which is known by both reason 

and revelation. the knowledge of God he classifies in 

the first category, to wit that which is known by 

reason alone. 24 
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Al-Sharastlnt in his Nihlyah al-Iqdlm ft 'llm 

al-Kallm, offers some lucid statements about the 

knowledge of good and evil. 'lhe posi tion of the people" 

of truth, he says, is that reason does not detecnine 

good and evil, for the term good refers to a deed whose 

agent is praised by the Shart'ah, and the term evil 

refers to a deed whose agent is blamed by the Shart'ah. 25 

As a consequence, the knowledge of goo~ and evil can be 

obtained only through revelation. E\1rthermore, if 

reason cannat arrive at the mere knowledge of good and 

bad, all the more it cannat know the obligation of 

doing the good and avoiding the bad. Wi th regard to 

the other two issues, the acquisition of the knowledge 

of God and the obligation to know GOd, he ci tes al­

Ash'art's distinction between the two subjects as well 

as his idea that the former can be attained by reason 

and that tl1e latt~r can be known only through 

revela tion. 26 

ln addition to al-Shahrastlnt, 'A'UQ al-Din 
-al-Ijt in his al-'Aglïd al-'49udtyah and Jalll al-Dtn 

al-Dawwant in his Sharp on the al-'AgKid al-'Apudtyah, 

also state in plain words that reason cannot arrive at 

the knowledge of good and evil, becaus8, in ~heir view, 

i t is the Shart' ah tha t de termines wha t i8 good and 

what i8 evil. 27 Hence, for them, too, it is revelation 
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and not reason which tells man the obligation of doing 

the good and avoiding the bad. SUch is again their view 

with regard to the. obligation to know God; it is the 

Shart'ah that commands man to know GOd,28 although 

reason itself can arrive at the knowledge of God. 29 

Ibese followers of al-Ash'art, thus, seem to 

agree tha t among the four basic theological issues 

knowledge of God alone can be attainec1 by the tlnaided 

reason. In their writings the Ashl'irah claim to be 

expressing the views of their leader and they are 

probably right in claiming so, even with regard to this 

partic1.llar question of the knowledge of good and evil. 

Al-Ash'art, indeed, writes in his Kitib al-Lum~: "If 

someone says: 'Lying is evil, because God has deterrodned 

i t to 'be evil', we say to him: 'Certainly, and if He 

declares i t to be good, i t mus t he good, and if He 

commands it, no one can object to it,,,.30 Ibis 

quotation clearly implies that the nature of good and 

evil is decided by revelation, and that reason as such 

cannot arrive at the knowledge of good and evil. 

Ibere is, then, a contradiction between the 

statements of al-Ash'art and his followers and the 

earlier statement recorded by al-Shahrastant that all 

knowledge can be obtained by reason. the probable 

solution for this contradiction is that al-Shahrastant 
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was recording a general statement in al-Milal without 

explaining the exceptions to the rule, for he himself, 

as has been said earlier, states in. the Nihlyah that 

reason cannat arrive at the knowledge of good and evil. 

10 summarize the discussion of the pos;tion of 

al-Ash'art and his school, it is noted that their 

answer to the question of the ability of reason 

respecting the four basic issues of controversy is 

affirmative with regard to the knowledge of God and 

negative with regard to the reste 

4. 'lhe Miturtdi Posi ti0.!l. 

We tum now to the school of al-Miturtdt. 1 t 

is here that a difference of opinion seems to exist 

be tween the founder of the s choo 1 and a group of hi s 

fo11owers. 31 A1-Miturtdi: fol1ows the Hu' tazi1ah in the 

opinion that reason can arrive at the obligation to 

know God. 'lhe following statement of al-Bazdawi: in his 

!!fü1 al-Dtn gives evidence for this point. Il 'lb 

be1ieve in God and to thank Him before the coming of the 

speech is ob1igatory in Mu'tazi1ism ••• Al-Shaykh Abü 

Man,ür a1-t-raturtdi fo1lows the Mu'tazilah in this. 

Such is a1so the opinion of the scho1ars of Samarqand 

in genera1 and sorne of the scho1ars of Iraq. ,,32 'Ibis 

short statement is confirmed by Abü 'Udhbah in his 
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Ash'artyah and the Miturtdtyah. ln the eyes of the 
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Mu' tazilah, he says, there is no excuse for the one 

who bas understanding (liman lahu 'agl), young or old,­

with regard to the ob.ligation to pursue the truth. 

thus the boy who has understanding is obliged to 

believe in God (mukallaf bi-al-tmin), for he has 'agl; 

and if he dies without believing in GOd, he must be 

puni shed. ln Mituridism there is nothing obligatory 

for a boy, before he reaches the age of puberty. But, 

Abü Man,ür al-Miturtdï, he says further, thinks that it 

is obliga tory for a boy who has unc1ers tat'lding to know 

God, and in this case there is no difference between 

Miturïdism and Mu'tazilism. 33 

From these wo quo ta tions i t is clear tha t in 

tht=! opi11.ion of al-Mlturtdï reason can arrive at the 

obligation to know God. lt is obvious also that before 

having knowledge of its obligatoriness one must first 

arrive at the simple knowledge of God. 

Although there are explicit statements of 

al-Bazdawi and Abü 'Udhbah with regard to al-M«turidi's 

views on this first issue of controversy, there is a 

lack of clarity in their writings about his position on 

the issue of good and evil. Aba 'Udhbah, in fact, does 

not diseuss the problem apart. from saying that Abü 
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~antfah rejects the rule of al-tab~ and al-taqb~. 

AI-Bazdawt, however, writes that reason lacks the power 

to determine the obligation of doing good and avoiding 

evil, for it is limited to knowing good and evil; and 

it is God Who de termines the obligation of doing good 

and avoiding evil. 34 Unfortunately, he does not explain 

further whether such is also the view of al-M«turtdt or 

whether the latter follows Mu'tazilism again in this 

ques tion as he does wi th regard to the firs tissue. 

'Abduh's explanation of this point, which he 

gives in his ~ashiyah also offers no definite solution. 

'Abduh is there commenting on al-Iji's statement that 

reasort lacks the power to decide the goodness or badness 

of things. 35 ln other ",.,ords, al-Iji was not speaking of 

the obligation of doing good and avoiding eVil, but 

simply of the knowledge of good and evil. !hen, 'Abduh 

says that in l1u'ta2ilisI!l and Maturidism the command for 

doing or avoiding a thing is related to the nature 

inherent in the thing itself, that is to say, that the 

punishment or re"\l7ard depenc1s on the inherent nature of 

the thing. 36 Ibis is not the view of the Ash'ariyah, for 

whom goodness or badness of a thing does not depend on 

the inherent nature of the thing, but rather on the 

commands and prohibitions of God. Ibe Ash'art position 

is that the goodness or badness of a thing can be known 



91 

only by means of God's command or prohibition with 
37 

regard ta the thing concerned. ln concluding his 

commen t 'Abduh wri tes: "'!he true opinion is tha t which 

has been said by al-Shaykh Ab6 Man,ar, though the 

MU'tazilah, who have no understanding, happen to agree 

with him in this oPinion. 38 Unfortunately, 'Abduh 

does not give al-Mlturtdr's statement on that IItrue 

opinion Il in the course of his discussion of the problem, 

so that i t still remains unclear whether al-Miturtdr, 

in fact, follows the Mu'tazilah to the full in their 

position with regard to the knowledge of good and evil 

and the obligation to do the former and ta avoid the 

latter, or only follows them in the idea that reason 

can only know good and evil. 

vfuen one refers to al-Miturtdt's Kitib al-

'lawpg, i t appears tha t his posi tion pertaining ta this 

question is the,t expressed by al-Bazdawt, i.e. that 

reason can know good and evil, but it is God who 

decides the obligation to do the good and ta avoid the 

bad. ln one passage al-Mlturtdt says that reason knows 

the goodness in every good thing as well as the badness 

in every bad thing, and, hence, also that doing the bad 

is bad and doing the good is good, and it i8 this 

knowledge that necessitates commands and prohibitions. 39 

ln another passage he wri tes tha t reason knows tha t 
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justiee and truthfulness are good and that injustiee 

and untruthfulness are bad, and, henee, eonsiders those 

who do the former as noble and those who do the latter 

as low; reason then eonunands the doing of that whieh 

. will inerease nobleness and prohibi ts the doing of that 

whieh will eause degeneration. !hua eommands and 

prohibitions are obligatory by the neeessitation of 

reason (fayajib al-amr wa al-nahy bidararah al_'agl).40 

From both these statements it is elear that 

reason ean know good and evil. The question is, ean it 

also de termine the obligation of doing the good and 

avoiding the bad'l 'lhe statements do not yield that 

understanding. Aeeording to the statements reason 

neeessitates, in al-Mlturrdt's own words, wujub al-Amr 

wa al-naby, i.e. the obligatory nature of the eommand 

and prohibition as they are given by God, but not wujub 

i'tinlg al-b!san wa ijtinlb al-gabtb, the obligation to 

do the good and to avoid the bad, as determined by 

reason alone. It is thus elear that reason for al-

Maturtdi eannot arrive at the al-tab-stn wa al-tagbip. 

If reason ean arrive at the latter, he should have said 

"fayajib i'tinlq al-basan wa ijtinBb al-gab!bll instead 

of forming the statement as he hase Aeeording to these 

statements of al-Miturtdt, when earefully read, the 

knowledge of good and evil does not lead to the 
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obligation of doing the good and avoiding the bad, as 

is the case in the opinion of the Mu'tazilt school, but 

only ta unders tanding of the obliga tory na ture of the 

divine commands an~ prohibitions. 

If this analysis of al-Mlturtdtls views is 

valid, his answer to the question concerning the power 

of reason is thus affirmative in three cases and 

negative in one, that is to say, reason cannot de termine 

the obligation of doing good and avoiding evil though 

it has the capacity to know -the other three basic 

matters of theological controversy. 

Before entering into discussion of the views 

of al-MKturrdi's follower.s, it should be explained that 

they are divided into two groups. As noted earlier in 

the statement of al-Bazdawt, the scholars of Samarqand 

in general and some of the scholars of Iraq follow al-

Ma türtdi in the doctrine of the obliga tory na ture of the 

knowledge of God. ~e scholars of Bukh§ra, however, 

disagree with him in this matter. 4l the problem of 

good and evil, as will be seen presently, seems to be a 

ma tter of agreement among the majori ty of the Mlturtdtyah. 

Consequently i t is safe to say tha t the Samarqandt group 

have the same views as their leader. 

the difference in opinion with the Bukhlri 

group is mainly confined to the question of the obligatory 
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affinity with t18turldism is not so clear, includes a 

short statement on this difference in his comments on 
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statements ascribed to AbQ ~antfah. According to one of 

the statements, the knowledge of God is obligatory on 

men through their reason (bi'ugQlihtm), even though God 

has not sent a prophet to them. AbO Man~Or and many 

of the scholars of Iraq, al-Bay~gt says, construe this 

to mean "obligatory by innate reason" (bi-al-'agl al­

ghartzt). If the obligatory knowledge and belief mean 

the obligation to profess the belief, then, the majority, 

al-Bayagt says further, are in disagreement with al­

lmim Abll Man§llr; but if i t means the source (!.§l) of the 

obligation, then, this is a matter of agreement among 

the majority of scholars. 42 

!he existence of this difference is also 

implied in AbO 'Udhbah's earlier account on the 

difference of Opi'l1io:1S between Maturldism and Ash'arism 

concerning the obligation to kno'07 God. As will be 

recalled, h.e explai'ls that al-Mlturtdt, unlike the 

Bukhira scholars, follows Mu'tazilism in considering 

tha t the boy, who has unders tanding though he has no t 

yet reached the age of pUberty, has the obliga tion to 

know God. With the l1u'tazilah he thinks that it is 

reason which forms the deciding factor in the obligation 
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to know God and not the attainment of the age of 

puberty, as held by the Bukhlrl scholars. ln other 

words, for al-Mlturtc:1I i t is reason tha t determines the 

obligation to know God, and, for the Bukhara group reason 

lacks the power to decide the obligation; it can only 

understand the obligation. 

Reason for the latter, as Aba 'Udhbah observes, 

is an instrument (!!!h) ta know the obligation, and the 

one who de termines the obligation, or to use his own 

term, the mŒjib, is, in fact, God. 43 that reason is 

only an instrument is, according to al-Bayapt, understood 

from abü tIantfahl s statement bi 'uqalihim in which the 

bal indicates an instrument (bl l al-llah).44 

Reason for the Bukhlrl scholars, then, cannot 

arrive at the obligatory'nature of tt~e knowledge of God. 

tha t this is so can be concluded from their view tha t i t 

is not reason which is the majib, i.e. the one who 

determines the obligation to know God. lt is God who 

de termines the obligation and reason can only understand 

the obliga tion. 

the implication is that the knowledge of GOd, 

prior to the arrivai of revelation, is not obligatory 

on man. that such is the opinion of the Bukhlrl 

scholars is clearly indicated by AbiI 'Udhbahls statement: 

"the tIanat':( scholars of Bukhlrl say that belief is not 
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obligatory and disbelief is not a sin (9!E!!) before the 

coming into existence of the mission of prophets. 1I45 

'D:lis is confirmed by another statement of al-Bazdaw5:, 

who belonged to the group of Bukhlrl. Quoting the 

Qur'inic verse XX/134: "And if We had destroyed them 

with chastisement before it, they would have said: Our 

Lord why didst 'lhou not send to us a messenger so that 

we might have followed ~y message before we met disgrace 

and shame'l", he says that this verse testifies that 

there is no obligation until after the mission of 

prophets and tha t belief is not obliga toryuntil the 

mission has been fulfilled. He goes further, saying 

that there is no obligation but by the decision of God 

and that the decision cannot be known except from God 
46 through His true messenger. 

With regard to the problem of good and evil, 

the position of al-Bazdawt as a repres,entative of the 

Bukhara group has already been explained, namely: that 

reason can arrive at the knowledge of good and eVil, but 

it is revelation which de termines the obligation of doing 

good and avoiding evil. A section of the Bukhira group, 

according to al-Baya~5:, follows Ash'arism in saying that 

reason cannot arrive at the knowledge of good and evil, 

for it is revelation, in their view, that tells man what 

is good and what ls evil. 47 Many scholars among the 
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followers of al-Mlturtdt, however, adopted the opinion 

expounded byal-Bazdawt. 48 

lt is thus clear that reason, in the eyes of 

the Bukhlrl group, except for the section to which al­

Bayapt refers, can arrive at the knowledge of God and 

the knowledge of good and evi 1, bu t ~(}o t a t the 

obliga tion to know God and the obliga tion to do good 

and to avoid evil. 1 t is revela tion tha t informs man 

of all obligations. 

5. the theological Systems. 

Now that our investigation into the views of 

the various theological schools is complete, it is 

useful, prior to establishing their individual theological 

systems, to recapitulate their respective position in a 

different forme the question wi th which we began was: 

Can reason arrive at the knowledge of GOd, the obligation 

to know God, the knowledge of good and evil, and the 

obliga tion to do 300d and ta avoid (~vil "l the answers 

of the schools rnay be chartered as follows. 
49 

K& O.K.G. K.G.E. O.G.E. 

Mu' tazilah yes yes yes yes 
Ash'artyah yes no no no 
Al-Maturtdt and 
Samarqandt scholars yes yes yes no 
Bukhlrl scholars yes no yes no 
'Abduh yes yes yes yes 

When we diagram these answers we have the 

following theological conceptual systems: 



Figure 13 
Mu'~zi1ah 

1.K.G. 
2.0.K.G. 

Figure 17 
'Abduh 

Figure 14 
ASh-ariyah 

1.K.G. 
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Figure 16 
Bukhara :HaturIdIyah 
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6. Comparison between the theological Systems. 

As the diagrams clearly indicate, all the 

schools and also 'Abduh, agree that reason can arrive 

at the knowledge of God. lt is only the Ash'artyah and 

the Bukhlrl Mlturtdtyah who think that reason cannot 

derive the obligatory nature of the knowledge of God, 

so tbat in their view reason can obtain only knowledge 

of God. As we have said earlier, for both schools reason 

is not a miIjib, i.e. the one who de termines wbat is 

obligatory upon man. the majib in their opinion is God. 

Despite this agreement, a subtle difference seems to 

exist between the two schools in this matter. 

the opinion of th.e Bukh.rl Maturtdtyah that 

knowledge of God is obligatory through reason implies 

tha t reason for t.lJ.ePl can arrive no t only a t the s imp le 

knowledge of God. ln order for the reason to unders tand 

the obligatory nature of knowledge of God, it must first 

know tha t such knowledge is commendable. Hence~ in 

agreement with their concept of the power of reason to 

know good and evil, the Bukhlrl Mlturtdtyah believed 

that reason can also arrive at the commendability of 

knowledge of GOd, though not at the obligation ta know 

God. For the Ash'artyah, on the other band, reason can 

arrive only at simple knowledge of God but not even at 

the commendability of such knowledge. ln line Wi~l 
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their view tbat reason has no power to know good and 

evil, they believed it to be revelation and not reason 

which teaches man 'that the knowledge of God is 

commendable. ~e Bukharl Mlturtdtyah, thus, ascribe 

more power ta reason than do the Ash'arryah. 

~e Mu' tazilah, 'Abduh, al-MKturtdt and his 

Samarqandt followers assigned great powers ta reason. 

In their common view reason can obtain not only simple 

knowledge of God and the commendabili~ of the knowledge, 

1tt also the obligation to know God. A further question, 

however, arises here. Does al-Ml~rrdr assign the same 

power ta reason as do the Mu' tazilah and 'Abduh wi th 

regard ta the attainment of the obligation' to know God? 

His opinion that reason cannot arrive at theoblieation 

of ~oing good and avoiding evi!, shows, indeed, that 

reason for him has a power less than that ascribed to 

itby the Mu'tazilah and 'Abduh. As the diagrams 

above demonstrate, only in the systems of the Mu'tazilah 

and 'Atiduh, can reason arrive at the obligation of doing 

good and avoiding evil. Consequently, there ls a 

possibili~ of a difference between al-Mlturtdt's view 

and that of the Mu'tazilah and 'Abduh with respect to 

the capaci~ of reason for knowing the obligation ta 

know God. 

AI-Bazdawt, however, categorically states, as 
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we have seen, that a1-Mlturtdt fo11owed the Mu'tazi1ah 

in their view pertaining to the obligation of man to 

be1ieve in God and to thank Hlm even prior to the 

advent of the Divine Speech. He exp1ains that for the 

~'tazi1ah and a1-Mlturtdt reason is a mQjib, a1though 

in a1-Bazdawt's view the application of the term mQjib 

to reason can be made on1y ln a metaphorica1 way, for in 

fact, he argues, it ls God who ls the mQjlb. ln the 

unders tanding of the MQ' tazi1ah and a 1-t--riturtdt , he 

says further, those who disbelieve in God though the ca11 

of a prophet has not reached them, will be eterna11y 

puni shed in He1l. 50 ln this connection, it is worth­

whi1e to reca11 that the Bukhiri Mlturtdtyah follow 

Ash'arism in rejecting this view. 51 

lt is thus c1ear that there is no difference 

a t a11 between the Mu' tazilah and al-Mlturtdiin 

ascribing the same power to reason as far as the 

a ttainment of the ob1iga tory nature of the knowledge of 

God is concerned, at least as the case is expounded by 

a1-Bazdawt. the difference between a1-Mlturtdt and 

the Mu'tazilah and 'Abduh ia, then, confined to their 

disagreement about the power of reason to arrive at the 

obligation to do good and to avoid evi1. According to 

the former, reason cannot attain knowledge of this 

obligation whi1e according to the latter it can. 
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lt follows that reason in al-Mlturtdt's 

view is a miljib only wi th regard te knowledge of God 

and not with regard te knowledge of good and evil. For 

the Mu'tazilah and 'Abduh reason is a maj:'b in both 

cases. Al-MJ:turtdt, thus, makes a distinction between 

the cammendability of thanking God for the graces He 

has bestowed upon man, on which the obligation te know 

God is based, and the commendability of doing good and 

avoiding evil. His argument is that God grants favours 

to man; reason says that it is the obligation of man to 

thank the Giver of these favours. ln order to be able 

to thank Him one must know Him, hence the obligation to 

know God. 1b do good and to avoid evil are also 

commendable. But in this case, unlike the former, 

there are no giver and no receiver involved, on whose 

relationship the obligation on the receiver of expressing 

gratitude to the giver is, in fact, based. ln this 

case reason has no effective guide that would enable it 

to de termine the obligation te bring its knowledge of 

good and evil into practice. !bis is possibly the 

reason why in al-Mlturtdt's opinion the commendability 

of the knowledge of good and evil does not lead ta the 

obligation of translating the knowledge into practice, 

but only to comprehension of the divine commands and 

prohibitions. 
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We have said tha t. the Mu" ~zilah and ~Abduh 

agreein considering reason to be a mŒjib in both cases, 

i.e. vith respect to the knowledge of God and the 

knowledge of good and ~vil. ln spite of this agreement, 

howev~r, there seems tobe a difference b.etween. them in 

the understanding of the nature of the. wujQb or 

obligation,which is implied in the terra mŒjib. 

ln bis lI!shiYah ,. Abduh explains: "If the 

Mu ,. tazilah mean by the reward and punishment, tha t en sue 

from belief and disbelief in God before the arrival of 

revelation, the same reward and punishment as decided 

by the Shart'ah, then we do not accept this view, for 

there is no way for reasonto knCi)W them. ,,52 For 'Abduh 

the obligation to know God prior te the arrival of 

revelation is, then, not a wuj~b Shar1.r (obligation by 

divine Law) but a wujQb 'aglr (obligationby the power 

of reason). this conclusion is confirmed by his further 

statement: "If they mean that reason judges that te 

thank God is obliga tory in the sense tba t i t is 

commendable and necessary, and that the believer must 

be praised and the disbeliever must be blamed, then, 

there is no dispute about the opinion that reasOn can 

know them; but the word "obligatory" must be understood 

in this sense.,,53 

'lba t 'Abduh 1 S unders tanding of the obliga tiDn 
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to do good and to avoid evi1 must 81so be interp~eted 

in the same way is c1ear from the fo110wing passage in . 

his Risa1ah a1- 'rawp!!!: "'!he obligation to perform 

actions which are commanded (ma 'mar) or approved (mandiIb) 

or forbidden (ma9~) or disapproved (makriIh) in 

aecordance withthe prescription of the Shart'ah and 

with reward and punishment as decided "by the Shart'ah, 

eannot be known independent1y by reason; the way to 

know itis through the Shart'ah. n54 

With regard to the first case 'Abduh seems 

thus to be in disagreement wi th the :tolu 'tazi1ah, for in 

their view, as stated above, the be1iever will be 

rewarded with an eterna1 abode in Heaven and the dis-

be1iever will be puni shed with an eterna1 stay in He11. 

ln 'Abduh's opinion these rewards and punishments can 

be known on1y through the Shart'ah and not by reason as 

the Hu 'tazi1ah c1aimed. As to the second case there 

seems to be some agreement between his view and that of 

the Mu'tazi1ah for, according to a1-Jubba't at least, 

reason necessitates that God must recompense the 

obedient and punish the disobedient, but the duration 

of the reward and punishment can be known on1y through 

revelation. 55 SUch is a1so the view of 'Abduh; it i8 

reve1a tion which determine8 the na ture of reward and 

punishment. lt i8 unnecessary to emphasize that because 
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of their differentopinion"about the nature of 

obligation prior tothe arriva1 of revelation, the 

Mu'tazi1ah assign ~ore power to reason than does 'Abduh. 

7. Gradation of the~eo1ogica1 Systems. 

In the 1ight of this diacussion and of the 

diagrams as given in Figures 13-16, the classical" 

theological systems can be rated as follows. Ash'arism 

ascribes the least power toreason and the highest 

importance to revelation, for ,in the unders tanding of 

the Ash'artyah, reason can arrive onlyat knowledge of 

God. Next cornes Bukhira Mlturtdism which gives reason 

an addi tional power, tha t of knowing good and en 1. 'lhen 

fol1ows Samarqandt Mlturtdism which assigna still 

another power to reason, namely that of knowing "the 

obligation to know God. Among these four theological 

schools, it is Muftazilism which ascribes the greatest 

power to reason and the least role to revelation. 

8. the Nature of 'Abduh's theological System. 

New that the conceptual systems of the related 

classical theological schools have been established, we 

are in a position to answer the question asked earlier: 

ls 'Abduh's theological system that of Ash'arism, or 

that of Mlturtdism, or that of Mu'tazilism, or is it 
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again an independent system with a nature of its own? 

!he answer, obviously, is tbat his system is by no 

means an independent system in itself. lt closely 

resembles that of Mu'tazi1ism. !his must be so, for, 

as indicated.in Figures 13 and 17, 'Abduh, like the 

Mu'tazilah, ascribes to reason the power of arriving at 

the four basic issues of theological controversy', and 

leaves revelation, aga in llke the Mu'tazilah, without 

Any function with regard to these four controversial 

issues. Ash'arism and Mlturtdism in both its branches 

still assign certain functions to revelation with regard 

to the four issues. l t can further be s ta ted tha t ' Abduh 1 s 

system is closer to that of the samarqandt Mlturtdryah 

than tha t of the Bukhlrl Mlturtdtyah, and tha t i t 

differs greatly fram that of Ash'arism. 

Now, however, another question arises. Since 

'Abduh's theological system closely resembles that of 

the Mu'tazilah, can he be classified as a latter-day 

Nu'tazilah'l '.the answer to this question is not so 

simple as it might at first seem to be. '.the answer 

depends first of all on the understanding of what 

Mu'tazilism is. Secondly it depends on the further 

theological vie~~s of 'Abduh himself. Are they the same 

as those of the Mu'tazilah or not? 'Ihe answer to the 
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question can be,given only after an examination of his 

other theological views, which will be the subject of 

Part 'lWo. 

At this s ~ge we can say only tha t his sys tem 

greatly resembles that of the Hu'tazilah. 
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FOO'l'NOTES - CHAPTER III 

1. Kitlb a1-Mi1a1 va !l-Niba-1 [Henceforth. to 
be referred to as ai ai-MIial1, ad. M. F. Badran (Caire: 
1951), p. 59. .. 

2. Ki tab Nihayah a1-1gdbl ft 'Ilm al-KalKln, 
[Henceforth to be referred to as Nihayah1, ed. Alfred 
Guillaume (London: Oxford University Press, 1934), p. 371. 

3. A1-Mi1a1, op. cit., p. 63. 

4. See for examp1e Ibid., pp. 85 and 104. A 
c1earer indication that a1-~~and al-taqb~ mean 
the obligation ta do good a~to avoid evii, ~ given 
by a1-Bazdawt. See Kitlb U,a1 a1-Dtn, ed. Dr. Hans 
Peter Lins (cairo: 'Isi al-Blb! al-ea1abt wa Shuraklh, 
1963), p. 92. 

5. A1-l-fi1a1, op. cit., p. 59. 

6. ~., p. 63. 

7. ~., p. 74. 

8. ~., p. 85. 

9. ~., p. 120. 

10. Ibid., p. 104. 

11. ~., p. 63. 

12. ~., p. 167. 

13. Ibid. -
14. ~., p. 59. 

15. Kitlb U,Q1-a1-Dtn (COnstantinople: Madrasah 
a1-11Ihtylt, 1928), p.24. 

16. See for example ~., pp. 14, 24 and 202. 

:_17. See for exemple llli.., pp. 26, 203, 211, 
and 262. 

18. A1-Igti,ld ft a1-1'tigid, op. cit., p. 160. 



109 

19. ~., p. 161. 

20. ~., p. 162. 

21. !2!s!.. , p. 163. 

22. ill!!. , p. 165. 

23. ~., p. 24. 

24. !!ll&. , p. 210. 

25. Qe. cit., p. 370. 

26. Ibid., p. 371. -
27. See a1-Shalkh M. 'Abduh, 02· cit., 

pp. 565-6. 

28. ~., pp. 183-197. 
, 

29. llli,. , p. 242. 
, ' 

30. Kitab a1-Luma', ad. Richard J. Mc C8.r thy , 
S.J. (Beyrouth, 1952), ,p. 71. 

31. It shou1d be borne in mind that as yet 
no adequa te s tudy of a1-N~turtdt has been made. His 
ideas as exp1ained,in this work are based on a1-Bazdawt's 
!!fa1 a1-Dtn, a1-BayJ:~t's Ish.rat a1-Maram, and on the 
two works ascribed.to a1-Mlturld~ himself, Ris~lah ft a1-
'Ag,l'id and Srrb a1-F:.gh al-Akbar. His Kla6 al-Tâw@d 
is aiso consu ted. ' , ' 

32. Op. ci t., p. 207. 

33. A1-Rawdah a1-Bahtyah fDml ba~ a1-
Ashl'irah wa a1-MKturrdtlah (Haydarabad: l~ AH), p. 37. 

34. l!fG1 a1-Dtn, °e· cit., p. 92. 

35. A1-Sha;Xkh M. 'Abduh, oe· cit. , p. 565. 

36. Ibid., p. 568. 

37. Ibid. -
38. !lli. , p. 570. 



110 

39. Kitab a1"!"'Xawptd, T. Izutsu's photocopy, 
Cambridge, University Library-; MS add. 3651, fol. 48r • 

40. 

41. 

. , 'r-v 
Ibid., fol. 91 • -
y,n1 a1-Dtn, op. cit., p. 207. 

_ •• w • 

42. I8h1rit al-MarKIn min 'Iblrlt al-1mb, ed. 
Yusuf 'Abd al-Razzlq ,(cairo: Mu'J:àfi al-BibI al-llalabt 
wa Awllduh, 1949), p. 75 • 

. 
43. Al-Rawpah a1-Bahtlah, op. cit. , p • 36. 

. . 
44. Ishirit a1-Marlm, op. cit., p. 75. 

45. Al~B!wgah al-Baht~ah, op. cit. , p. 38. 
, 

. 46. y,al al-Dtn, op. cit., p. 209 • 

47. Ishlrit al-MArmm, op. ci t., p. 78. 

48. ~., p. 76 •. Al-Bayi9t is here discussing 
the problem of good and evil on which "many of our lldms 
are in disagreement wi th the majori ty of 'the. Ash' artyah. 1I 

lhat he is here referring to the Mlturtdt-~anaft tma.s 
is clear from the fact the t the problem of good and 
evil is one of the fifty questions he mentions, on 
which "the majori ty of the Miturtdt-~anafts disagree 
wi th the majori ty of the Ash' artyah. Il See Ibid., 
pp. 54 and 56. ----

49. K,C. 
O.K.G. 
K.G. E. 
O.G.E. 

- knowledge of God. 
- obligation to know God. 
- knowledge of good and evil. 
- obligation to do good and 

avoiel evil. 

50. Ylal al-Dtn, op. cit., pp. 207-8. 

51. Ibid., p. 106. 

52. Al-Shaxkh M. 'Abduh, op. cit., pp. 201-2. 

53. ~., p. 202. 

54. Op. cit., p. 82. ln citing this passage 
as proof, Kerr concludes that 'Abduh's position with 
regard to the problem of good and evil is the sarne as 
that of the Miturtdt school, that ls to say good and evil 



111 

could be known by reason,. but tba t the c:bliga tion te do 
the former and to avoid the la tter could be known only 
from revelation. See lslamic Reform, 0ï. cit., pp. 126-
7. As has been.shown, however, reason n 'Abduh's 
understanding can arrive at the obligati2n of doing 
good and avoiding evil (see supra pp. 70/72),. though the 
obligationthere has merely the sense of wujGb 'aglr. 
What 'Abduh wants to emphasize in this passage ia the 
wujGb shari 'r, as known thrGugh. revelation, which would 
then confirm and complete the knowledge of reason 
about the obligatory nature of doing good and avoiding 
evil. 

55. Al-Milal, op. cit., p. 120. 



CHAPTER IV 

'!HE FONCTION OF REVELATION AND PROPHECY 

1. 'lhe Mu'tazilt View. 

Sinee it vas the Mu'tazilah who first raised 

the question of reason and revelation and at the sarne 

time aseribed no function to revelation with regard to 

the four basic issues of eontroversy in their 

theologieal system, it is relevant to examine their 

views on this ma tter firs t before proeeeding to the 

s tudy of 'Abduh' l3 ideas on this problem. 

'Abduh, as well as· the other authors we shall 

diseuss, talks more of prophecy than of revelation; but 

sinee propheey entails the sending down of revelation 

by God to the enuneiator of prophecy, propheey and 

revelation are ultimately one and the sarne thing. '!he 

present Chapter is mainly concerned with revelation as 

a means alongside reason to obtain knowledge of the 

intelligible world. We, therefore, prefer the term 

"revelation l1 for present purposes. 

With regard to the Hu'tazilah, it must be 

pointed out that the existing elassical literaturel 

does not embraee an extensive exposition of their views 

on the function of revelation. 'lhere remains a question 
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to be answered why a1-Ash'art in his Magl11t a1-

Isllmtytn chose to ignore the divergent views of the 

different schoo1s, and in particu1ar those of the 

Mu'tazi1ah, with regard to the power of reason and the 

re1ated funetion of revelation. the mystery is the 

greater sinee the prob1em must have been fami1iar to 

him. A1-Sharas tint, in spi te of the fact tha t he has 

ana1yzed the theo1ogical controversies pertaining to 

the power of reason in his a1-Mi1a1 wa al-Nipa-!, fai1s 

to give an e1aborate exposition of the function of 

reve1ation. Such is again the case with al-Qlpt 'Abd 

a1-Jabbar in his al-Majma' ft a1-Mqb!; bi-a1-~k1tf. 

As to a1-Khayya~, he rarely touches the whole question 

of reason and revelation in his a1-Inti~ar. It is in 

'Abd al-Jabbar's Sharb al-UVal al-Khamsah that one 

finds rather systematic and somewhat detailed 

information about the function of prophecy, but the 

words are those of the commentator Ibn Abt Hlshim and 

not of 'Abd al-Jabbar himself. 2 

It shou1d be recal1ed that the Mu'tazi1ah, 

like 'Abduh, ascribe to reaSOi1. t..Ïle power of arriving 

at the two basic religious duties of man, the 

obligation ta know God and the obligation to do good 

and to avoid evil. Let us now investigate what the 

function of revelation i6 with respect ta these two 
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basic duties. 

\-11 th regard to the obliga tion to know GOd, i t 

is true that the MU'tazilah negate God's attribute •. 

Nonetheless, they still ascribe to Him some qua li ties 

which are for them, to borrow Nader's words, purely 

rational considerations. 3 !bey understand the 

a ttributes to be ei ther none other than the essence of 

God, as'held by Abil al-Hudhay14 for example, or none 
. 5 other than states, as held by Abil Hishim •.. 

ln the understanding of the MU'tazilah reason 

can arrive at all the qualities of GOd,6 even at those 

of hearing and sight, which in the eyes of 'Abduh ca1'l 

be known'only by, revelation. !he argument, as given by 

'Abd al-Jabblr, is that since God is living- and is free 

from any defect, He mu.s t be qualif1ed wi th hearing and 

sight. 7 Al-Jubbl'r produces the sarne argument. S Speech 

in the view of the Mu'tazilah, as 1s well-known, does 

not belong among the qualities of God, but among His 

acts. 

Unlike 'Abduh who believes revelation to 

have something ta say about the attributes of Go<1, t.l-t.e 

Mu'tazilah consider revelation to have no role in 

knowledge of the qualities of God except that of 

confirming what reason has already discovered. Reas on 

alone is capable of knowing all the attributes. 
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'Abduh's probable argument for the possibili~ 

of ascribing physica1 attributes to God has been stated 

in Chapter. '!Wo. As· to that of 'Abd al-Jabblr, he 

asserts that the sight and hearing of GOd, unlike those 

of men,· are not in need of physical instruments. Man, 

he says, is in need of physical eyes to see and of 

physical ears to hear, because man lives through a soul 

<ttayih), and the sou1 cannot perceive but with the help 

of itssubstratum, i.e. the ·physical body. GOd, on the 

other hand, lives by His essence, and as such is not in 

need of physical instruments to see and hear. 9 A1-

Khayya~ and al-Kafbt give another interpretation. 'lhey 

identify God's hearing with'His knowing ~e aUdibles, 

and God's seeing with His knowing the visibles. 10 

ln supplying know1edge of ri tua 1 'Jorship 

revelation for the Mu'tazilah has some function with 

regard to the first basic duty of man. Reason knows 

the obligation to thank and worship GOd, butit is 

reve1ation that teaches man the proper way of worshipping 

Him. '!bis maybe understood from Ibn Ab! Hlshim's 

discussion of the meaning of prophecy, where he refutes 

the Brahman rejection of prophecy, ridicule of 

prostration in prayer, scoff at circumbulation of the 

Ka'bah and disregard for other rituals that have been 

taught by the prophets. According to the Brahmans 
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reason finds th.se actions ridiculous, and 'Chey, henca, 

must be rejected. ll Ibn Abt Hlshtm, however, argues 

that there must be something berieficial in them, for 

they are commanded by prophets who teach nothing but 

truths. 12 . It is clear from this polemic that in Ibn 

Abt Hashim's view it is prophecy or revelation that 

teaches man the appropria te ri tua 1 worship, otherwise 

he would have agreed with the Brahman argument. 

With respe~t.to the second basiq religious 

du~ of man, al-SharastlnJ's phrases in his al_Milal
13 

imply that the MU'tazilah believe the reason.ta know 

all go~d and al1 evil. '!his description of the Mu' tazilah 

seems not ta -be accurate. Al-~llt explains that 

according ta the I.tdmtyah and Mu'tazilah reason can 

know sorne of the good and sorne of the bad. As an 

example of the bad that can be known by reason, his 

Shaykh AbiI Is~q, on whose work he is .commentins, 

mentions injustice, and among the bad that cannot be 

known by reason is adultery. "If we do not believe in 

the 'prophecy 0 f Mutlammad", the la tter wri tes, "the evi 1 

that is involved in adultery ceases to exist by itself. 1I14 

'lhat reason cannot know all the good is also 

to he unders taod from AbO Hishim' s s ta temen t, tha t were 

it not for the Shart'ah, reason would not know that 

the slaughter of animais for certain goals is beneficial. 15 
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'Ibis understanding is· confirmed by 'Abd al-J'abbtr, when 

he saya that not· all beneficial things are known ta 

human reason. 16 Human reason, in his opinion, can know 

what is obligatory for man ta do and ta avoid in their 

main lines , but i t lacksthe power to know their 

details, both wi th regard to ma tters concerning man' s 

religious life and vith regard to matters pertaining to 

his worldly life. 17 

A similar idea'isexpressed by Ibn Abt Hl'shim, 

for according to him, the prophets bring only the 

details of what reason has already known in its main 

lines. 1B Reason, he says in another place, has the 

power ta know man's obligation to avoid harmful actions, 

but there are cases in which reason cannot make the 

distinction between the beneficial and the harmful. ln 

these cases r:God must tell us tb.a natU:l:'e of these 

actions. u19 Moreover, the same action may be good 

under certain cir~~stances and May become bad under 

other circumstances. 20 

'!hus in ·the MU' tazilt sys tem, as in tha t of 

'Abduh, reason cannot perceive all the good and all the 

bad. lb l~ow a certain part of good and evil reason 

must have the help of revelation. Revelation completes 

man's knowledge of good and evil. '!his explains why 

'Abd al-Jabblr speaks of manaktr 'aqltyah, actions 
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disapproved by reason, such as injustice and untruth­

fulness, and manmttr shar'tyah, actions disapproved by 

revelation, 8uch ~s theft,21 adultery and drinking 

wine. 22 In the same way he divides man's obligation 

into al-w&jiblt al-'agltyah, obligations known by 

reason, like gratitude for the grace of God and repay­

ment of debts,23 and al-w&jibit al-shar'tyah, obligations 

~nown by revelat1on, such as the affi~ation of the 

belief in God and in ritual worship.24 'nle terms he 

uses in hisal-MajmQ' ta describe the same ideas are 

al:sabl',ib. al-' agltyah and al-gabl'ibal-shar'tyah25 

and takltf'aglt and takltf sam't. 26 

In this connection i t is worthwhile to note 

that 'Abduh and both al-Jubbl'r and AbiI Hishim should 

have the same distinction in mind when the fo~er speaks 

of the Shart'ah a1-'a9127 and the latter use the ter.m 

Shart'ah 'agltyah. 28 

In addition to completing man's knowledge of 

good and evil and demonstrating the proper way to thank 

and worship GOd, for the Mu'tazilah revelationhas the 

function of· informing man of the details of the rewards 

and,punishments that await him in the hereafter. ln 

the Mu'tazilt view reason can know that there will be 

reward and punishment in the second life, but according 

to 'Abd al-Jabhar reason cannot know that the reward for 
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certain good acts is greater than that for certain other 

good acts nor .that the punishment for certain evil acts 

is greater thaft that for certain other bad acts. All 

this can be known only through the Shart'ah. 29 the 

same view is expressed by al-Jubbl'r when he says that 

the Shart'ah gives information about the details of the 

judgement and the assessment of punishment and reward in 

the hereafter.
30 

ln the light of this discussion it can be 

stated that revelation for the Mu'tazilah has, as for 

'Abduh, the function of confirmation and information; to 

confirm what reason knows' already and to inform man of 

that which his reason cannot know and thus completing 

his knowledge. lbe confir.mative function of revelation 

can be concluded from al-Shahrastlnr's following 

statement: ". • • and if the Shart'ah brings Ilaws about 

them (good and evil) it gives information about them, 

but i t doas not establish them as such (klna mukhbiran 

'anhl la muthbitan lahl). ,,31 '!he last phrase is 

significant. the Shart'ah does not establish good and 

eVil, as i. the case with the Ash'art view, for, as 

al-Sharastant states further, reason for the Mu'tazi1ah, 

can know good and evil either ~ediate1y or by 

discursive reasoning.32 It is thus not the Shart'ah 

whichestablishes" some of the good and the bad, but it 
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is reason which establishes them. Oonsequently the 

term mukhbiran 'anhK, giving information about them, 

mus t be unders tood in the SeDse of confirming wha t 

reason has already knOWD to be good and bad. '!his 

conclusion is supported by Ibn Abt HKshimls statement: 

Il ••• they (the prophets) come thus to give us certainty 

and assaranca (tagrtr) of what God has placed in our 

minds ('ugiilina) and to tell us the details of what. has 

been astablishec! in them. :,33 

Another function of revelation is indicated by 

al-Khayya~. ln his opinion the sending of messengers 

has the purp~se of trying and testing man, that is ta 

say of distinguishing those who submit themselves to 

the will of Qod from tbose who disobey Him. God has 

shown them the way to HeaveD and the way to Hell, he 

says, and it is upon them to decide which way to 

follow. 34 Al-Shahrast8ni éi.&crlbes the same idea to 

the Mu'tazilah in his al-Milal. 35 

ln this connection i t is argued tha t since the 

purpose of sending messengers is ta sunnnon man to obey 

GOd, and since this call can be effected without the 

intermediary of a messenger, there i8 thus no need for 

prophets. '!he answer given by al-~illt ls that in such 

a case the call would be created in each individual 

man; and if this were so, man would have no freedloice, 
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for he would be forced ta obey. 3~ 'lhere is thus ·still 

a need for prophets. 

1he Mu·'tazilah consider· the mission of prophets 

ta have further the function of reminding mén (!!::. 

'ugali') of their neglectfulness and of cutting short 

the ·way to knowledge of God. 37 'lbis statement implies 

too that man, by his reason, bas already become aware 

of his du ties and his -3t)d and tha t revela tion comes to 

remind him of those duties. 

'lhe wri tings of ' Abduh in his Risalah give 

one the impression that revelation in his understanding 

has more the function of confirmation than that of 

information, and the eXposition of Mu'tazilI idess as 

given by the different authors quoted in this 

discussion produces the same impression. 'lhis judgment 

is supported by Nader's own finding that the al-Shart'ah 

al-'Agltyah does not differ in essence from the 

al~Shart'ah al-Nabawtyah,38 and that the latter confirms 

and completes the fo~er.39 Hence, it is understandable 

why al-Baghdad!: asserts that the Mu'tazilah secretly 

believe in the uselessness of the mission of· prophets 

though they do not profess the view openly for fear of 

being opposed by other Muslims. 40 

Before concluding this examination of the 

views of the Mu'tazilah with regard to the functions of 
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revelation and prophecy, it is pertinent to see what 

they meant by saying that the mission of prophets is a 

lul=! (grace) of God to man •. 

Lul=! seems to have had two meanings for the 

Mu 'tazilah. ln one sense i t is God' s guidance by which 

He opens the heart of the disbeliever and causes the 

latter to believe in Him. 41 ln agreement vith their 

idea of man's free will and free act, lu~! in this 

sense is rejected by the ~'tazilah. According ta al­

Khayyll=, Bishr adopted this view, but later after the 

other MU'tazilt leaders disputed with him he abandoned 

it. 42 Lul=! in the other sense, as explained in the 

Sh.rD al-U,Ol al-Khamash, is knowledge of the conditions 

by which one deserves rewards and punishments in the 

hereafter. ~l=! brings one close to doing the good and 

avoiding the bad. 43 ln this conception man is still 

free and still has the choice either ta do the good or 

ta do the bad. God' s grace in sending prophets ta man 

consists thus in showing, him the rewards and punishments 

that5lait him in the hereafter, and it is up to man 

after knowing of them to choose between doing the good 

and doing the evil. 

2. 'Abduh's View. 

'l\1rning now to 'Abdtih' s view, we mus t point 

out that despite the lengthy talk in his Risllah about 
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prophecy and revelation, little attention is given to 

therunction of revelation. '!he bulk of the material 

de~ls with the definition and the possibili~ of 

revelation, the message of the Prophet Muttammad, and 

the Qur'in. 

ln his opinion revelation has ~~O main 

functions. the first function arises from the belief 

that the human soul will subsist after t:l:le death of the 

human bOdy.44 the belief in the second life according 

to him cannot be a mental fallacy or an illusion of the 

imagination,45 for all humani~, save a few whose view 

has no we~ght, agree that the human soul will subsist46 

in the invisible world. the invisible world, though 

reason has the power to know certain aspects of man's 

life in it, is the most obscure field for reason to 

explore. if·7 So mysterious is the invisible world in 

hisview that it was above all for the clarificatio~ 

of conditions ,therein, that messengers were sent down by 

God to man. 48 

'lbe second function originates in man'F 

nature as a social being. Men, he says, must live in 

groups; and in order to have a harmonious social life, 

they must adopt mu tua l love as the principle prevailing 

in human socie~. He finds, however, that human needs 

are practically limitless and that men are generally in 
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mu tua 1 conf1ict. As a resu1t discord instead of unity 

predomina tes in human society. Man, he a~gues further, 

has tried to supersede the principle of love by the 

princip le of justice, but human reason, being 

obstruct~d ~y cama1 desires, 1acks the capacity to 1ay 

down appropria te princip les of justice. Moreover, man, 

un1ike some species of the an~a1 wor1d, is not endowed 

wi th the neces sary in tui tion to guide him in the 

organization of his collective life. 49 l t is, there-

fore, for the good organization of human society that 

prophets are sent down to man. 

Man, in 'Abduh's opinion, needs the help of 

prophets to organize his life in this terrestia1 wor1d 

and to know the conditions of his future life in the 

hereafter. ln fact he uses the term "he1per" to 

describe the genera1 function of prophets. As he says: 

". • • and the helper is the prophet (wa dhalika al­

mu'tn huw a1-nabt).,,50 

Revelation then assists reason to know the 

invisible wor1d fully, to know the conditions of man's 

future exist~nce there,5l to know the nature of the 

p1easures and pains as we1l as the method of reckoning 

that awaits man in the hereafter,52 to know that there 

are ange1s there; 53 and the 1ike. Al though i t is 

difficu1t for reason to comprehend a11 these matters, 
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it is not diffiçu1t for it to accept their existence. 54 

Revelation, furtbermore, he1ps reason to 

organize human socie~ by estab1ishing princip les to 

which a11 human acts can be referred,55 by teacbing man 

to live in concord and revea1ing to him the secret of 

love as the princip le of harmony in human society,56 and 

by prescribing the exercise of virtues, such as truth­

fu1ness, fide1ity and the 1ike. 57 

these are the two main functions of 

reve1a tion , as 'Abduh exp1icit1y exp1ains them, hilt 

there are othe:.: functions which can be understood from 

the limitations he ascribes to reason. 

For one thing reve1ation he1ps reason to 

complete and perfect the 1atter's know1edge of GOd, of 

His attributes, of man's duties towards GOd, and of 

good and evi1. As has been shown, he thinks, un1ike the 

Mu'tazi1ah, that reason cannot know a11 the attributes 

of God. stmi1ar1y, though reason, after arriving at 

the know1edge of Gad, knows that it is the obligation 

of man to worship and thank. Him, i t has not the power 

ta prescribe the appropria te method and manner of 

worship. It is reve1ation that tells man how to 

worship and thank. his Creator and Benefactor. 58 Reason 

a1so cannot know a11 the detai1s of good and evi1. 

!bere are certain human aets, the good or bad qua1ity 
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of which cannot be comprehended by reason.· Inthes& 

cases their quality of being good consists only in the 

fact that they are commanded by Gad, while their quality 

of being bad lies in the fact that they are prohibited 

by Him. Only Gad knows, 'Abduh asserts, why they are 

qualified a. good or bad. 59 

AnoJlrher function of revelation for 'Abduh is 

the support which its divine authority gives ta reason; 

i t is this authori ty alone ta which men are willing to 

submit. He finds that although the reason of the elect 

can arrive at the obligations to know GOd, ta do good 

and avoid evil and although it can lay down laws with 

regard ta these obligations and then call upon man to 

follow the laws, it cannot force the human race to 

submit themselves ta these man-made laws. '!he elect 

themselves, whose powerful reason can achieve these 

different details of knowledge, seem, in 'Abduh's view, 

not to be convinced of the truthfulness of their 

knowledge. It is, he says, not of the type of knowledge 

that gives conviction and certitude. 60 Consequently, 

they themselves are in need of a confirmation from a 

higher au thori ty. '!he confirmation comes in the form 

of revelation, which "provides the soul with a type of 

knowledge that inspires conviction.,,6l 

If such is the case with the elect themselves, 
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how can they then . impose their rational knowledge upon 

the rest of humanity1 'Abduh thinks, therefore, that 

it has. never happened in the history of man that all 

of humani ty or even the majori ty has submi tted i tself 

to the·opinion of the wise man (al-'19il) for the simple 

reason that his opinion is sound. 62 Revelation is 

needed to confirm the knowledge of the elect and ta 

give authority to the laws they prescribe as well as to 

force man to confor.m themselves to the prescription of 

the laws. 

A comparison between the ~zilr views and 

those of ' Abduh pertaining to the function of revelation 

shows tha t in the eyes of the la tter revela tion has 

more functioœ thall i t has for the former. For' Abduh 

revelation hascertain functions with regard to the 

attributes of GOd, while for the MU'tazilah, since they 

think reason tobe capable of knowing all His attributes, 

i t has no such function. For' Abduh revela tion has the 

~unction of organizing human society, while the 

Mu'tazilah keep silent on this question. For them 

reason appears to be sufficiently powerful and not to 

be in need of the help of revelation ta organize human 

collective life. For the Mu'tazilah on the other hand 

revelation has the function of reminding man of his 

duties towards God. 'Abduh, though he speaks of a 
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remingiDg function, does not relate it te man's duties, 

but to the grea tness of God. ln his view the prescription 

. of the ri tUals by prophets serves to remind man of God' s 

10ftiness. 63 IR this connection, it should be remembered 

that man's duty to thank GOd, which he knows by the power 

of reason, is in the Mu. tazi'U:view a wujiIb shar't, and, 

hence, the reminding function of revelation; while for 

'Abduh the duty has only the sense of wujiIb 'aglt. 

the fact that 'Abduh gives more functions to 

revelation thando the Mu'tazilah confi~s the 

conclusion made in the previous Chapter that reason for 

the latter has more power than it has for the former. 

lndeed, the more powerful the reason is, the fewer 

functions are left for revelation. 

3. 'lhe Ash' art View. 

ln contrast to the Mu'tazilah and 'Abduh, the 

Ash'artyah confer upon revelation a more definite and 

more important function. As we know from their 

theological system, reason iD their understanding bas 

only one power, i.e. to know God. All obligations of 

man towards God as well as his obligation ta do good 

and avoid evil are known through revelation. Even the 

knowledge of good and evil can be obtained only through 

revelation. COnsequently, if there were no revelation, 
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man would have not known his duties·towards God. ln 

the words of al-Ghazllt, if~ere were no Shart'ah, it 

would not be obligatory on man to know God norto thank 

Him for tJ;l.e grace He hasbes towed. 64 ln the same way if 

there were no revelation, man wou1d have not been able 

to discriminate between good and evil nor wou1d he have 

known his ob1iga tion wi th regard to them. ln the 

Ash'art opinion, indeed, the obligation to do or ~ 

avoid an act consists in the command of God to do or ta 

avoid that act. A command given by other than God does 

not for.m an obligation or a prohibition. Man has to do 

what the prophets have commanded and bas ta avoid·wh~t 

they have prohibited, only because God has commanded him 

to do 80. 65 A1-Baghdidt, in a more categorical way, 

says: "A1l the ob1igatory actions and a1l forbidden 
66 

deeds are known only through the Shart'ahll , and "if 

there were no revelation, nothing would be obligatory 

and nothing would be forbidden on man to do.,,67 

these statements, and in particular those of 

al-Baghdldt, demonstrate the great importance of 

reve1ation for the Ash'artyah. lt is revelation that 

decides everything; reason has no role in the knowledge 

of man's duties nor in the knowledge of good and evil. 

If there were no revelation, man would be free to do 

whatever h~ likes, and, as a consequence there would be 
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no order in human socie~. ln fact, one of the,functions 

of prophecy for the Ash'arr:yah is to guide man to 

organize his life in this terrestial world. 68 

ln the light of this argument the mission of 

prophets for the Ash'artyah should be samething essential 

and necessary, and not merely something incidental and 
69 

possible (jl'iz),as stated by al-Ghazllt and al-

Shahrastlnt70 for example. For, if there were no 

revelation, man would lead a disorganized life. 

Strangely, however, it is the Mu'tazilah, who, in spite 

of the fact tha t they ascribe such grea t power to 

reason, hold to the obligatory nature of the mission 

of prophets. Why this is so will be discussed in 

Chap ter Eigh t. 

4. 'lhe M«turtdr: View. 

For the Maturtdtyah, tha t is to say the 

Bukhlrl school, revelation has two basic functions only, 

i.e. to tell man his obligation towards God and to 

reveal to him his obligations with regard ta good and 

evil. they consider that man's reason has the cap.city 

to obtain cognition only, to know God and to know good 

and evi 1, but i t lacks the power to arrive a t man 1 s 

obligations with regard ta these matters. lt is 

revelation which teaches man all his duties, bis duty 
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to worship and thank God 1Ilom his reason has already 

known, and his duties. to do good and to avoid evi1, 

which his reason again has a lready known. . ln the words 

of al-Bazdawt, nothing is ob1igatory on man but by the 

reve1ation of God. 71 

For a1-Mlturtdt and his Samarqandt fo11owers 

revelation bas merely one basic function, to know man's 

oblilations with regard to good and evil. ln their view 

reason bas not only the capa ci ty to obtain the two basic 

objects of know1edge, the colDition of God and the 

cognition of good and evil, but a1so has the capacity 
-

to know one of the basic duties of man, to worship and 

thank God. 

5. Comparison Between the Schools. 

'lb recapitulate, revelation is evaluated moet 

highly in the Ash'art system, where it bas three basic 

functions, ta reveal to man the obligation to worship 

and thank GOd, to give knowledge of good and eVil, and 

ta make known the obligation ta act in terme of the 

knowledge of good and evil. 'lhe second in i ts ranking 

of revela tion is the B~ra Mlturtdt sys tern. Rere, as 

we have just stated, it has two basic functions. For 

the Samarqandt MAturtdtyah, on the other band, revelation 

has only one basic function. the lowest raDking acc:orded 
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to revelation is in the systems of 'Abduh' and the 

Mu'tazilah, who ascribe ta revelation none of the three 

basic functions recognized by the ASh'artyah. ln their 

opinion unaided reason hasthe power ta perform these 

three basic functions. Hence, revelation in their 

systems has merely the'function of confirming and 

completing' the knowledge that man has already obtained 

by the power of his reason. 

lt should be clear that the more functions 

assigned in a system to revelation the less powerful 

will be reason in that systE'll\, and thefewer functions 

assigned ta revelation the more power reason will have. 

!his must, be so, since revelation and reason are the 

two means for man to have knowledge of the intelligible 

world. this generalization holds true not only of 

'Abduh's system, but also of the systems of the other 

theological schools. 

Reason, in its endeavour to know the 

intelligible world, does so independently by its own 

power. lt tmplies man's independence. Revelation, on 

the other hand, is a grace. of Gad and comes down to sive 

man knowledge of the intelligible world. lt suggests 

man's inability to arrive at that world on his own; but 

Gad, having compassion on the weakness, sends revelation 

through His prophets ta help man. If reason tmplies 
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means man's dependence on God· and man's weakness. 

It follows logically that the more .. power 
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assigned ta reason in any system, the more independent 

and powerful is man ip tha t sys tem. Converse ly , the 

less power assigned to reason the less independent and 

powerful is man in tha t ']TB tem. ln the same way, the 

more the functions given by a system ta revelation, the 

more dependent and weak is man in that system; and the 

fewer the functions given to revelation, the less 

dependen t and weak is man in tha t sys tem. 

ln the evaluation of the different theological 

schools it has been established tbat Ash'arism gives 

the least power to reason and the greatest number of 

functions ta revelation. It is in this theological 

system also that man i8 the most dependentupon Gad and 

a t the same time th~ weakes t. From among all the 

theological systems under study in this work, it is 

Ash'arism, indeed, which is the most faithful to the 

Qur'inic idea of the relation between.God and man. 

lt has been stated earlier72 that according 

to the Qur'in man's reason can arrive only at the 

understanding of God's revelation. ln the Qur'inic 

view man is very weak and greatly dependent upon God. 

His communication with God does not take the form of 
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reason trying to arrive at the knowledge of God and the 

intelligible world, but it takes rather the form' of 

prayer (du'i') and ritual worships ('ibldlt)., Reason 

(Figure 18) merely tries to understand God's 

revelation. 73 this ~e of communication with Gad is 

tha t whieh ' Abduh believes conunon people to have~ 7.4 

Figure 18 

Ash'arism goes only a step further than this 

Qur"lnic view. tA..an' s connnunica tion vi th God according 

to the Ash'art school takes place not only in the form 

of prayer and ritual worsbip but also in the form of 

rational knowledge of God. lt must be re-emphasizeè 

that in the opinion of this school man' s reason can 

arrive only a t this object of knowledge. Other 

religious matters (Figure 19) reason can know only 

through revelation; expressed otherwise, so far as 
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these matters are concerned reasonls task is mere1y te 

understand reve1ation. 

Figure 19 

'lbe Ash' arr concept of man thus c10sely 

resemb1es that of the Qur'ln, making man weak and 

dependent on God. His relation with God is rather a 

slave-Lord re1ationship,75 in which the slave has only 

to obey the order of the Lord. 

lt is in the theologicaI systems of 'Abduh 

and the Mu 'tazilah that man, by virtue of their 

ascribing great power to reason and re1atively little 

importance to reve1ation, is greatly independent and 

powerful. lt will be reca1led that both 'Abduh and the 

Mu'tazilah are of the opinion tbat reason can arrive st 
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knowledge of the intelligible world and tha t revela tion 

has the function to confirm and complete tha t knowledge. 

Mlturtdism in botn its Samarqandt and Bukhlrl 

branches takes a position between these two divergent 

views of man. Since tne samarqandt branch ascribes 

more power ta reason and fewer functions ta revelation 

than does the Bukhiri' branch, in the understanding of 

the for,mer man is more independent and powerful than in 

tne concept of the la tter. '!he Samarqandt Mlturtdtyah 

in these matters are c10ser ta 'Abduh and the Mu'tazi1ah, 

whi1e the Bukhiri Miturtdtyah are c10ser ta the 

Ash'artyah. 

6. Reason and Revelation Inf1uencing lheo1ogica1 Views. 

It has been suggested in the Introduction 

that 'Abduh's tneological views, be1iefs and doctrines 

have been mu ch influenced by the power he ascribes to 

reason. the same is true a1so of the Mu'tazilah. If 

one be1ieves in the power of reason and in the 

independence of man, one is apt to interpret the universe 

irt terms of human rational thinking and to be1ieve that 

the sovereignty of God has no longer an absolute 

character. the idea of man's independence and power 

imp1ies that God cedes some of His powers to man, and, 

hence, that His sovereign~9 i8 no longer abso1ute. On 
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the other hand, if one does not believe in the power of 

reason but puts onels reliance entirely on revelation, 

and does not believe, therefore, in man's :lndependence 

and power, one would believe in the absolute sovereignty 

of God. One-wouldalso not have the tendency to 

interpret the universe in terms of human rational 

thinking but rather in terms -of theabsolute sovereignty 

of God. 

Now it is this belief of #Abduh and the 

Mu'tazilah in the great power of reason together with 

the related ideas of manls independence and of the non­

absolute character of the sovereignty of GOd, as well as 

the tendency to interpret the universe in human terms, 

that are responsible for the emergence of their 

particular theological views, beliefs and doctrines. 

Similarly it is the Ash'art belief in the great 

importance of revelation and the related ideas of manls 

dependence on God and of the absolute character of Godls 

sovereignty as well as the tendency to interpret the 

universe in terms of absolute sovereignty that generate 

for them theological views different from those held by 

the Mu'tazilah and 'Abduh. Maturtdism, in line with 

the position it adopts between the divergent views of 

the power of reason and the function of revelation with 

their respective related ideas and tendencies, holds 
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theological views that in certain cases are close to 

Mu'tazilism and 'Abduhism - if one may coin the term -

and in other certain cases close to Ash'arism. 

As to how these different theological positions 

furth.er affect the theological views, beliefs and 

doctrines of 'Abduh and the theological schools within 

each of their particular theological sys tems will be 

explained in the course of the discussion of the 

theological views themselves in the next six Chapters. 
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PART Il 

'lHEOLOGlCAL VlEWS 



CHAPTER V 

PREE WILL AND PREDESTINATION 

1. 'Abduh's Position. 

'l\1rning now to the examina tion of ' Abduh' s 

theological beliefs, it is pertinent to deal first with 

the question of free will and predestination as the 

subject most closely related to the idea of man's 

independence and power. Since 'Abduh holds the idea of 

man's independence, he must be an advocate of free will 

and an opponent of predestination. Since he accords 

great powers to reason, man must in his view have a 

great degree of independence and power, and, hence, must 

also have a great degree of free will and free action. 

Such is, indeed, 'Abduh's understanding. 

ln his discussion of the acts of man in 

Risilah al-Tawb~ 'Abduh argues that just as man knows 

his existence by himself and without need of any proof, 

in the same way he knows the existence of his optional 

acts (a'malahu al-ikhtiyirtyah).l As will be shown 

later,2 'Abduh is a staunch believer in the theory that 

the universe is governed by fixed and unchangeable laws 

decreed by God; he calls these sunan Alllh. 1he un­

changeable sunnah Alllh, in his view, also affects 

creation. Everything in the world is created in 
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agreement with its own specific nature, and from this 

universal rule man is not exempted. Man is created 

according to his own specific characteristics, and two 

of them, he explains,' are the capaci ty to think and the 

capacity to ehoose his acts in agreement with his 

thinking. 3 

Here is a statement of man' s free will which, 

in his understanding, is one of the basic natural 

charaeteristics of man-and of whiCh man cannot be 

deprived. For, were he deprived of any of his basic 

characteristics, man, 'Abduh asserts, would no longer 

be man but would become an angel or an animal of another 

kind. 4 Man by nature, thus, mustbe invested with free 

will. Man then IIweighs the consequences of his aets in 

his mind, measures them by his will and then performs 
5 the acts by a power existing in himself." 

'!his. las t s ta tement speaks not only of man' s 

free will but also of manls free action. It means, 

indeed, that man does not perfoon his actions until 

after he has thought about their consequences, on the 

result of which his decision to do or not ta do the 

acts depends. If he decides by his own will ta do 

them, then he proceeds to perrona the aets and realize 

them by his own power. '!hus in line wi th the idea tha t 

man by nature has free will, man also by J1ature has 
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power to bring his natural free will into reality. 

'Abduh,in fact, finds it self-evident that man, in 

performing his free acts, whether they are mental or 

physical, is availing himself of powers and faculties 
6 that are created in him. Consequently man's act in 

his view'comes into existence by his own will and own 

power. ln the words of Ri~i, man is created possessed 

vith knowledge, wish, will and power, and, hence, does 

by his own power and will that which his knowledge and 

feeling tell him to be good for him. 7 

aince man is'endowed by nature with free will 

and wi th power to perform tha t wi 11, the idea tha t man 

is compe11ed by a divine force to do hïs act will not 

fit into 'Abduh's system. 1ndeed, 'Abduh thinks that 

inasmuch as man is man, only because he has been created 

with the basiccharacteristics of thought and choice, 

"the giving of existence to him does not include any 

compu1soriness in his acts."S 

1 t shou1d thus be clear tha t man in t Abduh' s 

eyes is invested wi th free ,~ill and free act. 'lhere 

still remains a question, however, of the extent of 

man's freedom. ln his understanding man has no 

absolute freedom. He accuses those who think that man 

has a complete power over al1 his acts and an abso1ute 

independence of his own, of being deluded. 9 As he 
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explains in the ~fstr al-~nlr, man, though he does 

his aets by his intention and ehoice, is not perfect in 

his power, will and knowledge. 10 'lhere are certain 

limitations to man's freedom and independence. 

What are the limitations? A man for example, 

may want to please a friend but instead annoys him, or 

aay want to arrive a t a certain goal but fail to a ttain 

it, or again may want to save himself fram a danger but 

instead fall into destruction. ll '!he causes for all 

these failures, according to 'Abduh~ lie in man himself. 

nln such cases man is to be blamed if he does not 

12 
evaluate properly his acts." Here man's free will 

and free Act are thus limited by his own miscalculation 

or, as 'Abduh says, by his own shortcomings (~~).13 

If the causes of failure do not originate in 

man's own miscalculations, there is, he explains 

further, another kind of source for his difficulties. 

As an example he mentions a storm that wrecks one's 

merchandise, thunder that destroys his cattle and the 

death or removal fram office of a helper on whom his 

hopes rest. 14 Rere the limitations corlle in the form of 

unforeseen natural circumstances. 

Apart fram these two kinds of limitations on 

man's will and power he makes no mention of other 

eontrolling forceso '!he question arises: DI) God's will 
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and power not form, in his understanding, a controlling 

force on man? 'lhe answer ls afflrmatlve, but he believes 

thls controlling force CO work through natural events. 

As he explains 1 t, the ·na tural forces whlch liml t man 1 s 

will and power cause man to realize that there ls in the 

universe still a higher Power Whom his own power cannot 

embrace, and that behind his efforts there is still an 
15 Authority Who is beyond the reach ~f his power. Man 

realizes further that "the ev.ents in the universe in 

its entirety depend on One Necessarily Existent Being 

Who directs them in accordance with His knowledge and 

will. ,,16 His idea tha t GOQ 1 S controlling force works 

through naturel events is evident in these two stete-

ments. '!hese na tural events, as will be seen, occur. 

according to the sunan Alllh. 17 

As to the question of al-gaPI' wa al-gadar 

(predestination), he gives a meaning to the terms 

different from that generally understood. He defines 

them in such a way tha t they do not form a limi ting 

force on man's free will and free act. ~~, he says, 

is the association (ta'allug) of divine knowledge with 

a thing, and knowledge is disclosure (inkishlf) and 

does not imply compulsion. lB Qadar is the coming into 

exlstence of a thing in accordance wi th the divine 

knowledge, and knowledge ls not knowledge except when 
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i t is ln agreement wi th the actual;· for otherwise i t 

wouldbe ignorance, or the actual wou1d not be actua1,· 

which is absurd. 19 

Applying these ideas to man' s act, , Abduh 

says that the divine know1edge embracesal1 that man 

will do by his will; God is aware that at such a moment 

such a one will do such an aet, which is good, and, 

hence, vi 11 be rewarded, and tha t a t such a moment he 

will do such an act which is evil and, therefore, will 

be punished. ln al1 these cases, he explains further, 

the acts take place by man's acquired power (~) and 

choice, and there is nothing in the divine knowledge 

that dispossesses man of his capacity to choose what he 

likes to acquire (a1-takhytr ft al-kasb). All that 

exists in God's knowledge must come into reality, 

because the content of God's knowledge is· actual, and 

the actual does not change. 20 '!hese statements 

clearly indicate that man does act by his own choice 

and that God in His eternal knowledge knows the choice, 

which is actual and must take place since it is actual. 

'lhus ~~ and gadilr· as 'Abduh understands the terms do 

not farm a limiting force on man's act. 

l t is then clear tha t for 'Abduh there are 

only two contro11ing forces affecting man's act, man's 

own shortcomings and unforeseen natural factors which 
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take place in accordance with God's knowledge and will. 

ln line with this idea he thinks, therefore, that man's 

happiness and man's act are based on two pillars. 

First, man acquires (yaksib) by his own will and power 

the means to his happiness. Second, God's power is the 

source of all existence. 1t is the effects of this 

power that intervene b.tween man and the realization of 

his will, and there is none but God Who can help htm in 

matters beyond the reach of his aoquired power (kasbuh).21 

1 t is only God Who has the supreme power to bring him to 

the complete realization of his will by removing the 

hindering obstacles and by providing the effective 

causes that are outside the range of his knowledge and 

will. 22 

ln the light of this discussion man is thus 

in the possession of a large degree of free will and 

free Act that are controlled only by his own mis­

calculation and shorteomings and by unforeseen natural 

events. 'Abduh makes use of the Ash'art term ~, but 

with a view to his understanding of man's free will and 

free aet, his understanding of the term must differ from 

that of the Ash'artyah. Kasb for him, as has been seen -
in the above quotations, has two meanings. Firstly, 

it means man's power which he acquires from God by 

virtue of his own nature and whieh he ean freely use 
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according to his own choice. It is not the created Act 

of the Ash'artyah nor the Ash'art man's ineffective 

created power. Secondly, ~ for him means simply to 

acquire in the sense of to gain and to earn. 23 

Before concluding this investigation into 

'Abduh's view of free will and free Act, it should be 

pointed out that in the question of free will and pre­

destination there are three things involved, the Act, 

the will to do the act and the power ta bring the Act 

into existence. the question entailed here is: do they 

all belong to God or do they all belong to man or again 

are sorne of them shared by God and man together1 If 

the will and power are God's alone then the act must 

also be God's and this is predestination. If the will 

and the power are man's alone, the act must be man's, 

·and thi~ is free act. If the will and power are shared 

by God and man together, the set may be eonsidered to 

be GOd's act and may be considered man's act, 

depend'ing on whose will and power 1s truly effective 

1n the realization of the act. th1s is an intermediary 

position between free will and predestination. 

!bat 'Abduh takes the second position, namely 

that will, power and act all belong ta man 1s clear 

from his views already presented. We may recall that he 

ls of the opinion tha t man is created wi th the capaci ty 
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to choose and tha t man performs his act by a power 

existing in himself. Since the will and the P9wer to 

do the act, in his view, both belong to man, the act must 

also be that of man. ln fact, he says so categorically 

in his tBfstr Sarah al-'A,~. Reason and the Shart'ah as 

weil as the senses and intuition, he writes, agree that 

man's act is his own act. 24 

2. 'lbe Mu'tazilr Position. 

As for the Mu'tazilah, seeing that they, like 

'Abduh, ascribe the same great powers to reason and the 

same restricted role to revelatmon, they too must 

necessarily have the belief in man's free will and free 

act. As is generally known, they were staunch supporters 

of the idea of free will tG such an extent that they were 

called the Qadartyah25 (the pwople of free will) by their 

adversaries. though their views on this matter are 

weil known, it is worthwhile for the sake of comparlson 

to reproduce sorne of thelr statements as well as the 

related commentaries of their opponents. 

ln the understanding of al-Jubbal·r man 

creates his acts, does good and evil and obeys and dis­

obeys God by his free will. the capacity (isti~'ah) 

to do the act exis ts before the act. 26 'lbe same vlew 

is given in the Sharb al-U,ill al-Khamsah. ']he acts of 
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men are not created in them, but it is they themse1ves 

who create the"acts. 27 An act is that which i8 

produced by a contingent having power. 28 Man has the 

freedom of choice. 29 An act is that which takes place 

30 
by a created power. 

If these statements are c1ear in their 

indication that the will to do the act is that of man, 

they are ambiguous with regard to the nature of the 

power~ ls i t God' s or is i t marfs~ l t might be 

conc1uded that since man's act is his own act and not 

that of GOd, the power to do the act must a1so be his. 

Nevertheless, there is still a question to be answered. 

Does God's power have a share in the creation of man's 

act as the Ash'artyah and the Bukhlr! Mlturtdtyah 

claimed'l 

'Abd al-Jabblr's explanation in his a1-Hajmil' 

gives the answer to this question. According to him 

the meaning of the saying that God enables man to do an 

act is that He crea tes in man a power on which the 

performance of the act depends and not that God must 

have the power to do the sarne act. ln his view, it is 

impossible tha t God shou1d have the power toc"do an act 

that man performs. 31 He is here refuting the idea that 

two powers can affect the one and the same act. For the 

Mu'tazilah in general only one power can be effective 
<:1 
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upon an act. ']he meaning is thus tha t man' s power and 

not the power of God brings his act into reality. In 

other words God's power has no share in the realization 

of man's act. It cornes into existence purely by man's 

own power. 

Hence, for the MU'tazilah, too, the will and 

the power to do the act are those of man and not those 

of God. Man' s act is tben his own act. and not the act 

of God. 'lhe rational and revelational proofs that this 

must be so are given in a lengthy discussion in the 

Shar~ al-Uful al-Khamsah. 32 ']he rational proofs can 

be summarized as follows. Firstly that man addresses 

his praiee for the benefit he receives to the doer of 

the good and his reproof for the wrong done to him to 

the doer 0 f the wrong. ']his means, in the au thor ' s 

view, that i t is man who does these acts and not GOd, 

for in the latter ease man would have raised reproof as 

well as praise to God. Secondly that human acts come 

into existence in accordance with man's intention. If 

he wishes to do an act, it cornes into existence, and if 

he dislikes to do the act, it do es not come into reality. 

If the aet were not his, either it would not have taken 

place despite his intention to 00 it, or it would have 

taken place notwithstanding his dislike for doing it. 

!hirdly that man does injustice to his fellow human 
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being. If this act is not that of, man but that of Gad, 

then God must be unjust, which is absurd. 33 

ln the light of these statements, man for the 

Mu'tazilah, as al-Ash'art states, creates his act in 

reali ty not metaPhorically.34 'ibis Mu' tazilt idea of 

man being the creator of his act is criticized by al­

Ghazilt who finds it a negation of the consensus of the 

early Muslims that there is no creator except God. 35 

No wonder thus that their opponents accuse them of 

associating other creators with GOd,36 and that al­

Ash'art charges them with having dispensed with God. 37 

SUch is again the accusation of al-Mlturtdt. 'lbe idea 

of the existence of the power before the act and of 

man's Use of the power according to his own free will, 

he thinks, necessarily leads to the idea that man can 

dispense with God. 38 

lt is worthwhile to note that in his ~Ishiyah 

'Abduh has as yet not come into agreement wi th the 

Mu'tazilt view of free will and free act. ln his 

view, as he explains it there, a contingent, because it 

bas no existence except through the existence of its 

Creator, cannot b.e a source of effects. 39 He there­

fore disagrees with the Mu'tazilt position, which 

according to him holds tha t man' s act origina tes in 

man's own power, God's power having no share in it 



157 

except in providing its effective cause, i.e. the power 

of man. 40 ln the p-shiyah 'Abduh shows in clear terms 

that he still holds the idea of two powers working on 
41 

man' s Act, the power of God and the power of man. 

He calls the share of man' s power in the Act the 

ingress of power (madkhaltyah qudrah al-' a:bd). 42 As 

has been shown the Mu'ta~ilah do not hold this view. 

ln his Ris!lah his position pertaining to this ingress 

of power seems to become obscure. He merely says that 

God's power is above ma~'s power.43 He is in process of 

changing his position. Indeed, his statement in the 

Ris!lah t'hat the concept of man's act as he has 

elaborated it t'here is, in fact, the same as that on 

which al-Juwaynt bases himself,44 clearly indicates 

that he is now adopting the Mu'tazilt stand. !his 

conclusion follows because in the ~Ishiyah he explains 

that al-Juwaynt's opinion on man's act is the sarne as 

tha t of the Mu' tazi lah. 45 

'!he gist of al-Juwaynl's view, which is also 

reproduced partly by al-Shahrastant,46 is that man 

does his Act in reality but not in the sense of 

creation. !he aet comes into existence by man's power, 

and this power comes into existence by another cause. 

the relation of the power to the cause ls similar to 

that of the act to the power. '!he range of causes 
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causes. 47 !bis idea closely resembles that of the 

Mu'tazilah. But whereas the latter call man's Act 
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his own creation, al-J'uwaynt thinks that it is not man's 

creation. He is conforming himself to the prevailing 

idea that there is no oreator but God. Nevertheless, 

this position of al-J'uwaynt, though he is known to be 

an Ash'art, differs greatly from that of the other 

Ash'arIs. Al-Shahrastint htmself comments that al-

J'uwaynt takes this concept from the philosophers whose 

ideas are not those of the al-lslmmtytn. 48 

the result of this discussion is that the 

Mu'tazilah and 'Abduh, as his Risalah reveals, have 

the same opinion tha t man has a grea t degree of free 

will and free act. lheir stmilar ideas of man's 

-
independence and man's power as implied in their mutual 

ascription of the sarne powers to reason, have led them 

to the same conclusionwi th regard to the ques tion of 

free will and predestination. the difference between 

them is that while 'Abduh believes in the natural power 

of man, the power that is innately createo with him, 

the Mu'tazilah seem to think that the power is created 

before the act, i.e. that it is not man's natural 

power. For al-J'ubbs't, indeed, the capaci~ (al-isti~'ah) 

ls a power above the defectless physical structure and 
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the sound ltmbs. 49 If this analysis is valid, man in 

'Abduh's view bas a greater degree of free will and 

free act than man in the understanding of the Mu'tazilah. 50 

3. the Ash'art Position. 

In contrast to 'Abduh and the Mu'tazilah, the 

Ash'artyah in accord with their contrary position of 

ascribing great functions to revelation and little 

importance ta reason, have a diametrically opposite 

opinion on the question of free will and predestination. 

Since they believe in man's dependence on God and in 

man's weakness, they are already very close to the idea 

of predestination. For them man, as a weak being, 

cannot act by his own will and power, but is dependent 

on God's will and power. 1b explain the relation 

between man's Act and the absolute will and power of 

God al-Ash'art introduces his well-known but abstruse 

idea of ~,acquisition. this concept is so difficult 

to und ers tand tha t the saying "more difficul t than the 

~ of al-Ash 'arr", has, according to Abtl 'Udhbah, 

become a proverb. 51 

the meaning of iktis~b (acquisition), as al­

Ash'art himself explains it, is that a thing happens 

through a created power and as such becomes an 

acquisition of the one from whom it proceeds by virtue 
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of his power. 52 He gives the sarne definition again in 

his al-Luma': the true meaning of al-kasb i8 that the 

thing emanates from the al-muktasib (acquirer) in 

virtue of a crea ted power. 53 ']he phrase "emana tes from 

the acquirerll (waga'a min al-muktas1b) which he uses to 

define acquisition is notewortby. lt indicates man's 

passive part in the act, which again reflects man' s 

dependence on God as weil as man's weakness. 

!hls passive role of man in his act becomes 

more obvious in the statementthat the acquisitions of 

man are the crea tion of God because God says: "God 

a:eates . you and wha t you do. ,,54 '!bis verse means, he 

explains, that God creates the acts of man,55 and that 

there is no agent (fi'il) but God for the acquisition. 56 

Man's act in his opinion is thus, in fact, God's act. 

that thls is so is clear from his analysis of man's 

involuntary acts and his comparing them with 

acquisitions. 'lhere are two factors involved in the 

involuntary act of man; the mover who causes the move­

ment and the one who moves. '!he mover who is the actual 

agent of the movement is GOd, and the one who is moving 

is man. God cannot be the one who is moving, for move-

ment needs a physical substratum, and 1 t ls absurd ta 

say that God can have a physlcal substratum. ln the 

sarne way there is in acquisition an actual agent and an 
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acquirer. 'lbe actual agent of the acquisi tion is God, 

and the acquirer of the acquisition is man. God cannot 

be the aoquirer because acquisition takes place by a 

crea ted power, and i t is absurd ta say tha t God has a 

created power. 57 

It should be clear that the meaning of Godls 

crea tion of man 1 s ac t is tha t i t is God who is the 

actual agent of man' s act, and the meaning of the 

emanation of the act fram man in virtue of his created 

power is the t man is the subs ua tum of God' s act. 

'lherefore there should be no difference b&tween the 

acquisition and the involuntary act of man. Indeed, 

the actual agent in both cases, as al-Ash'art himself 

expressly says, is God. And again in both cases man 

is the substratum of God's act. Al-Ash'art explicitly 

says so with regard to manls involuntary act. 'lbough 

he does not say so categorically with regard to 

acquisition, his argument that God cannot act through a 

created power amounts to the same. It is through man 

that God's act takes place in acquisition just as it is 

through man tha t His ac t takes p lace in the invo lun tary 

act. 

Consequently both involuntary act and 

acquisition are compulsory acts for man. Yet al­

Ashtart tries ta introduce a discrimination between 
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them. In invo1untary acts, he explains, ·man is 

compel1ed and forced to do the act from which he cannot 

escape, however great his effort may be to avoid it. In 

acquisition there is, in his view, no such compulsion. 

!he man who go es and comes is quite different from the 

man who shivers from fever. Man, he says further, can 

distinguish between these two cases. In the one there 

is a created power and in the other there 18 inability. 

Since there is power in the former, he argues, it cannot 

be said to be a compulsory act; rather it is an . 
58 

acquisition. Both, however, are the creation of God. 

Despite this elaboration, the fact remains 

that in both aets the actual agent iS'God, and man is 

only an instrument for His act. In both cases man is 

still compelled to do what God,wills htm ta do. 

1hat man's sct, which he calls acquisition, 

is in fact God's act is confirmed by his concept of the 

will and the power to do the act. 

In his discussion of God's will he explains 

that He wills everything that can be willed. 59 As 

proof he quotes the Qur~~nic verse "You will not except 

God· wills If, 60 which according to him means tha t man does 

not will a thing unless God wills htm to will it. 6l 

!his implies that man's will is none bu~ God's will. 

As- ta the power ta perform the act, he thinks the t i t 
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is other than man· himself, for man is sometimes powerful 

im
' 62 and sometimes potent. ~e power does not exist 

before the act but exists wi th the act for the act ' 

itself. 63 the proof that the power exists with the 

act and for the aet only 1s tha t the one for whom God 
. 64 

does not create the power cannat acquire anything. 

'nlese statements imply also that the power to do the 

aet is God' s power and not man' s power. His argument 

in al-Ibanah as to why the advocates of free will should 

be called qadartyah corrobora tes this judgment. ~e 

qadart, he says, is the one who affirms the power ta' 

himself and not ta God. Al-Ash'art himself takes the 

opposite position, that i8 tu say, he ascribes the power 

to God and not ta man. 65 

'lhat the power to do the act is in fact God's 

power is elearly stated by al-Baghdadt. According to 

him the example of acquisition is given by some of the 

Ashi'irah in the act of raising a heavy stone. Someone 

may lack the s treng th to lif t i t up, but ano ther man 

may be powerful enough to raise it on his own. If both 

of them lift it up, the aet of raising the stone oecurs 

by virtue of the more powerful'man, but it does not 

me an that the less powerful loses thereby his quali~ 

of being an agent i1'\ raising it. Likewise in man's 

aet, the aet takes plaee actually by virtue of God's 
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quality of being an agent, despite the fact that the 

act cornes into existence in virtue of God's power. 66 
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the sarne view is given by al-GhazalI. ln his 

opinion it is God Who crea tes man's act as well as his 

created power. 67 the act cornes into existence by 

God's power and not by man's power, though man is 

associated with the act. 1herefore, he argues, man 

cannot be said to have created his act, and a new term 

must be invented to describe his act. Following the 

Qurtan, he explains further, man's act is called ~.68 
As is clear ,there are in the Ash'art view two 

powers working on one and the sarne act, the power of God 

and the power of man. 69 But ultimately it is God's 

power which is effective in the act. Man's power, as 

al-lsfarayini says, is not effective it it is not 
70 supported by God's power. Hence, man's power in the 

eyes of al-Ghazali closely resembles impotence. 71 

'Abduh gives a different interpretation of 

al-Ash'arr's idea of ~ in the ~~shiyah. He bases 

the interpretation on a definition given by al-Shahrastlnt 

in his al-Milal. ln this book al-Shahrastant .ecrlb •• 

to al-Ash'art a slightly different definition of ~. 

lt is, as he states it, an act ~at lies within the 

scope of the created power and that cornes into existence 
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through the created power. 72 'lhis last phrase according 

to ' Abduh impli~s tha t man' s power has a share in the 

realization of the act. He calls this share, as has 
73 

been referred to earlier, the ingress of power. 

Bence, man in 'Abduh's view is not totally passive in 

the theory of .acquisi tion as man is in the predes tina tion 

view. But 'Abduh fails ta explain further whether this 

ingress of power is effective in the realization of the 

act. Al-Shahras tint, however, s ta tes further, tha t . 

according to al-Ash'art himself the·created power, i.e. 

'Abduh's ingress of power, is not effective. 74 

'lb end the discussion on the Ash'art view, 

the will and the power ta do the act are, in their 

understanding, not those of man but those of God, and 

the act itself is, as al-Ash{art h~self clearly states, 

the act of God and not the act of man. l t 'fould be 

superfluous to say that this view is diametrically 

opposed ta the concepts of 'Abduh and the MU'tazilah. 

It closely resembles predestination for in the theory 

of acquisition it is God Who is the actual agent, and man 

is an agent only in a metaphorical sense. Its only 

difference with predestination· lies in the idea that 

man in his acquisition still has a share in the act, 

though an ineffective share, while in the ,re­

destinarian view man has no share at all in the act. 
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Al-Baylpt' s description o( the AsM'irah as people of 

moderate predes tina tion (ahl al-jabr al-mu tawassiJ:) is 

therefore rather inac~rate, at least if he means by 

it that they take a middle position between th~ ideas 

of free will and predestination. As is clear they are 

very close to the idea of predestination, and, hence, 

their idea of ~ is, as has been claimed in the 

Introduction, rather a disguised idea of predestination. 

4. '!he Maturtdt Posi tion. 

'!he Mlturidtyah in harmo~y wi th ~eir inter­

mediate position between the 11U'tazilah and 'Abduh on 

one hand and the Ash'ariyah on the other hand concerning 

the idea of man's independence and power and man's 

dependence and weakness, have taken a position in 

between the two opposing views of free will j1.lst 

described. 

For them too man' s act is the creation of God. 

Al-l1iturtdi, following Abil tIantfah, speaks of two acts, 

the act of God and the act of man. '!he act of God is 

the creation of power in man, and the act of man is the 

use of that power. 75 '!he power itself is created 

simultaneously with the act,76 thus not before nor sfter 

i t. Han' s aet belongs to man in the real sense of the 

word and not metaphorically.77 Rewards and punishments 
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occur f~r the use of the created power. 78 Man is then 

puni shed for the misuse of the power and rewarded. for 

the good use of it. 

AI-Maturtdt speaks here of the created power 

of man but fails to say explici.tly whether the power is 

to be considered that of man, as 'Abduh and the 

Mu' tazilah think, or whether i t is to be considered the 

power of GOd, as the Asha'irah understand it. But 

taking into account his opinion that the power to do 

the act is created in man· and that man's act is truly 

and not metaphorically his act, the power must be man's 

power. For a man cannot claim an act to be his own if 

it is not his own power that brings the act into reality. 

the Ashà'irah do not claim, therefore, that the act of 

man is his own act. ln their.view it is God's power and 

not man' s power tha t brings the act into exis tence. 

As to the question of will, al-Maturtdt's 

statement pertaining to rewards and punishment implies 

that it ls man's will which. is decisive in choosing 

whether to obey or disobey God. It is because of man's 

wrong or right choice in ~~e use of the created power 

that he is punished or rewarded. 1b make a free choice 

man must have free will. Han ca!1not make his own 

choice when his will is not free and is under the 

complete control of a higher authority. 
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But in his view aswell as in that of his 

Bukhlri followers the will of man is in fact the will 

of God. 79 As a consequence man's act cornes into 

existence by the will of God and not by the will of man. 

'lhis means ra ther predes tina tion and is in contra­

diction with his idea of free choice te obey or disobey 

God. But fo110wing Ab6 ~nrfah80 he adopts the twin 

ideas of masht'ah (will) and ri6! (p1e~8ur.).81 It is 

wi th God' s will tha t man does a1l his acts, whether 

good or bad, but i t is no t wi th God' s p leasure tha t he 

does the evil. 10 be clearer, it is with God's will and 

p1easure that he does the good, and it is a1so with 

God's will, but not with God's pleasure, that he does 

the evil. 82 It wou1d be clear that the will which al-

Maturtdt has in mind is not man's free will of 'Abduh and 

the Mu'tazilah. It is rather the will te act not . 

against the will of God but against the p1easure of God. 

Ihat the latter 1s weaker than the former needs no 

further clarifieatiQD~. 

thus for al-Miturtdt the will and the power to 

do the act are those of man and the act itself is man's 

aot in its real sense and not i~ a metaphorical ~ay. 

the difference between him on one side and 'Abduh and 

the Mu' tazilah on the other side is tha t in his opinion 

the power to do the act is created simultaneously with 
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the act and not befor~ it and that every part of the 

power is created with every part of the act. 83 For 

'Abduh the power is born with man and. for the Mu'tazilah 

i t is crea ted before the act. Man' s power according to 

al-Miturtdt is thus weaker than man's power in the view 

of 'Abduh and the Mu'tazilah. Another difference, 

which has been already referred to, is that his idea 

of man's will is weaker than man's will in the 

conception of ' Abduh and the Nu' tazilah. COns equen tly 

man, in the understanding of al-Miturrdt, has not sa 

large a degree of free will and free Act as man has 

in the understanding of 'Abduh and the.Mu'tazilah. But 

on the other hand his idea of man' s act is not the 

Ash ' arr theory of~. 'Ihough he agrees wi th the 

Ash'artyah ta say that man's act is the creation of 

GOd, for him the will and the power belong to man, and 

the Act itself is man's act in a real and not a 

metaphorical sense; for the Ash'arryah on the other 

hand the will and the. 'power belong to God and the act 

itself is God's act and is man's Act only 

metaphorically. 

For the Bukhlrl Mlturtdtyah, at least as 1t 

1s elaborated by al-Bazdawr in the Ylül al-Drn, the 

will ta do the act 1s the same as tha t held by al­

Miturrdr. lhe fo~er too adopts the ~anafr idea of 
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making a discrimination between God's will and God's 

pleasure. 84 lhu8 the will in his understanding is the 

will of al-Miturtdt, i.e. the will to Act not against 

the will of God but rather against the pleasure of God. 

As to the power, it is again the sarne concept, 

i.e. that it is created simultaneously with the act. 85 

To say tha t the power is created before. the act, al-

Bazdawt argues, is a grave errorand will lead to the 

belief that it is man who crea tes his acts.86 With the 

Ash'artyah al-Bazdawt thinks that there are two powers 

working on the acts of man. Man, he argues, bas no 

power to crea te , 87 he has merely th,a power to perform 

an act. 88 the power to create can be attributed only 

to GOd,89 and His creation includes the creation of 

man'sacts. 90 this means that man has the power only 

to perform an act which in fact has already been 

created by God for him. 

Like al-Maturtdt, al-Bazdawt believes that 

.there are two acts involved in the realization of man's 

Act, the Act of God and the Act of man. But his 

definition of tha~ differs from that of al-Maturtdt. If 

for the latter'Sod's Act is the creation of the power 

in man, for him it is the creation of man's act. He 

calls this Act of God maf'ml. 9l If in the opinion of 

al-Maturtdt man's Act is the use of the created power, 
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in a1-Bazdawr's view man's act isperforming the created 

act. He gives to this act the name of fi '1. 92. 'lb 

c1arify his theory he takes the sct of sitting down as 

an examp1e. the creation of the act of sitting down by 

His eterna1 power is God's ACt or God l smaf'a1. 93 

Performing the crea ted ACt of si ttil1g down by his 

created power is the·act of man or his fi'l.94 From -
this he conc1udes th.a t man 1 s ACt, though i t iB the 

creation of GOd, is not God1s act. 95 What ·he wants to 

prove by this argument is tha t man is free in his will 

and act. For according to him man is an agent of his 

act in the real sense of the word. 96 

ln his understanding man seems to have a 

smaller degree of freedom of action than a1-Maturtdt 

believes.the use of a created power implies more 

freedom than the performance of a created act. 10 

borrow his example the act of sitting down ls already 

crea ted by Gad for man, and wha t man has to do is only 

to perform the created aet, i~ whatever manner it May 

take place. therefore an objection has been raised to 

this theory. the association of an act Wi~l its 

creation by God is more effective than the association 
97 of the Act wi th i ts performance by man. ln other 

words the ACt is rather God' s act and not the act of man. 

ln view of this objection, al-Bazdawt 
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hesi ~tes to ea11man' s aet his own in i ts rea1 sense,98 

despitehis ear1ier statement that man ls'a, t~e agent 

of his act. lt seems that in his mind man's power is 

not rea11y effective in tne realization of his aet. As 

we have shown man has power only to perform the created 
. 

aet. ,For him and for the Ash'artyah man, in conformi~ 

with their idea of man's dependenee and we~ess, does 

not have an effective power. 

Finally, therefore, al-Bazdawt differs with 

al-Mlturtdt for whom man's power must be effective 

since he thinks tha t man' s act is actually his own act 

and not the act of GOd. As a result al-Mlturtdt is 

eloser to 'Abduh and the MU'tazilah than to the 

Ash'artyah in this question of free will and pre­

destination, while al-Bazdawt is closer to the 

Ash'artyah than to 'Abduh and the MU'tazilah. 
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23. Michel' and. 'Abd a1-Rlziq also interpret 
"karn~:'" :~*ih:ü..d~:z.1byz~~bg,'ql).!~ . in the sense of obtaining 
(seeRissa1at a1-'Dlwlüd, 0e. cit., pp. 42 and 44) and 

,in the sens e of pOWer, effort ,. and facu1 ty (see ~., 
pp. 43, 44 and 45). MUsl'ad and Cragg prefer to use 
the ter.m ~ itse1f and its 1itera1 translation, to 
acquire and acquisition (see the theo10gy of Unity, 
op. cit., pp •. 63, 64 and 65). ,'Ab~ûh's use of the 
Ash'arf term ~ is in fact confusing and mis1eading, 
which has 1ed some au thors to believe, tha t he has a 
moderate idea of free will. 1hus in Cragg's view, if 
one correctly understa~da him, 'Abduh's position on 
this subject isa reconciliation between free will and 
the Ash'art,concep~ of. acquisition. As Cragg says it, 
man acquires his act by the exercise of his will in 
which the will of God i~.~.~~" (see ~., pp. 20-21). 
Adams too finds that ,b.··ent .. tr~ins a modera te view of 
free will (see Is1am"'anlèr' MOdernism in Egypt, Oie ci t. , 
p. 153). ln C&spar's opinIon, he Is far away rom the 
Ash'art ~ and' very close to the Mu'tazilt idea of 
~9B1t i.e. that man crea tes his own act (see MIDEO, IV 
, ), 168). SUch is again the idea:',of Kerr (see 
lslamic Reform, oS. cit., p. 111). Gardet and Anawati 
find a1so tha t'A dûh' ltîscf$.away from the Ash' art idea 
of kasb and is confirming man' a free will (see 
IntrOciU'ction lla'lb.&ologle Musulmane, op. ci t., pp. 84-
85). ln 'Uthman Al;ntn's understanding, 'Abduh declares 
himself to be in favourof the idea of free will which 
reconci1es God's omnla,cience and man's act ( ••• 
Muhammad 'Abduh, op.êit., p. 125). 'lhough these 
authors dlsagree about the real nature of 'Abduh"s 
concept of free wil.l,:'i:hey· are one in understanding 
that his use of the term kasb does not come in the 
sense of the Ash'art idea-or-acquisition. 

no. 
24. See Duras Min al~ur'ln, Kitlb al-Hilll, 

96 (cairo: Dir al-Hi111, 19 ), p. 109. 

25. '!he term qadartfah comes in two meanings, 
one in. the meaning of the peop e of free will (from . 
qadar • power) and the people of predestination (from 
qadar • God's eternal decree). As observed by al­
Shahras tint , the Mu'tazilah, on account of the dis­
repu te the t ia con tained in the Tradi t1on: "'!he 
qadartYah are the dualists of the community", opposed 
to being called by that name. (Al-Milal, op. cit., 
p. 61). An explanation why they shou1d be ca11ed 
qadarttah is given by a1-Ash'art in his al-Iblnah, 
op. ci ., pp. 73-74. A gadart, he says, "is the one 
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CHAPTER VI 

GOD'S SOVEREIGNt! 

1. 'Abduh'·s View. 

1 t was noted in Chapter IV tha t belief in the 

power of reason and in the independence of man has i ts 

effect on the concept of the absolute sovereignty of God •. 

If belief in man's independence and power leads to 

belief in the non-absolute character of God's 

sovereignty, belief in dependence on Gad, on the other 

band, gives rise to belief in the absolute nature of 

tha t sovereignty. 

For 'Abduh, since he believes in man's 

independence and power, God's sovereignty is no longer 

totally absolute. ln his understanding, God has limited 

His own sovereignty by giving man a natural will and 

power, which he can, to a certain degree, use freely 

and independently in performing his acts. Providing 

man with natural will and power, as has beensaid 

earlier, is one of the sunan All§h. 1 God's sovereignty 

in 'Abduh's understandin~however, is limited not only 

by this particular sunnah, but by His sunan in general. 

sunnah All§h is a term and an idea tha t is 

prominent in 'Abduh's thought, particularly in 
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'lafstr al-Manlr. Reference has been made to his idea 

tbat rational thinking is the first of bis eight 

prini::iples ·of ls lKm. ~ 1he fourth princip le is tha t man 
. 3 

should take: into consideration the sunan Allah., '!he 

sunan Allah, as he explains them, are fixed trends 

aecording to which events happen and effects come into 

existence. 4 'lhe name given to them is not sharl'ifY 

bu t ra ther laws. 5 

Everything in this universe, in its creation 

and organization, occursaccording to the sun.an Alllh, 

in which God relates causes to their effects. 6 For 

eachkind of event God creates a sunnah. thus the 

sunnah that controls the life of man is different from 

that which controls the life of plants. 7 Even within 

the same species there are variations in the sunnah. 

the sunnah that rules the life of an embryo in its 

mother' s womb is not the sarne as tha t which rules the 

life of an adult. 8 there is even a fixed sunnah for 

gaining wictory. If one follows this sunnah·one cornes 

to victory, but if one deviates from it one fa1ls into 

destruction. 9 Sorne of the sunan 1ead man to happiness 

and sorne lead to unhappiness. Being a believer or an 
10 unbe1iever has no bearing on the outcorne. 1hese sunan 

rnake no exception even for prophets. 1l the sphere of 

nature a1so fo110ws the sunan Al1«h. Abduh refers to the 
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swmah for the formation of. rainl2 and to the sunnah of 

gravity.13 

lt is clear from these few exemples that in 

'Abduhls thought, sunan All«h stand:"'.· for natural 1aws 

that govern activity in this universe - natural laws 
14 

with their causes and effects. tbese natura1 1aws _re 

fixed andunchangeable. 15 ·"God in recounting the events 

of the past," 'Abduh writes in his Ri si: 1ah, "confirms 

that the created world fo11ows 1aws and ro1es that are 

unchangeab1e."l6 As he exp1ains it further these 

divine laws, which God has laid down in His eternal 

know1edge, cannot be modified by any accident. l7 they 

cannot be modified even by the will of God Htmse1f. ln 

'Abduhl s thought the will of God never invo1ves the 

suspension of His sunan and wisdo~ in the ordering of 

His creation. 18 Rence, the man who pr~y8 that God rnay 
19 bestow upon htm a thousand pounds is ignorant. the 

sick man, who implores God to restore his hea1th, is, 

in fact, asking: "0 GOd, suspend for my sake Your Làws 
. 20 

which You say cannot be changed or modified." Ri9i 

exp1ains therefore that the meaning of "everything 

occ:urs by the will of God" is tha t everything happens 

according to an estab1ished order and a fixed role and 

not that everything happens haphazard1y.2l lt does not 

mean that God occasions a thing to bappen without cause 

' .. ",': ' ...... . 
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and withoutfollowing His sunnah. 22 thus the meaning 

of "God,grants His Kingdom to whom He wishes" is that 

God acts in accord with His .sunnah and causes His 

ehosen one to possess kingly attributes and to succeed 

23 
in the establishment of a kingdom. 

'lhe important point in this position is that 

God follows His own sunan and He will not deviate fram 

them. 1 t obvious ly means tha t Gad by His 0Wft, willhas 

limited His absolute sovereignty by the sunan or natural 

laW8 abat He.has laid down to order the·univ~rse. His 

will and power are no longer.absolute. As Riia observes, 

He does not. act the way an absolute king acts.in his 

kingdom - absolute in his power granting rewards a~d 

administering punishment to whom he likes. 24 "'!he 

Qur'an reveals that His will over His creatures cornes 

to pass acc:ording to His wise lawse,,25 

One rnay ask how man's free will operates in 

a universe of fixed laws7 As has been ahown there is in 

'Abduh's ~iew a sunnah leading towards happiness and 

there is another leading towards unhappinesse Man's 

freedom i8 to decide which sunnah he will follow. If 

.his decision falls under the former he will be happy 

and if the decision falls under the latter he will be 

unhappy. 'Abduh believes that there are alsosunan 

whiCh lead to requitals for man in this terrestial world 
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and others whieh lead te requitals for man in the here­

after. If he decides to follow the former he will 

receive his reward or punishment in this world and if 

he decides to follow the latter he will receive his 

requitals in the hereafter. 26 

tne relation between man's will and God's will 

in ' Abduh' s view seems to lie herein: the sunan as the 

crea·tion of God are His will and man by following His 

sunan, is in fact following God1s will. Ri,a, indeed, 

says that he who follololS God' s sunan· expresses the 

Divine will. 27 Hence, he finds that in the exercising 

of free will man does not contradict God's will; a man's 

will is always a manifestation of a facet of God's 

will. 28 

2. 'lhe Mu '·tazilt View. 

For the Hu'tazilah too the sovereignty of 

God is no longer absolute. As Fader has observed, God1s 

sovereignty has been limited in their view by man's 

free will. 29 !bey too speak of fixed natural laws but 

i t seems tha t they have no t developed the idea the way 

'Abduh has developed it. For them the absolute 

sovereignti of Gad is limited by their idea of the 

justice of God. tnis doctrine, which will be discussed 

pres en. tly , embodies the idea of the existence of 
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obliga tory acts on the part of: God. ln the Mu 'tazilt 

positi.onthese obligatory acts account for limitation 

on God's absoluCesovereignty. 

3 •. 'lhe Ash'art View. 

'lhe Ash' artyah in con trast to 'Abduh and the 

Mu'tazilah have the opposite view. True to their .view 

tha t man is depende~ t and weak and tha t man has in tact 

no true free will and free act~ despit~ the~r the ory of 

~, they conceive God to be sovereign and absolute 

wi thou t res ~iction. 

Al-Ash 'art' s discussion on the will of. God in 

30 
al-Ibinah provides one with some idea of the Ash'art 

concept of God' s sovereignty. God is not under Any 

law and there is no one above Him to ascribe for Hlm 

laws and to de cree for .Him what ls allowed or forbidden 

or obligecory to do. 31 He ls absolu,te·',in His will and 

power. As al-Dawwlni put~ it, God is in the Ash'art 

view the abso1ute Sovereign Who has the freedom to· do 

wha tever He wishes in His dominion. 32 God' ssovereignty 

is also demonstrated by al-Ash'art's position, which has 

been referred to earlie~,33 ~at had God decreed lying 

to be good, it would be good. 'lhis view of sovereignty 

is implied in al-Baghdidi's statement that it is possible 

for Godto prohibi t wha t He has ordained and to ord9.in 
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wha t· h$ . has prohibi~ed. 34 . His following~. s ta temen't ts 

~ore categorical and explici·t: nGod is just in al~.His 

acta. ; Nothing is .forbidden: tp HLm; He does what He 

wishes and refrains from what He wishes. His is the 

c~eation and His is :the command. He is not to b~ 

questioned about His· acts.,,35 'lhis is also the idea of 

al-Ghazilt, for in his opinion' Gad can do whatever He 

wishes, can give judgement according co His wish,36 can 

punish the doer of the good·if He wishes and can reward 

the unbeliever if He wishes. 37 So absolute is God in 

the Ash' art view tha tHe can impose on man wha t the 

latter is unableto perform. 38 

It go es without saying that the Ash'art 

position is in·glaring contrast to the position ado·pted 

by , Abduh and the Hu' tazilah. For the latter Gad is not 

so absolute in His will and power. It ·is understandable, 

therefore, if 'Abduh criticizes· the Ash'artyah for 

harbollring such an opinion of Gadls absolute sovereignty. 

SUch an understanding, he explains, is nothing but a 

disgrace and an error which origi~tes in ignorance 

about the lOfty and noble position of God. 39 

4. 'nlel-mturi:di: View. 

the Bukhara Maturrdtyah apparently adopt the 

theory of the absolute sovereignty of God. As has been 
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sbDwn they tend to coneur with tbeÂsh'artyah about 

the weakness of man and the ineffectiveness of man' s 

i86 

will'and power. Withthis idea of man, God in their 

understan~ing must beabsolute and sovereign. As 

deseribed by al-Bazdawt God doee what He wishes and 

deerees what He wills; n%ne ean raise any protest 

against Him and no one has any eommand over Him nor ls 

there any prohibition on IiLm. 40 But, as will beshown, 

their idea of the sovereign~ of ~od is notas rigid 

as that of the ASh!artyah.' 

Al-Miturtdtseems to be less rigid .than the 

Bukhiri Miturtdtyah. He believes in man's free will 

and free aet, although not to the degree of that of 

'Abduh and the Mu'tazilah. His understandin~ that 

punishments and rewards are based on man's free choiee 

to use his ereated power either to do evil or to do ~~e 

good implies that God does not punish in an arbitrary 

way. ln this concept of punishments and rewards al-

l-1Kturtdt is following Abll tIantfah. eommenting on the 

latter's statement that God punishes man for his dis­

ballef and sins al-Bayi9t interprets the statement to 

mean, by rational and traditional proofs, that the 

punishment must neeessarily take place. 4l there is 

here the idea that God is under obligation to punish 

the sinner; therefore, there are limits on His sovereign~ • 
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As on the question of. free will and pre-' 

des tin$tion , 'Abduh and the Mu'tazi1ah adopt a simi1ar 

posi tion wi th regard to the sovereignty of God. Aga in 

the Ash'artyah take :the very· opposite stand.· 'lhe 

Bukhlri ~turtdtyah are c10ser again to the Ash'artyah 

whi1e a1-Miturtdt is c10ser again to ' Abduh and the 

Mu'tazi1ah. 
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• CHAPTER VII 

GOD'S JUSTICE 

Ithas been stated earlier that if one believes 

in the power of reason and in man's independence, one is 

apt to interpret the universe in te~s of rational 

thought. Now, the concept of God's justice depends 

much on this idea of human interpretat10n and 1ts 

opposite view, the tendency to 1nterpret the universe 

in terms of God's absolute sovereignty on1y. Before 

entering into the discussion of the concept of God' s 

justice itself, it i8 important to discuss the positions 

of 'Abduh and the theologica1 schools with regard to 

this ques tion. 

Since ·Abduh believes in the great powers of 

reason and in the great independence of man, he has 

deve10ped the tendency of interpreting the universe 

not on1y from the viewp'oint of God's sovereignty but 

a1so from the standpoint of rational thought and human 

interest. He i8 in fact of the opinion that the 
1 universe 1s created for the benefit of man, and that 

nothing emanates from God without bringing benefits 

for man. 2 
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this position ho1ds true also with regard to 

the Mu'tazi1ah with the difference that with .the latter 

~~e tendency is perhaps stronger and more discernib1e 

than wi th ' Abduh himse1f. the Mu' tazi 1ah c1alm tha t 

God creates a11 the created things for the benefit of 

man. 3 ln their view a wise man can Act on1y wi th a 

purpose in mind. He acts either for his own advantage 

or for the advantage of others. Because God is exa1ted 

above seeking advantage for Himse1f, He must act for 

the profit of others. 4 

On the 0 ther hand, the Ash' artyah, in agreement 

with their be1ief in the absolute sovereignty of God, 

have the tendency to approach the universe mere1y from 

the s tandpoint of God' s absolute sovereignty. 'nley 

reject the Mu'tazi1t idea that there is purpose behind 

the acts of God. ln their understanding God's acts 

have no purpose (gharO). By purpose they mean the final 

cause that prompts Gad to Act as an efficient cause. 

they admit, however, that there are benefits arising 

from the. acts. God knows about these benefits, but 

neither the knowledge nor the benefits moves God to 

5 act. God acts pure1y by His own abso1ute will and not 

for the benefi t of man nor for Any other purpose. 'lhe 

Ash'artyah have the tendency not to interpret the 
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universe in human terms. 

'lhe BukhKrl: MKturtdtyah take the position of 

the Ash'artyah on this question. According to a1-
1 

Bazdawt it is acceptable to maintain that the universe 

is created without a cause. God does whatever He 
I!. 

wishes.o God's. being wise does not entai1 the meaning 

that there is wisdom behind.His acts; it means rather 

that His acts are perfect. 7 In al-Bazdawt's opinion 

God does not create the wor1d Eor the benefit of man. 

Al-Mlturtdt, in accordance with his idea of 

man's free will, free act, and of God's limited 

sovereign~ adopts a position on this question which is 

closer to the posi tion of 'Abduh and the Mu' tazilah 

than to the position of the Ash'artyah and· the BukhKrl: 

MK'blrtdryah. But seeing tha t the degree of man' s free 

will and of the non-absoluteness of God's sovereignty 

in his unders tanding is. far less than tha t in the under­

standing of 'Abduh and the Mu'tazilah, his inclination 

ta interpret the univers8 in human teDnS would be far 

less than theirs. 

After this short introduction, we proceed wi th 

the_study of the concept of God's justice. 
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1. ' Abduh 's view:. 

ln 1ine with his tendency to interpret the 

universe in terms of rational thinking, 'Abduh does not 

,consider the question of God's justice sole1y.from the 

standpoint of His perfection but a1so from man's point 

of view. Injustice cannot,be attributed to God, he 

exp1ains, because injustice ls inconsistent with His 

wisdom as we11 as wi th the perfect qua1i ty of His 1aws 

and the perfect organization of the universe. 8 the idea 

that injustice is inconsistent wlth GOd's wisdom 

indicates a judgement from the viewpoint of God's 

perfection. He further says that the· injustice which 

God denies is that He acts in contradiction with the 

9 
interest of man. Rere the judgement is from man' s 

standpoint. 'lherefore, he doesnot agreewith those 

who define injustice as one's exercising abso1u~e 

au thori ty over the property of 0 thers .10 He is a lso 

against the view that one' s having abso1ute authority 

over one's own property and exploiting it as one pleases 

cannot include injustice. ll He is here opposing the 

Ash'arts who hold this view. 

Justice in 'Abduh's understanding is concerned 

wi th punishment and reward; the punishment given is in 

proportion to the wreng conmi tted and the reward 

granted i8 in proportion to the good performed. 12 God's 
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mercy, however, actually alters the proportion of 
, ' 

reward for good performed by doubting'the reward. But 

in the case of wrong conunitted the ratio remains one ta 

one. 13 'n1us justice for him means that God rewards the 

doer of the good and punishes the doer of evil. Justice, 

as he explains it, cannot involve giving someone some­

thing for which he has no right and depriving someone 

of something for which he has the right. 14 It is 

evident that the definition proceeds from an appreciation 

of rational thought. 

2. '!he Mu'tazilt Position. 

As for the Mu'tazi1ah, 'Abd al-Jabbir, fo11owing 

the Mu'tazilt tendency of interpreting the universe in 

terms of human rational thinking, explains that the word 

justice has mostly to do with right; hence, he prefers 

to define justice as rend~ring one his right. 1S When 

God is given the attribute of justice it means, 

according to him, that a11 His acts are good, that He 

cannot do the bad, and that He does not forsake what is 
16 obligatory on Him to do towards man. Consequently, 

GOd, in his .view, cannot be unjust in his judgement, 

cannot punish. the children of the polytheists for the 

sins of their fathers, cannot impose on man duties 

which are beyond his power to perform, and must reward 
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those who obey Htm and punish those who disobey ~.17 

J'us tice is further in terpreted to mean acting in. a 

rightful way and in accordance with the well-being of 

man,18 and rewarding or punishing man depending upon 

the nature of his' acts. 19 ln the eyes of al-Na,JIm. and 

o ther Mu' tazi Its i t canno t be said tha t God has the 

power to be un jus t, un tru thful, or to do wh4 t is no t 

best rather than what is best for man. 20 

'!he Mu'tazilt concept of justice thus implies 

the idea of obligations which God mus t honour. Jus tice 

for them, moreover, does not mean merely that God must 

punish the doer of evil and reward the doer of the good. 

lt has a far broader meaning than that. lt includes 

the idea that God cannot do the bad, cannot do other 

than that whieh is best for man, and cannot forsake 

what is obligatory for Him to do. '!hese ideas bave far 

reaching effects. What is best for man alone embraces 

many things, such as, the non-imposition of ov~-

burdening duties, the sending of messengers tG guide 

man, not to cause pain for man unless the pain ls for 

his own well-being, and granting man power to perfonn 

his duties. All these are obligations for God; and, as 

was mentioned earlier, it is the obligatory na~e of 

these acts that places a lLmitation on the sovereignty 

of God. 
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lt is worthwhileto note that in the Mu'tazilt 

foxmulation of the idéa of justice,· the consideration of 

human right and human interest prevails to a ·higher 

degree thanit does in 'Abduh's idea of justice. 

ln this connection one may ask whether 'Abduh 

also believed in the obligatory nature of God's justice, 

justice according to his own understanding rather than 

justice in the Mu'tazilt concept. Hi. theory of the un­

changeable sunan Alilh ~pliesthat he believes in its 

obligatory nature. As has been said earlier there are 

in his. view sunan for terrestial requitals and sunan . 

for divine requi~ls in the hereafter. those who follow 

the latter will find the appropria te requital at the 

day of judgement, in other words, if they follow the 

sunnah of divine rewards they will undoubtedly be 

rewarded, and if they follow the sunnah ~f punishments 

they will necessarily receive their punishment. this 

must.be so since the sunan is unchangeable. there is 

here the idea of the obliga tory nature of the rewards 

and punishment as weil as the idea of the obligatory 

nature of God's justice, though 'Abduh does not say so 

explicitly. In his understanding justice does not 

operate directly through God Htmself but indirectly 

through His sunan, while in the Mu'tazilt view it seems 

,'r: 
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that it operates directly through Gerd. 

3. '!he Ash' art Posi~. 

'!he ASh'artyah, in harmony with their theory 

of the absolute sovereignty of God and vith their 

tendency to interpret the.universe from the viewpoint of 

that absolute sovereignty, adopt a concept of justice 

vhich is totally different fram either that of 'Abduh or 

tha t of the Mu' tazilah. Jus tice for the Ash' artyah 

means to place things in their right place that is ta 

say to have absolu te au thori ty over one 1 s own property 

and ta exp loi t i t in accordance vi th one 1 s own will and 

knowledge. 2l the justice of God means then, in their 

view, that God has absolute a~thority over His creatures 

and can do whatever He pleases in His Kingdom. 22 

Injustice, on the other hand, means to place things not 

in their right place, i.e. to have absolute authority 

over the property of others. 23 

With such an understanding of justi_ce and 

injustice, God can do anything th.at He wishes, even if 

it is unjust from man's point of view. ln fact, 

according ta al-Ash'art it would not be a wrong act on 

the part of God should He place all men in Paradise 

nor would i t be a tyrannical act on His part should He 

place them all in Hell. 24 Tb do wrong and injustice, 

· ", I~~: 
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explains al-Ash' art ,is . to act in violation of the 

prescriptions of law, but because there ls no law above 

GOd, His act can never be a vioiation of law. 25 the 

same idea is voiced by al-Ghazllt. Injustice happens 

only when one' s act infringes on the right of others, or 

when one has to act according to a command and then 

violates tne command; such activi~ on the part of God 
26 is unimaginable. 

As a consequence, God, in His capacity as the 

absolute SO,vereign, can do whatever He pleases with 

His creatures. Hence, according ta al-Ash'art, He can 

,cause pain for children in the hereafter, He can punish 

the believer, and He can reward the unbeliever" with 

Paradise. Should He do this, He does no wrong; He ls 

still just. 27 therefore, rewards from God are only 

expressions of God's grace and punishment from God 

constitutes only justice. 28 1t is not obligatory on 

God to grant rewards. ln the words of al-Ghazal!:, He 

rewards man if He so wishes, punishes him if He so 

wishes and even annihllates man if it pleases H~.29 

1 t goes wi thou t saying tha t this Ash' art 

idea of justice is in glaring contradiction with the 

idea of 'Abduh and the Mu'tazilah. the Ash'art 

position is the idea of the justice of an absolute 

ruler, who passes his sentences accordlng to his 
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absolute will un1imited by any authority but his own, 

while for ' Abduh and. the Mu' tazllah the ldea la tha t of 

the. justice of a constitutiona1 ru1er whose Bovereignty 

ia limi ted by laws, al though i t ia he himse1f who 

decrees the laws.. He passes his sentences in accordance 

with these laws and not arbitrari1y. 

For 'Abduh and the Mu' tazi1ah, since they 

adopt the view that man is.free in his will and act, 

the argument against the Ash 'artyah that Gad will be 

unjust if He punishes the doer of evil, creates no 

problem. 1 t is man by his own will and own power who 

ChCi\lSeS and does the evil. 1 t crea tes a prolblem for the 

Ash'artyah with their claim that the act of man is in 

fact the act of God. If man's act is God's act, God 

would be unjust in punishing man for an evil which he is 

compelled to do, that isto say for an act that is 

actually not hisown act. ln other words he is punished 

for the act of God Himself. As a consequence the 

Ash 'artyah bave to define jus tice in such a way tb.a t the 

definition will be consistent with their theory of 

acquisition and their idea of the absolute sovereignty 

of God. 

For al-Miturtdt this problem does not arise. 

Man's act for him belongs to man in its true sense and 
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not metaphorica11y.Man is puni shed for wrong1y 

choosing to use his created power, and this is not in­

justice. 

For a1-Bazdawt there is a prob1em, because of 

his hesitation ta recognize man's act as actua11y man's 

own act. But the prob1em is solved-for him by the 

~anaft-Miturrdt idea of making a difference between 

mashttah and ~!. As has been exp1ained ear1ier, 

a1though man in the Maturtdt view performs his evil act 

wi thin the wi 11 of God, he may perform i t, however, 

wi thout God' s p1easure~ .. Because man does evi1 without 

God's pleasure, He cannot be said to be unjust if He 

punishes the evi1doer. 
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>, GOD' S AC'l'S 

1. '!he ldea of God' s Obligation 'lbwards Man. 

As was shown in the discussion of God's 
;. . . ~ .. 

justice, 'Abduh believes in the existence of God's 
. 

obligatory acts. Since he holds the theory of the 
" 

restricted naturè of God's sovereignty, the idea of the . . 
existence of God's ol?ligation can be accommodated by 

his system. His concept of the sunan Alllh means that 

God does not act iike a despot (al-~im al-mustabidd)l 

who has no law above him, but He rules according ta His 

unchangeable laws. 2 

lnasmuch as these laws are unchangeable, it 

means that they are binding upon GOd, though, as we 

have said before, it is He and not man, ~ho imposes 

them on Himself. ln other words God has the obligation 

ta govern the universe in agreement wi th His sunan, 

just as the constitutional king has the obligation ta 

rule his kingdom according to the laws of the land. 

ln the discussion of God's jmstice it has been 

shawn also that 'Abduh holds the vlew that the universe 

ls crea ted for the benefi t of man and tha t nothing 

emanates from God without carry.ing wi:th it benefits 
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for man. 'lhis means tha t all acts of .Gad are for the 

benefit of man. If one puts this idea of God acting 

for the benefi t of man together wi th the idea of the 

ob.ligatory.nature.of allHis acts as'implied,in his 

concept of the unchangeable sunan, on~ comes tothe 

conclusion that 'Abduh believes in the existence 'of 

God's obligation towards man. '!he two ideas mean in 

fact that allHis acts must be in agreement with His 

unchangeable sunan andthat all His acts must be in the' 

interests ~f man •. 

the Mu'tazilah too, as is well-known and as 

has been made clear in the discussion of God's justice, 

adopt the idea that there are obligatibns on God towards 

man. the adoption of this idea is a natural consequence 

of their concept of God's justice and is tampatible with 

their view of Go~'s limited sovereignty. 

As to the Ash'artyah, the idea of the existence 

of obligatory acts on the part of Godis contrary to 

their theory of the abso lu te sovereign ty of God nor is 

i t in harmony wi th their concept of God' s jus tice. 

Since God' s sovereignty and justice for them means tha t 

God has absolute authority over His creatures, does 

what Hepleases in His Kingdom, can reward the unbeliever 
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and can' punish the believer, even though such rèquttal 

would be. in viola tian of His promises,' 'there can be no 

obliga tian on God. 1.11 God ,,'s acts, observes al-Ghazllt, 

are of a non-obligatory (ja"iz)' nature and nothing 

. .. 3 
about .them can be said to be obliga tory. God has no 

obligation at all to His slaves, says al-Ash'art. 4: 

!he BukhiriMiturtdtyah, as represented by 

al~Bazdawt, ag,ree with the Ash'artyah and say that 

nothing whatsoevèr is obligatory on God. S However, 

al-Bazdawt is contradicting htmself in this matter, 

as will be shown'later. 

Al-Ml:turtdt, as is clear from his idea of 

punishmen ts and rewards, 6 seems to say tha t there are 

certain, obligations on God. God must keep His promises 

and threa ts. 

2. '!he Ides of the salutary. 

'Abdup, like the Mu'tazilah but unlike the 

Ash'artyah, believes in the existence of God's 

obligation towards man. As for the idea of the 

salutary, he agrees also wi th the Mu 'tazilah when he 

says in his ~ashiyah that it is obligatory on God to do 

what ls best for man, 7 though he explains that" wujiib 

here does no t have the technica l meaning tha t 1 t has 
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when it is used by the theologians and jurists, 8 i .• ~ •. 

involving rewards and punishments. He is cautious te 

argue that if the,Mu'tazilah mean by God's obligation 

to safeguard the well-being of man,an obligation as man 

understands and conceives it, then their understanding 

is incorrect. It is, he argues, as if they want. te 

9 
subject God to laws which He may not violate. ln his 

view, any obligation on God's part originates in the 

perfect quality "that God imposes on Himself by His 

10 
will and choice." ln other wOrds, th~ obligation is 

a natural corollary of the idea of unchangeable sunan 

. Allah. 11 

lt would be superfluous to say that the 

Ashi'irah disagree with 'Abduh and the Mu'tazilah on 

thisidea of the salutary. Since in their understanding 

there is no obligation for GOd, to do the salutary or 

.what is best for man is in their eyes not obligatory 

for God. lt is not obligatory for GOd, writes al-
12 

Ghazllt, to safeguard what is most salutary for man. 

'n'le Bukhara Miturtdtyah, who are one wi th the 

Ash'artyah in the opinion that nothing is obligatory 
. . 

for GOd, believe also tha t i t is not incumbent on God te 

do wha t is bes t for man. 13 Such seems to be the view of 
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al~Mlturtdt too. 14 

3. Duties beyondMan l s Power. 

'!he idea of thesalutary leads to the question 

of God 1 s imposing -duties beyondman 1 s power (takltf ml 

li yuP.s). 'lhose who believe tha t i t is obliga tory for 

God to do what is salutary and best for man, also 

believe that God cannot _impose on man duties that are 

beyond his power to perform., the imposing of such 

duties is not in the interest of man. 'Abduh, indeed, 

holds this view. It is the sunnah of God, he writes, 

that He does not impose duties which are beyond man's 

15 
power. Ac~ording te Ripa, this is one of the basic 

religious princip les that is imp1ied in Surah 1Wo of the 

Q.ur~ln.16 

As for the Mu ' tazi1ah, itis well-known that 

they adopt the sarne a tti tude. 'lhe position tha t God 

doea not impose duties which are beyond man's power to 

perform ia a part of their idea of justice, as has been seen 

17 
ear1ier. God in their view would be unjust and God 

would not be doing what is salutary and best for man if 

He imposed on him duties that he could not perform. 
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'lbe Ash' artyah, in conformity wi th their. 

concept of the absolute sovereignty of God' and with 

their idea that there is no obligation at a1l for God, 

find it possible, as stated by al-Ash'art himself, that 

God imposes 'on man daties which he eannot perform.18 

'lbe .same view 1s presented by al-Ghazllt in his !!: 

Igti,~.19 ln this connection it sbould be recalled 

tha t in the Ash' art unders tanding man' S' act is' God' s 

act, andi t is God 's power, no t man's, tha t brings the 

act into existence. Seen from this angle, the idea· of 

the overburdening obligations crea tes no problem in 

their system. While God may impose duties which are 

beyond man's power to perform, man may still be able to 

perform them,because i t is actually the unlimi ted power 

of God that brings them into reali 'ty; man himself has 

only a nominal share in their performance. 

However, the imposition of overburdening 

obligations cannot fit the theory of 'Abduh and the 

~'tazilah concerning man's free acts. lt is man in 

'Abduh's view who performs his act by his own inborn 

power; God has no share in the performance except for 

His creation of power as part of man's nature. lhere-

fore, man i8 not able to perform duties that are beyond 

the scope of his natural power. Should God impose 

demands beyond man's ability, God would be unjust and 
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wisdom could not be attributed to Him. LikewiEre· for 

the Mu' tazilah God has no share in ~n' s Act except as 

the creator of man 1 s power and i t is th,.: power tha t 

produces the act. ~e imposition of overburdening 

duties would be inconsistent not only with tœir theory 

of ,God's justice but also with their understanding of 

m~n's act. 

'lbe Bukhlra MI; turtdtyah, who as the Ash 1 artyah 

believe in God's absolute sovereignty, in the non­

existence of God's obligation and in the idea that man's 

Act is his oWn only in a metaphorical way, also adopt 

the Ash'art view on the point under discussion. SA it 

is not impossible, al-Bazdawt says, that God imposes on 

man duties that arebeyond his power to do. 20 

Al-Mlturtdt's position on this matter is that 

of the Mut tazilah and t Abduh. According to the Sharp. 

Figh al-Akbar, al-Mlturtdt voices his disagreement with 

the Ash'artyah, because the Qur·'ln says that AI1J:h does 

not impose on Any soul a duty which is beyond i ts 

ability.21 the imposition of overburdening duties is 

not in agreement with his view of man's free àet despite 

his idea that the power to do the aet is ereated 

simultaneously with the· aet itèelf. But inasmuch as 

man's aet in al-Mlturt~t's understanding is man's own 
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act in the real sense· of- the word and i t is .man' s .power 

and not God' s power ~hich performs the act, i tis in­

consistent with his system ta maintai~ that God imposes 

overburdening du~ies on man. 22 

"l'he ideaof the p088ibility of takltf ml 11 -

Z!:!J:I..9.., indeed, fi ts. only in the Ash' art and Bukhlrl 

M§turt~t systems. 

4. Prophetic Mission. 

'!he idea _ of the salu tary af'fects also the 

idea of God's .sending prophetie missions to man. For 

'Abduh and the Hu'~zilah, who believe in the great 

power of reason to penetrate into the world of 

intelligibles, the sending of prophetic mission is of 

little si.gntficance. As has been shown in Çhapter Four 

revelation forboth'Abduh and the Mu'tazilah has 

mainly the funetion of confirming and completing what 

man has already known by reason. lt is for the 

Ash'artyah, who rely mainly on revelation for their 

knowledge of God and the intelligible world, that the 

prophetic mission should be of the utmost importance •. 

ln other words, the sending of prophetic mission to man 

should have an obligatory nature in the eyes of the 

Ash'artyah and a non-obligatory nature in the eyes of 

'Abduh and the Mu'tazilah. But as has been noted 
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li . 23 i i th ' il h h h l tha i' i ., ear er, t s e Mu taza W 0 0 d t t s'of: 

an obligatory nature. ,lt forms, indeed, a part of their 

concept of God's justice. Since reason cannot know aIl 

that i t should know about God and about the intelligible 

world including good and eVii, and since it is 

obligatory for God to do what is salutary and best for 

man, the sendingof prophets is obligatory upon God. 

'lhis is the argument given-'in the Sharb al-Utal al­

Khamsah for the obliga tory na ture of the mission of 

prophets. 24 

, Abduh too seems to favour the idea of the 

obligatory nature of the prophetie mission. His 

argument ls also based on the ideaof the salutary. lt 

is not eonceivable, he writes, that God should tmpose 

duties on man without having informed him of their 
, ", 25 

~position, that is to say, by sending messengers. 

l t means tha t God mus t send messengers to inform man 

that He has imposed duties on man. Another argument is 

that becaus"e the imposition of duties' is in its essence 

obligatory, man's knowledge of the imposition is 

obligatory, and the sending of prophets is, therefore, 

obligatorjr.26 

the Ash'artyah, since they rejected the idea 
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of· the eXistenc, of. obligations on the part of Gad and 

the idea of the. sa1utary, ca~ot come to the view that 
~. • 1:' , 

the sending of messengers bas an obligatDry nature. 

'!his despi te the fact tha·t .·in their unders tanding men 

would not know their duties, would not be able tD 

discriminate between good and evil, and, hence, could do 

as they like. 'D:le resul t wouid be tha t there would be 

no order in the world had .God not sent prophets to 

teach man. But again God for them has an absolute 

sovereign~ and can do whatever pleases H~. If He 

wishes man to live in a disorganized society, so sball 

it be, for God in their understanding does not act in 

the interest of man. 

lt is a foregone conclusion that for the 

Bukhara Maturidtyah too the sending of prophets is not 

obligatory for God. ln their v1ew it is possible27 and 

commendable. 28 As is the case of the Ash'artyah, the 

obligatory nature of the prophetie mission would not be 

in harmony wi th their belief in the absolute sovereignty 

of GOd, in the non-existence of God's obligation and in 

that God does not act out of consideration for the well-

being of man. 

A statement of al-Baya9t gives sQme clue to the 

position of al-~turrdt in this matter. According to 
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al-Bay.~t Many of the MI~tdtyah agree with the 

~'tazilah in the idea that the prophetie mission has 

an obligatory na~e.29 As is obvious this position 

cannot be reconciled with the Bukh!r! M«turtdt position 

that there are no obligations on the part of God towards 

His creatures. Al-Bay!pt must be speak1ng of the 

Samarqandt Miturtdtyah, i.e. of al-Mlturtdt and his 

Samarqandt followers. Because al-Miturtdt believes 

that there are certain obligations on the part of GOd, 

as is implied in his theory of the origin of rewards and 

punishments, his theological system can accommodate the 

obligatory nature of the prophetic mission. 

5. Promise and 'lhrea t. 

Another act of God is that of keeping His 

promises and threats (al-wa'd wa al-wa'td). Like the 

Mu'tazilah, 'Abduh is a1so of the opinion that the 

promises and threats of God must take place;30 in other 

words the act of keeping His promises and threats has 

an obligatory nature. '!his obligatory nature is again 

a natural consequence of his concept of the unchangeable 

sunan Allih. God's promises to reward the doer ofgood 

and His ~~eats to punish the evildoer are aspects of 

the unchangeable sunan~ Moreover, God in his eyes, 

must be perfect in His knowledge and will. A breach of 
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His promises and threa~s.would entail a defect in His 

knowledge and will. 

For the Mu'tazilah the obligatory nature of the 

al-wa'd wa al-wa'rd originatesin their idea of God's 

justice. God would be unjust if He do es not reward the 

doer of good and punish the evildoer·as.He has promised 

and tbreatened to do. God can do no injustice to man 

because i t is against the idea of the sal,utary and ls 

not in the best interests of man. Another argument 

produced bY"Abd al-Jabbar is that a breachof promise 

implies a lie and God is exalted ab ove the attribute of 

lying.31 

the concept of God's promises and threats 

flnds no place in the Ash'art system. lt i~ incompatible 

with their concept of the absolute sovereignty of GOd, 

whereby He can reward and punish whom He pleases, nor 

is i t in harmony wi th their posi tion regarding the 

negation of God's obligations. therefore, al-Ash'art 

tries to interpret the Qur·anic verses pertaining to 

God's promises and threats in such a way that they can­

not entail God' s obligation to keep them. 

ln al-Ash'ari's opinion the terms ~ (who), 

al-ladhina (thosewho), etc. in such verses do not 
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necessarily rafer ta the whole, i.e. to everyone; they 

rather refer ta so~e and not to everyone. 32 thus the 

term "those WhO" in the verse "'l'hose, who swallow the 

property of the orphans unjustly, swallow only fire 
33 into their bellies", does not refer to everyone but 

ra ther to sorne. ln other words, the threa t of being 

punished with firewill be applied only ta some and not 

to all those who swallow the property of the orphans. 

'l'he others will escape punishment by the absolute will 

of God.. ln such a way al-Ashtart evades the idea of 

the obligatory nature of the promises and threats which, 

in fact, cannot be accommodated by his system. 

As for the Bukhara Maturtdtyah, al-Bazdawt 

has the ~dea it is impossible for God to break His 

promise to reward the doer of the g09d, but i t is not 

impossible for H~ to break His threat ta punish the 

evildoer. 34 Hence, the fate of the capital sinner to 

him is decided in accordance with the t~ish of God. If 

He wishes to forgive the sinner He will place him not 

in Hell but in Paradise; and if He wishes to punish 

him He will place him in Hell for a while or forever.
35 

ln his vie~;it is not impossible for God to forgive a 

man for a sin he has committed, but at the sarne time not 

to forgive another man having committed the same sin. 36 
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With this idea al-Bazda~t; as has been' 

referred to earlier, contradicts himself; If on o~e 

occasion hesays that there is no'obligation whatsoever 

on GOd, his idea that it is impossible for.God to break 

His promises to reward the doers of good imp~ies that 

God is obligatèd under certain circumstances. Hence, 

his concept of the absolute sovereignty of God is not 

completely identicalwith that of the Ash'artyah. If 

for the latter it is totally absolute, for him it is 

restricted by God's obligation ta reward the doer of 

the good. 

Al-BazdawJ:' s contradiction seems to" arise 

from his attempt ta preserve God's absolute sovereignty 

as much as possible but without violating the idea of 

God's justice. lb say that God can punish the doer of 

good would be in glaring contradiction to a sense of 

justice but to say that Gad can forgive the evildoer 

still could be in harmony with God's bountifùl mercy. 

Al-M~turtdr, as is clear from his idea of the 

origin of rewards and punishments,37 has a position 

close to that of 'Abduh and the Mu'tazilah. 
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CHAP'l'ER IX 

GOD' S ATTRlBU'l'ES 

1. Attributes in General. " 

'Ibe difference of opinion"pertaini1'lg to'God's 

attributes between the Mu'tazilah and the Ash'artyah is 

well-known. 'But inorder· to'fully unâerstand 'Abduh's 

position on this subject it is pertinent ta give here a 

short account of the Mu'tazilt and ASh'art disagreement. 

It revolves around the question of ~hether Gbd can have 

attributes or not. "If God has attributes the 

attributes must be eternal like His essence and if the 

attributes are eternal there would be a multiplici~ of 

eternals. 'Ibis raises the idea of polytheism - an un­

acceptable position. 

'Ibe Mu'tazilah try to solve the problem by 

adopting the view that God has no attributes. lheir 

definition as given by al-Ash'art is a negative one. 

God has no knowledge, no power, no life, etc. l 'Ibis 

does not mean that they do not define God as having 

power, knowledge, life, etc. God has knowledge as weil 

as other qualities, but these qualities are not 

attributes in their real sense. 'Ibe meaning of God 

having knowledge, says Aba al-Hudhayl, is that God 

knows through a knowledge, which is He Himself. 2 'Ibus 
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God's knowledge, as he categorically states it, is God 

Himself , 3 tha t is to say God' s essence. '!he meaning of 

God knowing by His essence, as explained.by al-Jubblfr, 

is tha t in order to know", God is no t in need of an 

a ttribu te in the fOrln of knowledge or s ta te. 4 ln the 

understanding of his son, Aba Hlshim, however, that God 

knows by His essence means that Gad has a state of 

knowl8dge. 5 But despite this difference they agree. that 

God has no attributes. 

If the Mu'tazilah give a negative answer to 

the question of God' s attributes, the Ash'artyah. on the 

other hand adopt the very opposite position. they are 

positive. in ascribing attributes to God. ln the 

explanation of al-Ash'art, it cannot be denied that God 

has a ttributes, for jus t as His acts show tl:lat·· He 

knows, wills, and is powerful, they show in ~esame 

way that He has knowledge, will and po~~er. 6 According 

to al-Baghdldi there is a consensus among the Ash'artyah 

that God's power, knowledge, life, will, hearing, sight 

and speech are eternal. 7 the attributes, explains 

al-Ghazalt, are other than God's essence but subsist in 

the essence itself. 8 Here isthe idea of ·the 

multiplicity of eternals. 1b find away out of this 

problem the Ash'artyah say that the attributes. are not 
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God· nor 0 ther than He. 9. Sinae they are no t 0 ther than 

GOd,. there is.thus no mul tiplicity· of eternals. 

'D.1e Ash'artyah take· for themselves the theory 

of the existence of God's a·ttributes with its related 

idea of their not being He nor other than He, while 

the Mu'tazilah adopt the theory of the negationof 

attributes with its relatedidea of their being mental 

considerations or states. By taking inta consideration 

their idea of God's absolute sovereignty, the Ash'artyah 

have no other alternative but the theory of the existence 

of God's.attributes. Attributes imply permanence, 

while ·states imply change. Attributes carry wi th them 
, 

the idea of strength and power, while states suggest 

the idea of weakness. Oonsequently, to.define God with 

states is inconsistent with the idea of God's absolute 

power and sovereign ty. Tc preserve the idea of God' s 

total, absolute power and sovereignty., He must be 

defined with eternal attributes. '!he Mu'tazilah, 

however, inasmuch as they do not adhere to the concept 

of the absolute sovereignty and power of GOd, can adopt 

the theory of negating.God's attributes in order ta 

escape ~e problem of themultiplicity of eternals. 

Where does 1 Abduh stand on the prob lem of 

God' s attributes? As has been shown in Chapter '!Wo, he 
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speaks of the existençe of Gpd's attribu,tes. 10 As to 

the, ques tion whether they are 0 ther than GO~' s" essence, 

he thinks that it: is· beyondthe power of huma!). reasop 

11 
to know. . But, nevertheless, he seems to favour the 

idea that the attributes are none other than God' s 

essence, ,though he does no tsay exp lici tly tha t he is 

adopting this position. 

His discussion,of the problem .pp •• ra 'ln his 

~shiyah.. 'Dlere he elabora tes the tha~rr tb,a t the 

.,t.tributes are ~e very essence of God as held,so he 

s.~s, by the philos9phers. By this theory, he explains, 

they do not mean to say ~t the essence is one and the 

same as the attributes nor that the attributes are one 

and the same as the ~ssencetbut rather that the, essence 

as the one an,d only source of everything is the source 

of the effects that issue from the attributes. 'Dle 

effect that, issues from the attribute, knowledge, for 

. example, is the achievement of ~owledge about a~ 

object of knowledge; but at the same time the achieve­

ment of knowledge (tha t which follows as a consequence 

of the attribute, knowledge) is actually a result which 

issues from the essence, i.e. in the latter' s ca.p~city 

as the source of ·everything. '!hus, essence and the 

a ttribu te, knowledge, are one. 'lhe same is true of the 

attribute, power. ~e effect that issues fram power is 
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the performance of anact. Put differently; power is 

the source of the performance of acts •. Since essence, 

as the source of everything, is actually the source of 

the performance of acts, essence and the attribute, 

power, are again one. Cons equently, essence from the 

point of view of the achievement of knowledge about an 

object of knowledge is'knowledge, and from the point of 

view of the performance of acts is power~12 ln such a 

way the àttributes can then be said to be the very 

essence of God, but this theory amounts to the negation 

of the attributes themselves and the affirmation of 

their consequences only. 

'D:l.a t ' Abduh favours this theory can be 

concluded from the fact that he criticizes those who 

define al-'ilim as the one who has an attribute called 

knowledge subsisting in his essence. According to him 
1 

the definition of al-'Ilim 1s the one ta whom the truth 

of the matter has become uncovered. l3 nlis defin1t&on 

clearly denies the existence of the attribute called 

knowledge. He further criticizes the argument of those 

who hold that the attributes are other than God •. one 

of their arguments, as he èxplains it, is that God is in 

need of other than His essence, i.e. the attributes, ta 

be perfect. 'D:l.1s means, he says, that there are things 

which are loftier than God and this is absurde He asks 
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whiCh is more acceptable, to say thatthe .attributes. 

are one and the same as the essence wi th the 

affirmation of the perfection of the essence, or to 

say tha t the essence is imperfect and tha t i t is in 

need of other things to attain its perfection'l14 Here 

he is clearly taking the side of those who negate the 

a ttributes. 

He also does not fail to criticize the Ash'art 

argument for establishingthat the attributes are not 

the essence nor are they other than the essence. the 

latter part of this argument is based on the idea that 

it cannot be said about an attribute and its substra~ 

or about part and whole, tha t each of them is other than 

its other component part. the Ash'artyah assert that 

if, in the saying "there is no one in the house but zayd" 

(laysa ft al-dar ghayr zaYd), the attributes and parts 

of zayd are other than zayd, they. would be included in 

the negation, while they are there with him; for zayd 

cannot exist without his parts and attributes., 'Abduh 

finds this argument ta be weak, for according to him 

what is negated in the saying "there is no one in the 

house but zayd" is everyone except zayd and not the 

parts or attributes of zaYd. 15 Renee, he cannot agree 

wi th the Ash 1 art theory tha t the a ttri bu tes are no t God 

nor other than He, and asks: "What would al-Shaykh 
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al-Ash'art'and his followers say if one worships God's 

attribute of power as some of the ancient ESyptians did1 

ls thisnot polytheism'l,,16 Here again is thè concept 

of the negation of attributes. Moreover, he thinks that 

al-Ash'art bas been misunderstood'by his followers. Al­

Ash'art, he says, bas never definedthe concept of 

"other" in 'his writings. He doubts whether the concept 

origina tes wi th al-Ashfe art himself, for one of the 

la tter' s s ta temen ts according ta hiin leads" to the very 

opposite view. He is here referring to the statement 

ascribed by al-Shahrastant to al-Ash'art in his 

al-Milal. According to the statement it cannot be said 

of the attributes that they are God (hiya huwa)'nor 

tha t -they are 0 ther than' He (hiya ghayruhu), nor tha t 

they are not He (1« huwa), nor tha t they are no t 0 ther 

than He (11: ghayruhu).17 olt is obvious, 'Abduh 

explains, tbat the thing from which the concept of other 

(ghayruh) is negated is the not-other (l~ ghaYruh) 

itself, and that the thing from ~hich its being God 

(hiya huwa) is negated is the not~God (1« huwa) itse1f. 

'!he statement, he argues, refers to a multiple negation. 

ln other words the attributes cannot be said 1:0 be God, 

nor no t GOd, nor tha t they âre 0 ther than God nor no t 

other than God. SUch a statement, he asserts, is 

senseless unless it is interpreted to mean that the 
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attrlbutes are merely mentàt considerations that do not 

exist in reality.l8 ln 'Abduh's' understanding'al­

Ash'art, unlike his followers, would adopt" the negation 

of God's attributes and like 'the ~'tazilah would 

consider them to be merely mental considerations. -

From these criticisms and interpretation of 

al-Ash"art' s statement 1. t is clear that 'AbdUh is in 

fact favouring the theory of negating the attributes 

thoughhe speaks of God's attributes in his Risllah. 

lt must be emphasized, however, that he does not deal 

in the Risilah 'wi th the problem whether the a ttributes 

are the essence or other than the essence of God nor 

whether they are eternal or not eternal. ln other 

words, he does not explain precisely in the Risalah what 

he means by attributes. As such there is no in­

compa tibili ty between' the idea tha t he expresses in 

his ~ashiyah and his idea of attributes in the Risalah. 19 

Since he does not maintain that God's sovereignty and 

power are not totally absolute, he 1s in a position to 

include the theory of the negation of God's a ttribu tes' 

in his system. 

the Bukhlra Maturidïyah, since they are close 

to Ash#arism on the concept of the absolute sovereignty 

of GOd, adopt the7Posltive view of God's attributes. 
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.'lhey solve the problem of the mul tiplici ty of eternals 

by saying either that the attributes are eternal through 

an eternality subsisting in God's essence and not 

through the eternal quality of the attributes themselves, 

or that God is eternal with all His attributes and the 

attributes themselves are not eternal. 20 

Al-t-mturtdt himself seems to follow the idea 

that the attributes are not God nor other than God. 21 

2. An thropomorphi sm. 

Since God belongs to the world of intelligibles 

it is unimaginable for those who believe in the power 

of reason that God can be predicated with physical 

qualities. 'Abduh, in agreement with his tendency to 

interpret the universe in terms of man's rational 

thought, believes that it is impossible for God's essence 

and attributes to appear in the shape of a body or a 

spirit of any being in any of the worlds. 22 the 

Qur'inic terms face, hands, sitting on the throne and 

other similar te:r:ms must be understood in the sense 

that the Arabs understood them,23 to wit metaphorically. 

'lhus, ibtighS' wajh rabbih (seeking the face of his God) 

in verse 92/20, as he explains it, means "out of 

venera tion to God." 'lhe expression fa' al tu kadhl 

abtaght wajh fulKn (1 do such a thing to seek the face 
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of such a one), he says, is a well-known expression 

among the Arabs . and means tha t 1 do tha t 1:hing only tG 

revere him and in order to gain his pleasure. 24 'lhe­

word al-'arsh (throne) in verse 81/20 means dominion,25 

or might and power,26 and al-kurst (chair) in verse. 

2/255 means knowledge. 27 

ln the same way the Hu' tazilab thirût tha.t God 

cannqt be a bOdy,28 and hence, cannot have physical 

attributes. the words al-'arsh is interpreted _ta mean 

dominion,29 al-'ayn (eye) knowledge,30 al-waih '(face) 

essence,3l and al-yad (hand) power. 32 

1he Ash'arryah too do not believe in anthro­

pomorphism in the sense that God has physical attributes 

similar to those of man. But they main tain tha t God has 

eyes, face, hands, etc. as He is described in the Qurwln, 

though these parts are not similar to those of man. 

Unlike 'Abduh and-the Mu'tazilah they believe that these 

te~s may not be interpreted to have other meanings. 

Gcd has two hands, says al-Ash'art, but it may not be 

interpreted to mean His grace33 or His power. 34 God 

lives a life, he explains further, but not the life of 

man; He has two hands but not the hands of man. 35 

What then can be said about God's bands and face? 
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According to him these featuret.l cannot be defined. As 

he expresses it God bas a.face and eyesbut they cannot 

be described nor defined. 36 

~USt the Ash'artyah in agreement with their 

idea of manls weakness and Godls absolute sovereignty 

and power, think that -mari is not in a position to 

interpret the anthropomorphic verses in suCh a way as 

to deny tha t God has such f ea tures. Bu t on the 0 ther 

hand, reason, though it has nGt:much power from their 

point of view, cannot accept the idea that God bas 

limbs similar to . those of man as claimed by the 

anthropomorphists. 'Iheir solution to the problem is 

the idea that God has suCh fea~es as He is described 

in the Qur tan, bu t wi thou t "hownes s", i. e. man canno t 

know their quali ty and na ture. 'Ihe Qur tin says tha t 

God has hands ~nd man must accept that. If man cannot 

understand, it is because God bas an absolute power and 

can have and create things which the weak human mind 

canno t penetra te. 

'!he MJ:turtdtyah of bo th their Samarqandi and 

Bukhara branches, who ascribe more power to reason than 

do the Ash'artyah, disagree with the latter and adopt 

the same position as that of 'Abduh and the Mu'tazilah. 

Al-Maturtdt interprets bands, face, eye, and foot to 
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mean God' s power. 37 '!he MKturtdtyah do not agree wi th 

the idea that God is a body even though not like other 

. bodies ,38 for a body consists of accidents and substance 
39 

and, hence, God cannot be predicated with them. Man 

is in need of limbs for their absence necèssitates his 

weakness, but, God on the other. hand, is puwerful with­

out ltmbs. 40 God's bands according to al-Bazdawt are 

attributes of God, but not limbs. Bands are attributes 

like other attributes such as knowledge, power and will. 41 

3. Beatifie Vision. 

Inasmuch as God is purely an intelligible 

Being, those, who have the tendency to in terpre t th~ 

universe in terms of human reason, would say that God 

cannot be seen. In his Risllah 'Abduh does not clarify 

his position with regard to this problem. He merely 

says tha t those who believe in the idea of tanzth (the 

idea that God is free from any resemblance with His 

creatures) agree that the vision is not a vision with 

physical eyes. It is rather a vision which cannot be 

described nor defined; it is a vision which God will 

bestow exclusively upon the inhabitants of the here­

after. 42 In his ~ashiyah, however, heexplains that 

the vision will take place, not wi th the physical eyes 

bu t wi th one of the powers tha t man has or wi th a new 
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p~er that God will crea te. at ,the time of vision in one 

of man's organs, possibly in ,the heart. 43 He thus 

adoptsthe view tha t i t is impossible to see God wi th 

the physical eyes. 44 

lbe Mu'tazilah too, as i8 well-known, believe 

that God cannot be seen with the physical eyes. 'Abd 

al-Jabblr produces rational andtraditional proofs to 

establish the theory that God cannot be seen, 45 ln 

his view God cannotbe seen not because of the existence 

of an impediment (man') but simply because it is im-.-
possible to see God. 46 If man could see God, he argues, 

man could see Him here and nowln this terrestial 

world. 47 

the Ash'artyah on the other hand believe that 

God can be seen in the hereafter with the physical eyes. 

As al-Ash'art expresses it God will be seen in the same 

way that the moon is seen during the night of full 

moon. 48 their tendency to interpret the universe in 

terms of God's absolute sovereignty and power causes 

them to conclude tha t nothing, which human reason says 

would be impossible, is impossible for God. !his is 

expecially true if there are proofs for i t in the 

Qur'an. And it is their tendency, as has been seen, 
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for example, in the anthropomorphic verses, .~. retain 

the li teral sense of the Qur' 'nic verses as much as 

possible. ln al-lbKnah al-Ash'art's proofs for 

establishing the vision of God are based mainly on 

revelation. 49 He does. not explain howit is rationally 

possible to see an intelligi,ble being with amis physical 

e)tes. Re says only that God is a"nexistent Being and 

all existent beings can be seen •. God sees the created 

things as 'tolel1 as Rimself, and because He sees Rimself, 

it is possible thatHe givas man the power to see Him. 50 

Al-Baghdidt tries ta give another rational explanation. 

According ta him man can see accidents because man can 

differentiate between whiteness and blackness as well as 

between oneness and separateness. 51 Dea th , in his view, 

can also be seen, for the one who sees a dead man, sees 

death itself. 52 With such arguments the Ash'artyah 

conclude that God can be seen. Moreover, they maintain 

that God has such features as eyes, face, and hands, 

even though these features are not similar to those of 

man.' Cons equen tly , i twill not be impossible for man 

to see Him in the hereafter. 

'!he t-fAtur!;dtyah a1so adopt the idea tha t God 

can be seen. Like al-Ash'art, al-Mlturtdt argues that 

since God is an existent, He can be seen. 53 He is seen, 
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accordingto al-Bazdawt, without the· involvement. of' tb.,e 

idea of shape, confrontation and definition~54 'lbere 

seems to be no difference·be~éen the ASh'artyah and 

MB:turtdtyah on this question .of beatific vision despite 

the fact that they differ on the understanding of God's 

physical attributes as theY'aee mentioned .in the Qur"n. 

4. God's Speech. 

Here the problem for .the theologians isthat 

of finding a solution for ~o conflicting opinions that 

emanate from the idea of God's speech. If. speech is 

an attribute, it must be eternai because God's attributes 

are etemai with His essence. On the otherhand speech, 

beinga composite, must be created and cannot be 

eternal. !he Mu'taziIah, by virtue of their great 

reliance on the power of reason, simply argue that 

because speech is coroposed it catlnot be an attribute of 

God. they consider such to be one of God's acts. 

'Abd al-Jabbar, therefore, does not deai with speech 

in his discussion on God's attributes. As he explains 

it himself, the Qurtln is one of God's acts and since 

justice deais with His acts, it is dealt with in the 

discussion of justice. 55 the Qur'in according to him 

is the speech and revelstion of God and is created. 
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'!he' Ash'arty8h, 'intheir enéieavour to',preserve 

God' s' absolu,te sovereignty 'and 'power and' to· maintain the 

Qur';é«nic description of' God' iri i ts li teral sense, 

be11eve" on tne otherhand, that speech is one of God's 

attributes. 'lb overcome the probl~' of' the composite 

na,ture of speech, they introduce 'a' defini tion which 

differs from that of the Mu'tazilah. As defined in the 

Sharbal-'Apudtyah, speechrefers'to meanings which 

, are simple and not compound sUbsisting in God's essence; 

arid it is not composed of letters and sounds. 56 SpeeCh 

is thus not the compound speech as itis generally under­

stood. Compound speech intheir opinion, is called 

speech only in'a metaphorical way.57 lrue speech is 

that for' which the compound speech stands, 58 i.e. the 

meaning·that lies behind compound speech. ~1eAsh'arrs 

say' that èompoundspeech which is composed of words and 

letters 1s not God1s speech. 59 SpeeCh, defined as 

meaning or idea,however, being not compound can·be 

attributed to God. 'nie Qur'ln" slleuld be understood 

firstly, in the sense of a simple, not compound, meaning. 

As such the Qur',n 1s the speech of God and is eternal. 

Al-Ash'art must have this in mind wh~n he says that 

those who think the Qur'in is created have made it the 
60 speech of man. Secondly, the Qurtlnshould be 

understood in the sense of words and phrases which have 
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been wri tten and .are' read. ln this sense 'the . Qur'in is 

created, and',is not the speech of God. 

'lb. Mitutdtyah adopt the sarne position as the 

ASh'artral\. 'lhe speech or the Qur'in that is attributed 

to God is the meaning that lies behind the expressed 

words and phrases. '!ha t this is theirT~'po8i tion is 

understood t'rom al-Hlturtdr' s statement that the Qurtin 

is an eternal attribute subsisti'ng in God's essence, 

i t is one, not divided in sections; i t is nei ther in 

Arabie nor Syriac, but man expresses this attribute 

wi th varying expressions. 61 'D:le speech is thus the 

meaning that lies behind the expressions. Al-Bazdawt 

has the same unders tanding. 'D:le composi tion which is 

called the Book of G6d or Qur'ln, he wri~e8, is not the 

speech of God. lt denotes His speech, and it iscalled 

speech in a metaphorical way.62 lt is noteworthy that 

like the Ash'artyah hecalls the composed Qur'an God's 

speech in a metaphorical vay. 

What is 'Atiduh's position on thisproblem? 

Because he believes in the truth of rational proofs, 

he is of the opinion that speech, at least as it is 

generally understood, cannot be an attribute of God. 

Speech has no other meaning than that of the expressed 
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words and phras~s. Moreo~er, consistent with his 'thèory 

of attributes, a speaker is not the one who has the 

attribute of speech. A speaker, as he defines it, is 

the one who produces 'a speech. 63 When we say, for 

exemple, tbat zayd speaks it means that he expresses 

phrases, and a phr~se consists of a specifie sound, and 

sound i tself is pJ;'oduced by a particular composi,tion 

of air. 64 '!he one who speaks is thus the one who produces 

such a composition of air and it is only natural that 

speech in this sense cannot be an a ttribu te of God. 

Since this is the only true meaning of speech 

for 'Abduh, it is no won4er that he' disagrees with the 

Ash'artyah and the Mlturtdtyah to say tbat speech is 

not the expressed words and, phrases but the meaning 

that lies behind them. !b interpret speech in the sense 

of meaning, he. asserts, is conttary'to practice and to 

the linguistic use of the word. He tbinks that such an 

interpretation is merely a creation of man's 

imagina tion. 65 Furthermore, . he finds tha t the 

definition of speech as meaning leads to an absurdity. 

When one reads the Qurt:"in, he argues, one finds in one­

self the attribute of speech and because this attribute 

is the seme as that which subsists in God, it means 

the one anè sarne attribute subsists in two different 

substratums or it means the transfer from God to man of 
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'lhus, speech or.Qur·'in for 'Abduh 1s not 

meaningwhich liesbehind words and phrases .as the 

Ash'ar5:yah and the H~turtdtyah und~rstand it to be •. 
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He states explicitly that Qur'in or speech refers .only 

ta the phrases which are expressed through the tongue 

and written in the Books, and they are created. 67 'lhe 

idea that the ~urfln iscreated and not eternal appears 

a.1so in the firs t edi tion of his Risllah. On the 

protest of others that it is a bid'ah (innovation)., the 
. 68 

whole discussion was removed from subsequent editions. 

'lhough 'Abduh criticizes the Ash'artyah for 

giving an "imaginative" interpretation of speech, he 

offers another definition for the'word. Speech has two 

meanings - speech in.the sense of spoken words. and 

speech in the sense of a consequence of God's love. 

Jg.st as the achievement of knowledge about an object of 

knowledge is a consequence of knowledge and the 

performance of an act ia the consequence of power, so 

speech is a consequence of love. 

Here is how he explains it. God is bountiful, 

and everything that emanates from Him is for the well­

being of man. It flows from God's love. Love is the 

source of all of His favours towards man. For 

perfection man must possess knowledge, and true 
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knowledge ean come only from a true guide, i.e. a 

gutde who knows the secrets of the Tru th. 'lhrough His 

speech, God bestows upon prophets the guidance that man 

needs to attain perfection. Speech provides the 

specifies of what is embodied by love in its general 

form. 69 

Speech, therefore, is God's grace and guidance 

and its source is God's love. ln other words, speech 

is the consequence of God's love. Even in this second 

·meaning speech cannat be an attribute of GOd, for it 

1s only the consequence of the attribute of love. lhat 

speech is not an attr1bute is also implied 1n 'Abduh's 

statement in the Risllah where he says that the source 

of speeeh, which p~anates from GOd, is an attribute of 

His essence. 70 lt is the source of speech, and not 

speech itself, that constitutes an attribute. Speech 

is an act of God as held by the Mu'tazilah. 

Speech for 'Abduh is not an attribute, neither 

in its original meaning nor in its new 1nterpretation. 

the Qur'in or speech for him as it is for the 

Mu'tazilah 1s created. 7l 
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CHAPTER.X 

tHE CONCEPT OFBELIEF 

Unlike the other theological doctrines tha t . 

have been discussed in the five preceding Chapters, the 

concept of ~ or belief in God is affected in a direct 

way by the theory of the power of reason and the function 

of revelation. ln those systems whieh consider man's 

reason to be powerful enough to arrive a t the 

obligation to know Gad, belief cannot have a passive 

meaning. ln other words, tm«n cannot take the forro of 

. '!:!'fdtq, i.e. regarding or accepting of what others say 

as being true. For them it must have an active meaning, 

for man through the power of his reaeon mus t independen tly 

a ttain the knowledge of God. 

Renee, 'Abduh does not describe belief as 

ta~diq in his Ris§lah. 1 t is ei ther 'ilm (knowledge), 1 

or i'tiq§d (faith),2 or yaqtn (conviction).3 Belief, as 

he defines it in the 1afstr al-Manlr, ls true knowledge 

which seizes the intellect by proofs and forces the 
4 

soul to submission. lt has three elements, belief in 

GOd, belief in ~e invisible world and doing acts which 

are beneficial to the agent himself as well as to his 

fellow human beings.5 
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ln conformity ~ith his dividing humanity into 

a class of the elect and a class of the common people, 

there are two kinds ofbelief in'i\bduh' s view - the 

belief of the elite and the belief of the common people. 

lt.should berecalled that it is only the elect who can 

arrive at the knowledge of God and the in.telligible 

world. For 'Abduh, common'people greatly resemble the 

weak man in the Ash'art conception. '!hey cannot arrive 

at the knowledge of God and have torely on revelation 

or on informations given to them by theelect. 'For the 

common people, therefore, belief. cannot be knowledge 

bu t ra ther .tafdtq. '!he belief 0 f the eli te he ca Ils 
6 

tmin b!qtqr. (true belief) and to the belief of the 

common people he gives thename of .pm!n taqltdi 
i 

(tradit1.onal belief).7 '!he, latter 'is"'not more than 

acceptance of the general· truths and articl'es of belief 

. 8 th of. the religion in which one is broughtup. ln co er 

words if belief for the elect ls trueknowledge, for· the 

latter lt is ta,d!:q. As'Abduh says lt, the bel:ief of 

the common people takes the fOrIn of the tradltional 

acceptance that there ls a Creator for the unlverse and 

tha t He sends prophets' ta man. 9 '!he belief of the 

elect, however, ls.true knowledge which prompts one to 

act. 10 '!he true believer does the good because he 

knows that it ls good and avoids the bad because he 
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knows that it has·badconsequences. ll 'lheir beltef 

does not take the form of blind acceptance for the sake 

oftheir. fathers and forefa thers. 12 '!rue belief does 

notconsist of knowledge onlybut also of acts. for ,as 

'Abduh explainsit, true knowledge necessitates action. 13 

For the Mu 'tazilah, who also elaim that 

reason can arrive at the obligll,tory knowledge of God, 

belief cannot· takethe form of ~drq. But be~ief in 

the sense Qf' knowledge is not sufficient.· As. explained 

by 'Abd al-Jabblr, the one who knows God but defies 

H~, or does ~ot perform his duties or violates His 

laws, is not a believer~14 Belief for the Mu'tazilah 

takes the form of the acts that follow as a result of 

knowing God. Renee, belief in their view is the 
15 

performance of divine conunands., But there is a dis-

agreemen t among them as ta wha t ls mean t by di vine 

commands. According to Abij al-Hudhayl they include al1 
• > 

the. re1igious exerci.ses, the ob1i8a tory as wel1 as the 

supererogatory.16 For al-Jubbl'r they include only 

the obligatory and not the supererogatory religious 

exercises. 17 'Abd al-Jabblr follows the former view.
18 

For al-NaJ;im belief consists rather in the avoidance 

of capital sins. 19 

Despite this disagreement belief ,for the 



248 

Mu 'tazilah is nottaSd'tg for' this would not be in 

harlnony . wi th their concep t tha t it i8' man, by his . own . 

power and not by the help of revelation, who arrives at 

the .knowledge of God. 

For the Ash'artyah, on the other hand, belief 

. canno t be kn~wledge. ln their sys tem man' s reason 

lacks the power to arrive at the obligation to know God. 

Man comes to know of this obliga tion only through 

revelation. lt is revelation which tells man that he 

has the duty to know his Creator and he has to accept 

the tru th of this informa tion. ·Belief for them mus t 

thustake the form of ta,dtg. therefore al-Ash'art 

defines belief as the. acceptance of the announcement of 

the existenée of God (al-ta,dtg bi-All~).20 Al­

Baghdidt ascribes to hœm a longer definition. !t is 

the ta,dtq of the existence of GOd, of the prophets 

and of their informations; this ta,dtg, however, is not 
21 

sound when it is not accompanied by knowledge. ln 

any case it isstill !!§~td and the knowledge does not 

come until one receives the information from the 

prophets. 

'!he BUkhiri Mituridiyah, who, like the 

Ash ' ariyah, canno t accep t the idea tha t reason has the 
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power ~ arriveat,the·ob1.iga~on to know God~ belief . , 

too aannotbeknowledge. ,1tlD\lst be tasdiq_ Al-Bazdawt 

defines belief· as the acceptance by the ,heart and by the 

tongue . that there is. no God but All«h and tha t there is 

no one who equals H~.22 

For al-Miturtdt belief must beknowleQge and 

not tasdiq, fo~ like ' Abduh and the Mu' tazilah' he 

believes too in the power of reason'to arrive at. the 

obligation to know God. He writes thatlslimis the 

knowledge of God wi thout howness, tha t' belief 1,s the 

aowledge of Allmt in his GOdhood, that knowledge 

(ma'rifah) isthe knowledge of God with all ,His 

a ttributes, and tha t unifiea ~ion' (tawb!2.) is the knowledge 

of God in His unique unity~3 ']his definition ls in. 

harmony with his system. '!he Risilah fi al-'Agl'id, 

however', ascribes to him another definition,. which 

says ~at belief is confession with the tongue and 

ac:ceptance with the heart~24 'As is obviousthis 

definition does not fit into his system unles~ it is 

interpreted to refer to, belief in the Prophet and in 

the laws that he announces, for this, in al-Maturidi's 

view, can be known only through the Prophet' s own 

announcements. 'lhe Sharp. al-Figp al-Akbar, where the 

two definitions also appear, gives another clue to the 

solution of these contradictory definitions.· 'lhere is 
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clearly stated tbat the definiti~n of b@lief in terms 
25 

of knowledge belongs truly to al-Ml~~t. . 'lhe other, 

however, seems notto be his definition, butrather 

that of the author of the Sharb. 26 ln other woras, the 

aefinition· mît· terms of tasdt9, which is ascribed in 

al-'AgJ:'id to al-MJ:turtdt l s seems in the Sharb not to be 

his. definition. \.Jhatever the case may be, it is clear 

that belief in God for al-MKtudd!: is not ta,drg but 

knowledge of God. 

the definition of belief in God as ta,dig can 

fi t only in the Ash' arr and BukhJ:rJ: Maturtdt sys tems. 

ln the other three systems, belief cannot be defined as 

ta.sdig. because according to these sys tems i t is man 1 s 

reason that arrives independently at the obligation to 

know God. 
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CONCLUSION-

mE NA 'lURE OF ' ABDUH' S THEOLOGY 

It-has been established in Chapter 1hree that 

, Abduh' s theological sys tem closeiy resembles tha t of 

the Mu'tazilah. At· that stage of the study, however, 

one was not in a position yet te say with certainty 

whether he can or cannot· be classified as a Mu'tazilt. 

Such a judgmènt depends much on a complete description 

of his theological views. It would not be impossible 

that, in spi te of his system being similar to that of 

the Mu'tazilah, some of his theological beliefs might 

differ from theirs, though the possibility is not great. 

Now that the investigation into his more important 

theological viéws has been made we are able to decide 

whether they are, like his system, also similar to 

those of the :Mu'tazilah. 

Before proceeding to this discussion, however, 

it is worthwhile to first see the result of the 

comparison made during the investigation between 'Abduh!.s 

theological doctrines and those of the other 

theological schools. the comparison makes clear beyond 

the need of defense that his theological concepts are 

not those of the Ash'artyah, nor in the main those of 
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the Bukhlr§ M«turtdtyah •. ,Similarly i t shows' un­

mistakably that in many important respects his 

theological views are -not identicaleven wi th those of 

al-Mlturrdt himself. 

Ail ' Abduh' s theological d~ctrines disC1.1ssed 

in the six previous Chapters are,in fact, diametrically 

'opposed to the Ash 'art tenets. 1 t could not be other­

wise sine. bis ,theologica1 system, as a whole is also 

diametricallY,opposed ~o the Ash'art system. 'Abduh' 

thus is by no means an A'!Ih' art as many Mu,s lims would 

have us believe. As we have a1so shown, he does not 

himse1f refrain from criticizing their views on severa1 

occasions. 

lnasmuch as the Bukhlrl MlturtdtYah differ 

but little from the Ash'artyah in their theological 

system and theo1ogical views, 'Abduh's be1iefs are also 

in disagreement wi th theirs except in a few minor . 
matters Bueh as the question of anthropomorphisme 11;1 

many cases his views are diametrically opposed to 

theirs. 

'lhe comparison wi th al-Ml:turrar shows tha t 

there are occasions where 'Abduh's views coincide with 

his. Suchis the case, for example, with the question 

of man's free will and free sct, though in 'Abduh's 

understanding man has more freedom in his act than he 
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enjoys in the understanding of al-Mlturtdt or even in 

the unders tanding of the Mu' tazi lah. 'lbe case is the 

seme wi'th the doctrinethat ,God does not impose 

excessively burdensome duties on man, or the doctrine 

of the obli~atOry nature of' the mission of prophets or 

the doctrine that J!!!!!!. is knowledge and not ta,dtg.' 

On the who le, however, ' Abduh is more libera l 

in hla viewa in al1 theae ma ttera than 'a1-Mlturtdt. On 

the other hand he has views which are diametrical1y, 

opposedto those of al-MitUrtdt. 'Abduh adopts the 

view of the nega tion of God 1 s a ttribu tes, while a1-

Mlturtdt takès the opposite stand and confirms the 

attributes. SUch is again the case with the beliefs 

in the beatific vision and God's speeCh. 'Abduh adopts 

in both questions the very opposite position fram that 

which a1-Mlturtdt has assumed. ' Abduh cannot, there­

fore, be classified as a follower of al-MKturtdt, as 

some have argued. 

With the MU'tazilt theological views, however, 

'Abduh~s beliefs are on the whole in harmony. It ,~ill 

be helpful for the deterrnirlatiof\ of the nature of his 

theology to recapitulate his major doctrines here, as 

compared wi th those of the Mu' tazilah. 

Revela tion for him, as for the Mu' tazilah, 

has the same function, to confirm what reason has 
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already known by itself and ta info~ man of facts about 

Gad and the intelligible world whic~ are beyond the 

scope of reason te know. Revelation for both has more 

the function of confi~tion than information. 

As to free will and· free act, 'Abduh too 

believes in man's freedom of will and of action. He 

differs from the Mu'tazile~in respect of his belief in 

man' s natural power and will,· that allows man more!. 

freedom than in the MU'tazilt concept. Man's power in 

the MU'tazilt understanding is not the natural power of 

'Abduh but rather a powercreated by God over and above 

a sound physical structure • 

. 'Abduh's concept of the non-absolute nature 

of God's sovereignty coincides also withthe Mu'tazilt 

view on this ques tion. Butas' Abduh has a fi~ 

belief in the effectiveness of the unchamgeable sunan 

All~, the absolute sovereignty of God in his concept 

is more limi ted .than i t is in the Mu 1 tazilt view. 

According ta the latter the absolute sovereignty and 

power of God are limi ted mainly by their theory of His 

justice. 

Like the Mu'tazilah 'Abduh believes in the 

existence of God's obligations ~.r~8 man and hence 
1 also in the idea oZ the salutary though he tries to 

explain that these obligations originate in the 
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unchangeable sunanAlIKh and ,in the 'perfection of GO(i's 

knowledge and will.. For the· Mu , ta,zilah these 

obliga tions are the na tural consequence of God' s 

justice. 

1 Abduh and the Mu' tazilah agree tha't Gad 

cannot tmpose on man duties that are beyond his,power 

ta perfol:m. 

'lbey Agree a1so' about the ob1igatorynature 

of the prophetie mission. 

ln similar fashion they are in acc:ordon the 

doctrine of promise and threa t which fOl:1l\s one of the 

five princip les of Mu'tazilism. 

'Abduh's view on the important question of 

God's attributes, though he does not explicit1y negate 

them, comes into agreement with that of the M\I'tazi1ah. 

Despite the fact that he speak.s about attributes, 

particu1ar1y in his Risa1ah, attributes in his under­

standing are not such in the rea1 sense but are rather 

mental considerations. SUch Mu'tazi1t, as 'Abd a1-

Jabbar in his Sharp al-U,al a1-Khamsah, speak a1so of 

attributes, but aga in the attributes are conceived as 

mental considerations or states. 'Abduh is, in fact, 

negating the existence of God's attributes just as ", 

the Mu'tazi1ah were. He is thus adopting a view which 

is s trong 1y opposed by the Ash' artyah as we11 as by 
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theMiturt'dt'yah in both their Bukhlrl and Samarqandt' -

branches-. 

Ano ther vieW which he holds in line wi th tha t 

of the Mu'tazilah but against that of the Ash'artyah 

and dturt'dl'yah is his concept of the bea tifie vision. 

On rational grounda he believes i t imp08sible for man 

CO see God·as an intelligible Being with the physical 

eyes. 

On the most controversial issue between the 

elassical theological sehools, namely the question of 

the createdness or uncreatednass of the Qur'ln, 'Abduh 

also takes side with the Mu'tazilah. 'lhis was rather 

a bo ld stand in the eyas of con temporary Mus lima , and, 

it is no wonder that ha was obliged, as noted aarlier, 

~ remove the whole discussion of the creatednass of 

-the qur'in from the second and subsequent editions of 

his Risllah. 

It 18 on the question of justice that there 

seams CO be a slight disagreamant between him and the 

Mu'tazilah. ln 'Abduh's.understanding justice refers 

only ta rewards and p,mishment while for the Mu'tazilah 

it has a more general meaning. ln their understanding 

it includes God's acts, the Qur'in and His speech, the 
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idee. of the salutary, the mission of prophets, rewards 

and punisbments and so on. As we have shown 'Abduh 

holds the sarne view as the Mu' tazilah in these· ma tters. 

the difference then is not concerned with the inter­

pre ta tion of the views themsel ves but ra ther wi th· the ' 

scope of justice. 

lt is clear that on the most important questions 

of free will, the attributes of God, the Qur'.n, and the 

idea of the salutary, which constitute the basiE: 

controversial issues among the classical theological 

schools, as well as on other minor questions, 'Abudh is 

taking side with the ~zilah. 

Now that his theological system as well as 

particular theological views have been shown to be 

similar to those of the Mu'tazilah, we may ask whether 

'Abduh can be classified as a Mu'tazilt1 

'!he answer to this question depends on' the 

definition we may give of MU'tazilism. the Mu'tazilah 

have been described as those who believe in man's free 

will and free act. If this be so 'Abduh is a Mu'tazilt. 

As we have sean he believes in both and, in fact, 

ascribes greater freedom to men in will and act than do 

the Mu' tazi lah. ln this 1igh t ' Abduh des erves the 

designation of Hu'tazi1ism more than the Mu'tazilah 
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themselves. 

~y Qthers the_~'tazilah have been -characterized 
. ":; 

as those who hold the idea o-f .the complete unity of God 

(ahl al-tawptg) or who reject the attributes of God 

(al-mu'a~~lah). If such is the case, 'Abduh is also 

one of them. We have stated earlier that he rejec·ts the 

àttributes, though not in clear words,.and, hence, 

establishes the complete uni ty of God._ 

the above, however, are definitions given by 

non-Mu'tazilts. lt would be more appropria te ta use a 

defini tion gi ven by the Mu' tazi lah themsel ves.. ln 

other words, who would they accept as one of their 

group? According to al-Khayya~ no one deserves the 

name of Mu'tazilism unless he believes in the five 

Mu'tazilt principles, namely God's unity, justice, the 

promise and the threat, the inter.mediary position of 

capital sinners, and the commandof the good and the 

prOhibition of evil. 2 

Does 'Abduh believe in these five Mu'tazilr 

principles? As has been made clear he believes in God's 

uni ty and in the promise and the threa t. ln the ma tter 

of divine justice his idea is not exactly the sarne as 

that of the Mu'tazilah. With regard to the fifth 

principle, commanding the good and prohibiting the 

eVil, he too believes in its obligatory nature. ~e 
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fact thatit is mentioned before Dnln in the verse: 
" -

"you are the bestnation raised up for man, you enjoil1, 

good and forbid evil and you believe in AllahU ,3 

indica tes',according to him, i ts importance as a 

religious' 'dUty. 4 

As for the question of the intermediary 

posltion of capital sinners, he never clearly explains 

his view. A clue to his position on this matter, how­

ever, appears in his discussion on the concept of 

belief. ln this connection i t should be recalled tha t 

there are two kinds of tmin for him, the true belief of 

the elect and the traditional belief of the common 

people. lt is his view that not any type of rmJ:n can 

save man from the eternal punishment in Hell. 5 Only 

the true !m!!!. of the elect will save man from eternal 

punishment. 6 Ibis means that the traditionalDman of 
~~ 

the common people will not save them from eternal 

puni shmen t. ln other words though they are still 

believers, they will be punished eternally if they 

persist in committing capital sins. ln line with these 

two kinds of ~, 'Abduh divides capital sinners into 

two classes. 'lb one of them belong those who know tha t 

committing capital sina is prohibited but in spite of 

this persevere in committing them. !bis group will be 

punished eternally in fi.re. 'lb the other group belong 
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its broadest scope. Because of. these d"isagreements, 

the latter would not accept htm as one of themselves if 

we believe in the explana tion of al-KhayyaJ:. In other 

words, he cannot be considered a Mu'tazilt according ta 

the Mu'tazilah's own criterion. 

What then is 'Abduh if he is nel;ther a Mu'tazili, 

nor an Ash'art, nor a Mlturtdt1 Has he an independent 

theological system and specifie theological views just 

as the other theological schools have? Obviously he 

does note In general his system is that of the Mu'tazilah, 

and his principal theological views are, a~ost all of 

them, similar ta those of the Mu'tazilah. If he cannot 

be accepted as a Mu'tazili, at least it mUst be said 

that he has a Y1\l'tazili theological system with almost 

identical theological doctrines. ln other words his 

theology is to a great degree a ~ru'tazili theology. 

this conclusion is at variance with the usually 

accepted ~nterpreta tion of ' Abduh as a theologian. As 

we showed in the Introduction, the authors who have 

written on 'Abduh hold different opinions on the nature 

of his theology. Sorne think it orthodox1l in nature, 

others find it to have a M§turidi character, and others 

again assert that it has an eclectic nature, being a 

mixture of orthodoxy and Mu'tazilism. 
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.ong a1+ the authors it was C8spar who saw a 

greater element of Mu'tazilt ideas in 'Abduh's th~ology 

than the others. Nevertheless, he is of th~ opinion 

tha t, as far as doctrines ar~ c~ncerned, . 'Abduh on many 

pointsadopts the traditional yiews. On the important 

questions of God's attributes, the Qur'in and the idea 

of God's.obligation, C8spar finds 'Abduh to have a 

traditional position.12 Renee, he argues that 'Abduh . 

~s a Mu' tazilt more in his method and spirit than in 

his do~~ines.13 In his view 'Abduh's theology is 

ne'- ther ou trigh t nor even to a grea t degree a Hu' tazi lt 

as claimed in this work. 

!his differencein assessment between ourselves 

and previous scholars emerges from a difference in the 

method of s tudy and from a diff~rence in the use of 

sources. As we explained in the Introduction, this . . 
work tries to compare ' Abduh' s sys tem wi th the sys tems 

of the classical theQlogical schools and ta. compare his 

theological views with corresponding classical 

theological views, each in the context of their 

respective theological systems; that is to say not 

detached from ~eir respective theological systems as 

has been generally the practice in the s tudy of . 'Abduh ~ s 

theologicalviews. 

As to the question of sources, the various 
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authors seem ta base· their studies of 'Abduh' s theology 

mainly on the Risllah al-Tawp!S. and hisrela ted works 

while 'on the wh6le neglecting his ~Ishiyah on the Sharb­

a:l~Dawwant li a't-'Aql'idal-'Apudtyah. It should be re­

emphasized that the Risllahhas a pOpular character and 

1'7aS wri tten not for the use of the elect and 

speciaiized, but for the common people. It does not, 

therefore, contain all his theological views. 'lhe 

~!shiyah on the other hand is a s tudy wi th a 

phi1osophical' character. 'lhus, whereas the Risllah is 

simple in nature and does not go deeply into its 

examination of theologièal beliefs, the ~!shiyah deals 

with the various theological problems and controversies 

in depth and clarifies 'Abduh's positions which were 

left unsettled in the former. 1 t follows tha tas tudy 

of his theological views that neglects the ~ishiyah 

cannotreveal the real nature of his theology. 

Since 'Abduh wrote the ~!shilah in 1876 and 

the Risalah in its final form in 1897 one is justified 

to ask: is there not a possibility that by the ttme he 

wrote the Risalah he had changed the ideas that he 

expressed in the ~lshiyah7 'lhere is no proof to support 

this assumption. His Mu'tazilt theological system, as 

it is constructed' from the Risllah, proves on the 

contrary that he was still a Hu'tazilt in methodology 
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when he wrote it in its final fOrIn abo11t .twentyyears 

after the ~shixah. 

Moreover, his Mu' tazi1t doctrine of the speech . , ., 

of God and the createdness of .the Qur . .tan, which he wrot.e 

down in the ~Ishiyah,. appeared again in the first 

edition of the Risa1ah, though on the protest of others 

it was 1ater suppressed from subsequen~ editions. His 

other Mu 'tazi1t ideas in the ~Ishiyah, .such as the 

question of Godls attributes and the idea of Godls 

obligation towards man, are not, as has been noted in 

the discussion of his theo1ogica1 views, incompatible 

but in agreement with his ideas as they appear in the 

Ris.i1ah. 

lhese considerations tend to prove that 'Abduh 

did not modify his Mu'tazi1t views when he wrote the 

Risi1ah during the 1ast years of his 1ife. As 

Mu'tazilism in those days was still considere~ to be 

unorthodox,14 he tried to COVer his Mu'tazi1i ideas by 

the use of orthodox theo1ogica1 terms such as 1t~1t, 

"attributes" and others, whi1e ascribing to them other 

than the usua11y understood meanings. As right1y 

observed by Gaspar, he takes pains to avoid a11 

reference (in the Ris~lah) to the Mu'tazi1ah in order 

not to appear tha t he is referring to them or to their 

ideas. At the sarne time he is taking positions 
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ln view of his endeavour to introduce reforms 

into the Muslim cammunity, 'Abduh could not. but follow 

the MU'tazilt theology with its belief in the great 

power of.reason and man's independence and its doctrin~ 

of man' s free will and free act. Only in tanns of such 

a theology could his ideas of reform see realization. 

the Ash'art theology with its distrust of the power of 

reason, its great reliance on revelation and its 

doctrines of disguised fatalism under the name of kasb 

and man's great dependence upon God could not be an 

adequate basis or vehicle for his ideas of refor.ms. 

Such a theology as the Ash'artyah profess, moreover, 

would provide him with little liber.ty for promoting his 

reformist movement. ln lesserdegree the.sarne is true 

of the Maturtdt theology which allows man but little 

power and independence. this theology would hardly give 

'Abduh necessary freedom for his reforms. the Mu'tazilt 

theology \oJhich affirms man' s active role in life, not 

the Ash'art theology of passivity, provided the 

essential intellectual and religious basis for ideas of 

reforms that could bring about necessary change in outwo 

look and way of life among his co-religionists. 
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FOOtNOTES - CONCLUSION 

1. See Supra, pp. 205 f:t'. 

2. Al-Inti~~, op. cit., p. 93. 

3. Verse 3/109. 

4·. Risalah, op. cit., p. 179. 

5. Tafs!:r al-Manar, op. cit., vol •. Ill, 99. 

6. Ibid. 

7. Ibid., vol. IV, 432/3. He is commenting 

here on the problem of the eternal punishment in Hell 
and on the difference in opinion between' the Ash#artyap 
and Mu'tazilah, i.e. on capital sinners. By sfnner 

'Abduh means here, therefore, capital sinners. 

8. ~., vol. Il, 112. 

9. Ibid., vol. V, 50. 

10. Jomier also finds that the capital sinner 

for 'Abduh is only a believer in name. By quoting 
'Abduh's statement in Tafstr al-V~nar, vol. l, 364 that 

"the one who is enveloped from all sides by his sins is 

no longer a believer", Jomier implies that the believer 

in name is for 'Abduh in fact not a believer. (See 

Le COmmentaire Coranique du Manar, o~. cit., pp. 143-4). 

Caspar has the sarne view and comments further that 
1 Abduh , by saying that the capital sinner is no longer 

a true believer, goes at 1east as far as the Mu / tazi1ah 

do in this question (see MIDEO, IV (1957), 169). By 

describing the capital sinner as not a true believer, 

'Abduh places him, indeed, bet\07eA:rl t..'I1.e unbeliever and 

the true believer. Like the Mu'tazilah he thinks thus 

that the capital sinner has an intermediate position, 

but unlike the fo~~er he does not think tbat ~le capital 

sinner is neither a believer nor an unbeliever. He 
categorical1y says that the capital sinner is a 
believer, though anly a traditional and'not a true 
be1iever. 'n1us 'Abduh's other statement that the capital 

sinner "is no longer abeliever", as quoted by Jomier, 
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should be· unders tood to mean "no longer a troue 

believer". In 'any case hispo·S1 t10n wi th rea.rd to 

this question is far closer to that of the~'tazilah 

than to tha t of the Ash 1 artyah, who ho ld the idee tha t 

the capital sinnerwil1 not be eterna11y punished in 

Hel1. 

ll.. Or't.l-todox in the sense of the general1y 

accepted theology, i.e. that of the ah1 a1-sunnah 

(people of';lra.di tion). ," 

12. MIDEQ, IV (1957), 159. 

13. ~., p. 171. 

14. A change in this attitude has been since 

observed. For a study on this subject see Gaspar, 

MIDEO, IV (1957), 157-202. 

15. ~~, pp. 161-2 • 
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