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ABSTRACT 

Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi was the most celebrated scholar 

of the sixth Islamic century, famous throughout the Muslim 

world as a philosopher, theologian and exegetisto However 

despite this undisputed eminence his contribution to 

Islamic thought has not yet been properly evaluated. 

This thesis aims at exposing some of his ideas by a 

systematic analysis of his thoughts as presented in his 

major workso 

This thesis first presents what little biographical 

information we have for his life (Chapter I) and proceeds 

to the study of his major work, his tafsir (Chapter II). 

Then follows a detailed analysis of five major problems 

which occupied al-Razi's mind throughout his scholarly 

life: Creation (Chapter III), God's existence and Divine 

Attributes (Chapter IV), Free Will and Predestination 

(Chapter V), Prophethood (Chapter VI) and finally 

Resurrection (Chapter VII). These topics are also major 

issues which have concerned Islamic theologians in all 

ages. . The thesis offers a brief conclusion in which 

al-Razi's distinctive views on these issues are summed up. 
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INTRODUCTION 

One of the most important events in the development 

of Islamic thought is the encounter between the early 

Muslim community in its formative period and the foreign 

cultures it met with in its expansion. The collision 

between the dogmatic principles of Islam and Greek 

philosophy with its many branches gave rise to a scientific 

and intellectual movement which reached its climax in the 

fifth Islamic century. The synthesis of those two distinct 

approaches was to give rise to two schools of thought; on 

the one hand, we have Muslim philosophers such as al-Farabi 

and Ibn Sina who laid more emphasis on the rational and 

speculative sciences and subjected religious tenets to 

rational interpretation in order to give them currency and 

acceptibility. On the other hand we have the school of 

theologians (mutakallims) who particularly in the later 

period, to safeguard the divine nature of the fundamentals 

of religion argued against philosophy using the techniques 

of argumentation developed by their opponents the philoso

phers. The theologians attempted to endow dogma with a 

rational basis and did not hesitate to exploit speculation 

against the anti-dogmatic attitude of the philosophers. 

The most famous schools of theology to adopt this method 

of argument were the Mu'tazilites and the Ash'arites, who 

were both influenced by the philosophic approach of free 

thinking although they differ in the degree to which they 

1 
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were influenced. Follo1ving his precursors al-Baqillani 

and al-JuvTaym, al-Ghazali is the most spectacular figure 

in this process. Not only was he successful in removing 

rational obstacles to the acceptance of the veracity of 

religious tenets, he was also successful in his rebuttal 

of philosophers through his erudition in philosophy and 

masterly exploitation of flexible alternatives in specu

lation, a skill he acquired from his study of philosophy 

itself. 

It is generally accepted that our author Fakhr 

aI-Din al-Razi is another figure in the chain representing 

the defence of religion against philosophy. In fact he 

shares many attributes with his predecessor al-Ghazali. 

They were both Ash'arites and Shafi'ites; both were 

interested in theology and philosophy and they in general 

defended religion against the latter in their works. 

Moreover, they were both the most prominent and widely 

respected scholars of their times. These similarities 

are striking when judged at their face value without 

detailed analysis of their positions. True al-Razi was 

the most learned and celebrated scholar of his time, but 

what is not beyond doubt is whether like al-Ghazali he 

was an exponent of the Ash'arite school against the 

philosophers. There are many reasons for doubting the 

assertion. 

Firstly, unlike al-Ghazali al-Razi entertained a 

greater interest in philosophy which occupied almost all 

of his academic life. Fis professional knowledge of 
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philosophy can well be a~tested by his commentaries on 

many works of Ibn Sin§. as l'1ell as his own :purely philo

sophical '·[orks. Thus it is logical that al-Razi had more 

reasons to be influenced by philosophy. 

Secondly, al-Razi is not al'tvays clear and explicit 

in his treatment of various controversial issues. F~s 

unique ~'lay of analysing problems, his extensive elaboration, 

divisions and sUbdivisions of the issue in the smallest 

details, together with complete presentation of the 

opposing Viel'1S usually make al-Razi' s position difficult 

to identify. The straightforward and explicit manner of 

exposition favoured by al-Ghazali is not to be found in 

al-Razi. To this his concise treatises are exceptions, 

but they become less representative of al-Razi's vievrs 

when compared with his major works where his intellectual 

abilities can be fully observed. OUr judgement that 

al-Razi is difficult to understand is despite the fact 

that he uses an easy and characteristically well-balanced 

language in his ''lorks. 

Thirdly, one should note that he is so equivocal in 

his arguments that it is sometimes difficult to discern 

whether he is acting as a philosopher in the defence of 

philosophy or as a theologian in the defence of religion. 

In this respect he is selective, for he criticises the 

philosophers and the theologians equally, and adopts a 

position according ~o the strength of argument put 

forward. Thus he cannot be categorically classified as 

ei ther a traditional theologian or a philosopher. 'l'tis 
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unique aspect of his intellectual approach has led many 

observers to comment that like Ibn Rushd he attec~ted to 

reconcile religion with philosophy. This view can find 

support from the nature of his tafsir and some other of 

his works 't'There he mixes religion Hi th philosophy, but 

whether this was his conscious intent or merely the 

consequence of other factors necessitates further exploration 

of al-Razi's personality and thought. The evolution in 

al-Razi's ideas can be traced through a study of his works 

with a special regard for their chronological order. 

Contradictions can be noted in his treatment of major 

issues such as the creation of the "Torld and the Divine 

Attributes. Ho'tvever, such contradictions cannot be 

explained away as merely the product of intellectual 

evolution; they must arise from some other factor at 

work in al-Razi's intellectual framework. 

Scholars have been aware of the presence of some 

factor which moulded al-Razi's attitudes to his arguments 

but have shown little unanimity in identifying the nature 

of this factor. Some are of the opinion that like 

al-Ghazali he was a traditional Ash'arite scholar advocating 

religion against philosophy. Others have found him too 

philosophical and considered him as having little care 

for religion, while yet others have termed him a 

Mu 'tazili tee Hystics have regarded him too vTorldly, 

arrogant and distant from what they themselves perceived 

as reality. ::e was even accused of Horshipping stars by 

a scholar like Ibn Taymiyya. 
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The main reason for such contrasting evaluations of 

al-Razi' s position was his scepticism. ',/hen examining 

the main body of his scholarly contribution we are forced 

to entertain the notion that they are the product of a 

sceptical mind. Although scepticism is one of the major 

conditions of an original thinker, it can be a destructive 

force unless it is te~pered by a new insight into the 

reality of the universe, an insight which is conducive to 

the reappraisal of all previous knowledge. However, 

al-Razi was never able to overcome his scepticism. Even 

in his last work, al-Ma~alib al-'Aliya, he reiterates his 

case against both philosophy and dogmatism. In this work 

his scepticism can be observed in the doubt he entertains 

on such fundamental questions as the validity of dogmatic 

evidence. 

AI-Razi's scepticism can also be observed in some of 

his poems where he complains of his own temperament with 

a pessimistic view on the kind of knowledge and happiness 

that man can possess in this transient world. 

However, this long-lasting scepticism left al-Razi 

only in the last months of his life when he was seriously 

ill. He begins his wafiyya with a long and moving munajat 

commending himself to God's mercy and reaffirming his 

belief in Islam. He denounces both philosophy and 

theology and advises man against deep contemplation on 

the nature of phenomena. 

In view of the importance of al-Razi in the history 

of Islamic thought, the number of scholarly articles and 
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works which have taken his life, works and thought as their 

subjects is surprisingly small. They all contribute 

t01vards a better understanding of al-Razi's position in 

Islamic literature but none can claim to have offered an 

exhaustive study of al-Razi's scholarship and his 

importance. They leave room for further inquiry into the 

historical environment in which al-Razi lived in order 

that many of the uncertainties surrounding his life may 

be Clarified. Despite the few valuable studies of al-Razi's 

works, there are still gaps to be filled by further studies 

on those works attributed to him but where his authorship 

is disputed. 

This present study aims at exposing al-Razi's treat

ment of major problems which have been the points of 

controversy between the theologians and philosophers on 

the one hand, and the Ash'arites and Mu'tazilites on the 

other. In the analysis of each issue a brief introduction 

on the general characteristics of the controversy has been 

presented so that the reader may be familiar with the 

particular pOints relevant to the discussion in question. 

This is followed by a summary of the major arguments and 

counter-arguments collected from the works of our author. 

In their presentation the arguments are re-arranged and 

simplified usually with the answer following the objection. 

vlhen necessary, a comparison is drawn between al-Razi's 

solution to the problems and those presented by ~is 

predecessors like al-Ghazali and al-Shahrastani. Ibn 

Sina has frequently been referred to as al-Razi's main 
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source in philosophical disputes. However it is not the 

main aim of this work to present a comparative study of 

al-Razi's thoughts, as this could well provide the basis 

for several further studies on the subject. Many other 

controversial aspects of minor importance in theology 

have been omitted as such a comprehensive study cannot 

be included in a thesis of this nature, and indeed it 

would be virtually impossible for a single work to 

encompass all aspects of a prolific scholar such as 

al-Razi. 

This study began as an exploration of al-Razi's 

tafsir Mafati~ al-Ghayb for it is in his role as a 

Qur)anic commentator that he is best known. As the 

philosophical and theological arguments are the most 

striking feature of his tafsir this study followed the 

development of several of his arguments throughout his 

other works. Thus while Chapter One is devoted to a 

survey of the main characteristics of his Qur)anic 

commentary, the following five chapters are each devoted 

to one of the main controversial issues in theology with 

which he dealt in his major works. 

It is hoped that this study will help to create a 

better understanding of al-Razi's methods and approach to 

exegesis, theology and philosophy_ 



CHAPTER I 

- - -FAKER AL-DIN AL-RAZI' SLIfE .';':D ~:IORKS 

Abu 'Abd Allah H~ammad b. 'Umar b. al-?usayn Fakhr 

al-Din al-Razi was born in Rayy in 544/1149. He was 

also known by various titles acquired in his life-time: 

Abu l-Fa~l, Abu l-Ma'ali, al-Imam, Ibn al-Kha~ib, Kha~ib 

al-Rayy and Shaykh al-Islam. l His father Diya) aI-Din, 
o 

commonly known as Khatib al-Rayy was himself a celebrated 
o 

scholar of his time. Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi was brought 

up in the Shafi'ite rite and belonged to the Ash'arite 

sect, although as we shall see later, being a free 

thinker, he was not a strict follower of either of these 

codes. His biographers give very little information about 

his early life. They unanimously report that al-Razi's 

first teacher in kalam and fiqh was his father. This can 

also be substantiated by al-Razi's narration of views 

expressed by his father in his works. After his father's 

death al-Razi took lessons in theology from Majd aI-Din 

al-Jili. His teacher in jurisprudence was aI-Kamal 

al-samnani. His knowledge of theology is traced back 

through the chain of teachers up to Abu l-?asan al-Ash'ari, 

1. Tarikh, p. 291; Miftal,l, vol. I, p. 445; Hafayat, 
vol. I,p. 600; 1:Iafi, volo IV, p. 248; 'fabaqat, 

vol. IV, p. 33; Lisan, vol. IV, p. 426. 

8 
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and that of jurisprudence to al-Imam al-Shafi'i. l However, 

his erudition was attained by his private readings and is 

attested by his exploitation of a vast scholarly litera

ture in his works. 

His Travels 

Following the traditional custom in the search of 

knowledge, al-Razi spent many years travelling to various 

parts of the r·1uslim world. 2 The most informative account 

of his travels can be found in his own w·ork Munazarat 
e 

Fakhr al-Din al-Razi fi Bilad r1i3: Wara~ al-Nahr. In this . 
work al-Razi lists the places he visited, and the scholars 

he met, and offers summaries of the discussions he held 

with them. 3 This work consisting of 16 chapters relating 

to kalam and fiqh, also reveals many aspects of al-Razi's 

personality. It allows us an insight into his manner of 

deba ting with the famous scholars of his age. ;ve can 

observe him exploiting every device known to the expert 

dialectician in order to gain the upper hand over his 

opponent. In describing his opponents he is full of 

irony as when for example he describes al-Ra9-i al-Nisaburi 

as honest but slow in reasoning4 , the qadi of Ghazna as 
9 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

'Uyiin, vol. II, p. 23; Mifta1;., vol. I, p. 445; Uafayat, 
vol. I, pp. 60C-02; l.'!afi, vol. IV, p. 249;;abaqat, 

vol. V, p. 35; Ra 1-,da t, vol. VI I I , p. 40 • 
• 

rarikh, p. 291. 

Hunazarat, p. 5 (the reference is to the text). 
• 

Ibid. 
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jealous and ignorant l , Sharaf aI-Din H1L~am::lad al-~"Ias 'lidi 
• 

the famous theologian of Bukhara as too arrogant and 

having too much confidence in al-Ghazali's work 2 , w~ile 

in Bukhara he rebukes Nur al-~abUni for his saying that 

he did not find any worthwhile scholar on his journey to 

Mecca to perform the ~ajj. After long discussions al-Razi 

forces his opponent to accept his ignorance. 3 

In the same work al-Razi criticises al-Ghazali's 

works Shifa) al-' AliI, IvIusta?fa4 and Tahafut al-Falasifa. 5 

He is also critical of al-Shahrastani' s al-Ililal wa I-Nihal, . 
alleging that al-Shahrastani copied many parts of his 

work from earlier scholars such as for example the chapter 

on Islamic sects which was taken from al-Baghdadi's 

al-Farq bayn al-Firaq, which according to al-Razi due to 

the author's partisanship does not reflect the genuine 

beliefs of the heretics. The part dealing with the 

practices of the ancient Arabs was taken from al-Ja~~.6 

These assertions were investigated by Paul Kraus and 

found to be' justified. 7 However, in his later '-Torks this 

self-assertive mood of al-Razi does not prevail. 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Ibid., 
Ibid., 
Ibid., 

Ibid., 
Ibid. , 
Ibid., 

p. 210 
pp. 32-38. 
p. 140 
pp. 43-480 
pp. 35-38. 
pp. 39-42. 

f akhr D- 1 R - -" 7. Kraus, "The Controversies 0 F al- J.n a - .. azJ. , 

Islamic Culture XII, 1938, p. 146. 
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AI-Razi travelled to Khwarazm and Transoxiana 

presumably to convert the Eu'tazilites and the Karramites 

to Sunnism. As a result of having disputes ~Ii th the 

local scholars he was forced to leave these places. l 

Afterwards, he established good relations with Shiha.b 

aI-Din al-Ghuri and settled in Herat where he taught in 

a madrasa built for him. Once in the presence of a large 

audience including the Sultan Shihab aI-Din he held 

heated discussions \vi th the Karrami te leader 'Abd al-TJIajid 

Ibn al-Qudwa which led al-Razi to abuse his opponent in 

harsh words. ~he incident gained momentum, and the next 

day, ~iya) aI-Din al-Ghuri, the sultan's cousin, who 

himself was a supporter of Karramism encountered al-Razi 

at the Friday prayer, and accused him of kufr on the 

grounds that he read the works of Ibn Sina and Aristotle, 

and declared him guilty of abusing the I'luslim scholar 

Ibn Qudwa. The speech aroused the feelings of the 

populace to such an extent that they were incited to 

kill al-Razi. Realising the danger posed by the incident 

the sultan calmed the people, assuring them that he would 

exile al-Razi from Herat. As al-Razi left the city 

discreetly a possible riot was averted. 2 HO\vever, the 

1. ~ .. lafaya.t, vol. I, p. 600; 'l!afi, vol. IV, p. 249; 

rabaqat, vol. V, p. 35; RavlSiat, vol. VIII, p. 41. 
2. To'lafi, vol. IV, p. 249; Nir~at, vol. VIII, p. 542; 

3idaya, vol. XIII, p. 55; Raw~at, vol. VIII, p. 44. 
According to Ibn Sa'i this event took place in the 

year 595 A.H. (Jami' al-Hukhta¥ar, vol. IX, D. 50). 
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seriousness of the event was to impress the chroniclers so 

much that they described the year in which this incident 

took place as sanat al-fitna. l 

His Scholarship and Sis Critics 

Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi was undoubtedly the most 

celebrated scholar among his contemporaries. He wrote in 

many fields of knowledge, such as philosophy, theology, 

law, medicine, astronomy, logic, astrology, physiognomy. 

According to al-Qifti, al-Razi in his early life was also 
• 

interested in alchemy, but his ambitions were not fulfilled 

and he lost a great deal of money in the pursuit of this 

interest. 2 AI-Razi became acquainted with philosophic 

arguments when he was still a young boy. In al-Matalib 
8 

al-'Aliya he states that when he was still a young student 

he argued against the thesis that movement is conducive 

to the eternity of matter. 3 It is reported that he could 

recite by heart Imam al-~aramayn's al-Shamil. 4 F~s clear 

mind, trained memory, and his great ability for persuasive 

speech are among the attributes he possessed. He used 

both Arabic and Persian with great precision. 5 Although 

1. 

2. 

5. 

Risala, introduction, p. ya) wa~. 

Tarikh, p. 292. 

Matalib, vol. II, f. 18Sb. 
8 

~fafaya:t; vol. I, p. 600; ~'lafi, vol. IV, p. 249. 

Vlafayat, vol. I, p. 600; I',IiftaI;, vol. I, p. 445. 

The biographers also record some poems written by 

al-Razi in both Arabic and Persian ('UyITn, vol. II, 

pp. 28-29; '/lafi, vol. IV, p. 248.). 
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he adopted many techniques and arguments of Ibn Sina in 

his philosophic works, he always maintained a critical 

attitude while approaching the issues already dealt with 

by his predecessors. This can be seen clearly in an 

examination of al-l\labahi th al-Hashriqiyya and Sharh 
• 9 

al-Isharat. 1'Tith regard to the latter, Nasir aI-Din 
• 

al-~usi's comment is very famous, that al-Razi's commentary 

on the Isharat of Ibn 3ina is in fact not a commentary at 

all, but rather a refutation of the text. l It was this 

critical approach of al-Razi that forced al-Tusi to write 
• 

a supercommentary on al-Isharat by way of an explanation 

of the difficult points in the book, as well as in reply 

to al-Razi's criticism. 

Although al-Razi was an Ash'arite he did not follow 

the precepts of the sect strictly and on many issues he 

differs from al-Ash'ari. It was this liberated attitude 

of al-Razi that caused some of his opnnents to accuse him 

of being a Mu'tazilite, and indeed they have some justi

fication for their accusation. On some theological issues 

al-Razi shows a Mu'tazilite tendency as for example in 

the question of the divine attributes, the visibility of 

God and the nature of dogmatic evidence. 2 The influence 

of his philosophic training is evident in his analysis of 

many controversial problems. In the elaboration of his 

1. Fakhry, A F~story of Islamic Philosophy, p. 356; 
ShartJ., p. 2. 

2. Goldziher, "Aus der Theologie des Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi", 

Der Islam III (1912), pp. 213-47. 
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arguments he shows little hesitation in borrowing from 

both non-IvTuslim and heretical r:uslim scholars, such as 

Abu )l-Barakat Hibat Allah b. 1-1alka al-Baghdadil , a Jew, 

2 · 3 Thabit b. Qurra , a Christian, Abu )l-'Ala) al-T·:a 'arri , 

a poet best known for his heretical views. 

One of the most striking aspects of a1-Razi is his 

reconciliation of philosophy with dogma. This can be 

seen very clearly in his tafsir Mafati~ al-Ghayb, where 

in the interpretation of the verses he uses philosophical 

conceptions to justify the plausibility of dogmatic 

principles. This alone would suggest that like Ibn 

Rushd he believed in the unity of truth, for the attain

ment of which both philosophy and religion are equally 

valid. This assumption can further be supported by 

al-Razi's tolerant attitude towards Muslim philosophers 

like Ibn Sina, whom he does not accuse of heresy like 

his predecessor al-Ghazali. Although al-Razi himself 

refuted the Muslim philosophers and criticised their 

views on numerous occasions, this criticism arose from 

his independent mind and unique rationalism. Thus his 

disagreement with the philosophers may be attributed less 

to his role as a theologian than to his respect for sound 

philosophic argument, as in thinking he is closer to the 

1. Rawg,at, vol. VIII, p. 45; Kraus, "The Controversies 

of Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi", Islamic Culture XII (1938), 

p. 133. 
2. rIJafatih, vol. V, p. 435 • . 
3. Ibid., vol. I, p. 4. 
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philosophers than to the theologians. Al-Razi's self 

-assertion is a significant aspect in his treatment of 

controversies both philosophical and theological. 

Al-Razi attracted many opponents in his lifetime, 

among them the Karramites, the Hanbalites and the • 

r~Ctazilites. The Karramites exploited every opportunity 

to make false allegations against him. It is reported 

that he died as a result of being poisoned by them. l The 

~anbalites also used to abuse him even when he was preaching 

from the pulpit and one incident in particular has been 

recorded. One day while he was preaching in the mosque 

they handed him a piece of paper on which it was written 

that his wife and sons were adulterers. Al-Razi read 

the text of the allegation aloud and admitted the possibility 

that his wife and sons committed such a sin as they were 

liable to error and then he prayed to God to direct them 

to good deeds; but as to the sin of conceiving God as a 

body he vouched that neither he nor his family had ever 

uttered such a blasphemy.2 

1. Tarikh, p. 292; NujUro, vol. VI, p. 197. 
2. \I/afi, vol. IV, p. 250. According to al-Subki, it 'tV'as 

the Hashawiyya who accused al-Razi of such baseless 
• 

charges (1abaqat, vol. V, p. 36). It is reported that 
once after being upset by such childish behaviour of 
his adversaries al-Razi expressed his feelings by the 

following poem: 
Al-~Iar ~u rna dama hayyan yustahatll bihi 

• 
wa ya'~umu l-riz au bibl ~na yaftaqidu. 

"As long as man is alive he is belittled but ~ .. lhen he 

is dead he is greatly missedo" (I-lif-t5.f, vol. I, -:J. 449; 
~afayfit, vol. I, p. 602; rabaqat, vol. V, -:J. 36; 

Rawdat, vol. VIII, p. 41) • 
• 
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This reply represents a counter-attack by al-Razi 

to the effect that wrong belief in God is a more serious 

crime. Even al-Razi's brother Rukn al-Din was guilty of 

attempting to harm him. This was mainly due to jealousy 

at his brother's popularity. Despite al-Razi's indulgent 

attitude towards his brother's jealous passions he was 

never free from malicious attacks. This dangerous hostility 

on the part of his brother led al-Razi to request the 

Sultan Shihab aI-Din al-Ghuri to hold him in a virtual 

state of open arrest. The Sultan kept him in a certain 

town providing him with a regular income from a farm given 

to him. HOvlever, when he died, al-Razi I s enemies alleged 

that he had instigated the death of his brother. l The 

same allegation was made when the scholar }Iajd aI-Din 
2 aI-Baghdadi was drowned. In fact Majd aI-Din aI-Baghdadi 

was a close friend of al-Razi and there was no hostility 

between them. His opponents were so unscrupulous that they 

even held him responsible for the murder of the Sultan 

Shihab al-Din al-Ghuri3 in the face of the fact that 

this sultan was a patron of al-Razi and a close associate 
y 

leaving no motive for such treachery and there being 

absolutely no evidence. However, the very lack of any 

basis for these calumnies can only attest to the enmity 

which he aroused in some of his contemporaries. 

1. 

20 
'UyUn, vol. II, p. 25. 
Raw1at, vol. VIII, p. 430 
Jami' al-r·1ukhtasar, vol. IX, p. 171 • 

• 
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Al-Razi was also to suffer at the hands of :he 

Isma'ilites who were in a position of strength in his 

time. It was al-Razi' s habit to curse them 1-Then he 

discussed their heretical beliefs during his discourse. 

As this hostile attitude of al-Razi was very influential 

among the populace, the leader of the Isma'ilites disnatched ... 

a secret assassin in the guise of a student 1-rho stayed in 

the madrasa for about seven months, until once he found 

al-Razi alone, and threatened him with a knife. However, 

the would-be assassin was able to elicit from our author 

a sworn promise never to curse the Isma'ilites again. The 

I sma 'ili te leader sent him an annual gift of money vlhich 

was to become an unbearable embarrassment to al-Razi. l 

One of the major criticisms levelled against al-Razi 

is that in his works he reproduces the objections of the 

opponents of Sunnism both clearly and in elaborate detail, 

but when coming to the refutation of these objections 

al-Razi is often too concise and unconvincing.2 Some 

observers thus deduced that al-Razi did this intentionally 

to weaken the position of the Ahl al-Sunna. Presumably, 

it was this view that led some biographers to accuse him 

of scepticism in the fundamental principles of faith. 3 As 

to w'hether this allegation is true or not, there has been 

1. Jamie, p. 170; Risala, introduction, p. kaf tal. 
2. Mir~at, 'vol. VIII, p. 542; Lisan, vol. IV, p. 428; 

'vafi, vol. IV, p. 251; Tarajim, p. 680 

26 'T' b -t 1 V 36' ~:i ..:'+~.."., 3. Lisan, vol. IV, p. 4 ;,a aqa , VO. ,p. , -. ..L u ......... _, 

vol. I, p. 4480 
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some evalua. tion of his method in coping vri th opposing 

arguments. It has been suggested that having produced 

the opposing views at length he had so exhausted his 

patience that he kept his own refutation as succinct as 

possible. This may have an element of truth, but it is 

easily recognised from his writings that al-Razi has a 

predilection for the short answer in response to the 

lengthy argument. However, it is hard to substantiate 

the claim that he exploited this technique to weaken the 

position of orthodoxy. It is not consistent with al-Razi's 

temperament or nature to dispute implicitly where he would 

more characteristically have made his criticism most 

explicit. He unhestitatingly expressed his disagreement 

with his masters Abu l-Hasan al-Ash'ari and aI-Imam 
o 

al-Shafi'i whenever he differed from them, and he also 

exhibited his sympathy with the :r-lu 'tazili tes and the 

philosophers on many issues. Thus if al-Razi had not 

genuinely believed in the general principles of Sunnism 

he would most certainly have declared his position 

publicly, as his courage and intellectual honesty is 

evident in his works and actionso 

It can be suggested that the reason for al-Razi's 

terse refutation is as follows: firstly, he took pride in 

his ability to reproduce the views of his opponents 

exactly and impartially.l This he must have regarded as 

an attitude required of every honest scholar. I~ fact 

b-hoth 1 I 4-5-, al-~hahabi, al-~afsir wa-1. !-fa a e ~ ,vo. ,pp. 
l-HufassirUn, vol. I, p. 2950 
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al-Ghazali himself was criticised for re:porting the 

arguments of the philosophers so eloquently in his 

Tahafut. l Secondly, al-Razi in the beginning of every 

dispute either explains his own line of thought on the 

issue or indicates his choice among the different alterna

tives given by him as a possible solution to the problem. 

Thus when he is content to provide a short answer, he 

implicitly refers to the account given as the exposition 

of his view or the preferred alternative. He is therefore 

concise in the presentation of his own case in reply to 

the question posed, in order to avoid the repetition of 

a previously stated position. Tlurdly, he does not 

invariably choose the short answer in his reply, and will 

sometimes develop his own argument at some length, some

times far more elaborated than the opposing argument. 

Once having established his own position at length, he 

will refrain from repeating his own argument and will refer 

the reader to his "long answer" should he dwell on the 

same issue on another occasion. He not only does refer 

the reader to particular sections within one work, but 

often directs his reader to his other ivorks to find 

his elaborate argument. The criticism that he provides 

short answers to lengthy arguments cannot, therefore, be 

accepted without qualification. 

Another controversial point is centred around al-2azi ' s 

work al-Sirr al-Nakti!m fi Hukha"¥abat al-:;-ujilin. It hus been 

1. al-Ghazali, al-Iflunqidh min al-:palal, pp. 28-29. 
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alleged that the book advocates sorcery and that al-~azi 

himself believed in it. AI-Subki while "Tri ting on 

al-Razi discusses this matter and claims that it was not 

written by al-Razi. l However, recent researches have 

proved that it is in fact correctly ascribed to our 

author. However the contents of the book do not justify 

the view that he is actually advocating or ascribing to 
2 sorcery. Al-Razi's views on this matter can also be 

found in his other works. ilJhat he approves of in fact 

is the study of astrology as a branch of knowledge, but 

as to its practice he distinguishes between what is 

permitted by Islam and what is not. 3 The fact that he 

did not believe in astrolo~J can be attested by his 

refutation in his Munazarat of a prediction by some 
9 

astrologers that a devestating storm would take place 

in the year 582 A. H. By drawing upon the ~vorks of 

al-Farabi and Ibn Sina, al-Razi comes to the conclusion 

that there is no connection between the heavenly movements 

and events in the sub-lunar world, and that astrology 

cannot therefore be a real sCienceo 4 

1. 

2. 

1abaqat, vol. V, p. 36; see also Raw~at, vol. VIII, p. 46. 
r·1a '~Umi, H. S., "Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi and his cri tics" , 

Islamic Studies VI (1967), pp. 355-374, p. 362. 
Mafati~, vol. I, pp. 430-36; r~ba~ith, vol. II, p. 4230 
Hunazarat p. 32. However, Dr. Zarkan in !lis 'ftTork, . , 
Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi vTa-:ra:)uh al-Kalamiyya v,r2r-l-Falsafiyya 

(p. 52) quotes some extracts from al-:aazi' s ls.st ;'!ork 

al-Hatalib al- ';~iya in order to assert that al-~5.zi 
• 

believed i~ the benefits of sorcerJ. Furt~ermore, 

relying on a manuscript of al-SirT al-I,:ak-tlir:l, the 
author/ 
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It is clear from the foregoing discussions that the 

major allegations against al-Razi were fabricated by his 

adversaries. A thorough study of al-Razi's life and his 

ideas 1fill undoubtedly help to invalidate such criticisms. 

His Students and Contemporaries 

Although the sixth Islamic century marks the end of 

the age of original scholars it still 1-Titnessed great 

thinkers such as Ibn Rushd (520-595), al-Suhrawardi 

(549-587), Ibn 'Arabi (560-638) and 'Abd al-Q~dir 

al-Jaylani (471-561)0 The Jewish scholar Eusa b. Haymun 

is also among the contemporaries of al-R~zi. \'[e are told 

that al-Suhrawardi was al-Razi's colleague when they both 

attended the lectures of 1,lajd al-Din al-Jili. There is 

no evidence, however, that he had any correspondence with 

Ibn Rushd in Spain. l 

As to Ibn 'Arabi it is reported that he sent a 

letter to Fakhr al-Din al-Razi inviting him to embrace 

mysticism, after learning of al-Razi's great abilities 

from one of his studentso 2 It has been claimed by some 

1. 

2. 

author proves that al-Razi himself practiced it. His 
work al-Ikhtiyarat al-'AJa~iyya which was dedicated to 
'Ala ~ al-Din IvTalikshah to help him to receive guidance 
from the stars is shown as another proof of al-Razi's 
sympathy with magico This hOvTever contrasts wi th 

what al-Razi says in the tafsir. 
Zark~n, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, p. 16. 

-l b-l Risala, introduction, p. la a. 
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of his biographers that al-Razi was also a mystic and 

they report anecdotes concerning his meeting vTi th sone 

Sufis of his timeo l 
• 

As the most prominent scholar of his time al-Razi 

attracted numerous students from every part of the Nuslim 

world. "!hen he moved from one place to another at least 

300 students would follow him. 2 Among the most famous 

of the students to take classes from him in the various 
-sciences were Qu~b aI-Din al-Mi~ri, Zayn al-'Abidin 

al-Kashshi, Shihab al-Din al-Hisabilri, M~ammad b. Ri~:tvan, 

Sharaf al-Din al-Harawi, Athir aI-Din al-Abhari, Afdal 
• 

al-Din al-Khunji, Taj al-Din al-Armawi, Shams al-Din 

al-Khu a i and al-Shaykh H~ammad Khusrawshahi. 3 

His Death 

The biographers claim that al-Razi was probably 

poisoned by his bitter enemies, the Karramites. After 

suffering from painful illnesses al-Razi died in Herat in 

606/1209. 4 Before he died he dictated his wa~iyya to his 

1. Hifta~, vol. I, p. 251. 
2. 'Uyiln, vol. II, p. 23; ~\rafi, vol. IV, p. 248. 
3. Risala, introduction, p. nUn; I,'tl.r) at , vol. VIII, p. 542; -

Zarkan, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, p. 32. 
4. 'Uyiin, vol. II, p. 26; \1afayat, vol. I, p. 606; T,'fafi, 

vol. IV, p. 250; Nir-at, vol. "ITII, p. 542; Xujfun, 

vol. VI, p. 197; Bidaya, vol. XIII, p. 55; Kamil, 

vol. XII, p. 190; l'abaqat, vol. if, p. 39; Ra~'l~2:-t, 

vol. VII~ p. 42. It is reported by the above-mentioned 

sources that when al-Razi died he left 80,OCO di~a~s 

in gold, 1-Thich indicates the enormous wealth he had 
duri:;.g/ 
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student Ibrahim al-I~fahani. This wa¥iyya is a moving 

example of the absolute resignation of a mortal being to 

the divine mercy. He admits that he wrote in various 

fields without sufficient care to distinguish the useful 

from the harmful. This can be taken as an excuse for his 

controversial works like al-Sirr al-MaktUm and al-Ikhtiyarat 

al-'Ala~yya, since, as al-Razi himself pointed out, his aim 

was positive and he draws attention particularly to his 

well-known works (al-kutub al-mu'tabara) as the expression 

of his main intentions. In his wa~iyya he also reveals 

his feelings of dissatisfaction with philosophy and 

theology; he prefers the Qur)anic method in the pursuit 

of truth over the philosophic method, and advises against 

deep contemplation on unsolvable problems, as according 

to him the human intellect disintegrates in the face of 

such complicated issues. l This last testament of al-Razi 

on the value of philosophy and theology should be borne 

in mind when his conclusions on various controversial 

issues are evaluated. 

during his lifetime. This is mainly due to his 
close association with the rulers of the time like 
Shihab aI-Din al-Ghuri, the Khwarazmshah H~ammad 
b. Takash and his wazir 'Ala) al-r'Tulk who was 

al-Razi's son-in-law. 
1. ~Ta?iyya, 'Uyiln, vol. II, p. 29; t'abaqat, vol. 7, p. 370 
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His ·.lorks 

Fakhr al-~in al-Razi is one of the most prolific 

scholars in f'Iuslim history. His· works are many and the 

subjects he dealt with are various. As has already been 

noted, he wrote on exegesis, theology, philosophy, medicine, 

linguistics, physics, astronomy, history, heresiography, 

astrology and physiognomyo There are only a few incomplete 

studies on the works of al-Razi. The biographers claim 

that he wrote over two hundred books, but usually they 

give the names of only those that are well-known. l 

. -
However, in Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi wa Ara~uh al-Kalamiyya 

wa I-Falsafiyya, Dr. Zarkan considers 193 works ascribed 

to al-Razi in various sources, but concludes that only 

93 of them could be proved to have been ivri tten by 

al-Razio The rest are either controversial or are works 

wrongly attributed to· him. In reaching this conclusion 

Dr. Zarkan has used valuable techniques beside the 

advantage of exploiting the surveys of his predecessors. 

As this is an excellent and comprehensive analysis of 

al-Razi's works we refer the reader to this work for 

further information. 2 

1. Bidaya, vol. XIII, p. 55; Jamie al-Mukhta¥ar, vol. IX, 

p. 367. 
2. Zarkan, Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi, pp. 56-118. 

• 



CHAPTER II 

- -FAKER AL-DIiJ AL-RA.ZI' S Al'PROACH TO QURaAN 

Al-Razi is famous as an exegete as well as a 

theologian-philosopher. His commentary IvIafatih al-Ghayb 
p 

(the keys to the unknown), or commonly known as al-Tafsir 

al-Kabir, is his greatest work both in volume and importance. 

Before discussing some aspects of this work, the contro

versy over al-Razi's authorship of the whole of the book 

will be dealt witho 

According to the Kashf al-Zununl and \'lafayat al-A'yan2 
e 

al-Razi died before completing this work. The former 

gives the two names of al-Shaykh Najm al-Din ~ad b. 

Muhammad al-QammUli (d. 767 A.H.) and Shihab al-Din b. Kh~il • 

al-Khuai as those who completed the Tafsir. This question, 

however, has been dealt with by few scholars, all of whom 

come to the same conclusion, that the book was completely 

written by al-Razi himself. 3 In arriving at this conclusion 

they relied mainly on the dates at the end of some suras. 

1. Kashf, vol. II, p. 1756. 
2. Wafayat, vol. I, p. 6000 
3. 'Abd al-liamid, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi r·lufassiran, pp. 

5l-63; M. al-Fadil Ibn 'Ashur, al-~afsir wa Rijaluh, 
• 

p. ll9; Risala, introduction by r1. Baqir Sabzawari, 
p. laa_ha a; Zarkan, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi wa Ara~uh 

al-Kalamiyya, p. 65, footnote. 

25 
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The latest of these dates is 603 A.H. l at which time 

al-Razi had two years more to live, his death being in 

606 A.H. Although this can be taken as reliable eVidence 

for al-Razi's authorship of the first half, it cannot 

remove doubts as to whether the second part was also 

written by al-Razi, as the later suras do not contain 

dates. Thus there should be another proof for the cl~i~ 

that the whole work was written by al-Razi, and it can 

only lie in the stylistic consistency and uniformity 

which is manisested through the whole of the book. Such 

observations can only be made after an extensive and 

careful reading of the various parts of the work and 

familiarity with the devices and particular features the 

author constantly employed in his language. 

To strengthen the above-mentioned arguments it can 

be suggested that if there is an essential resemblance in 

ideas between what al-Razi exuresses in the Tafsir and 
~ 

those expressed in other works, the authorship of which 

has undoubtedly been ascribed to al-Razi, then the doubts 

in this field will be considerably removed. A study of 

his Tafsir and its comparison with other major works of 

al-Razi leads one to the inescapable conclusion that 

there is no inconsistency between the ideas expressed in 

the first part of the Tafsir and those expressed in the 

second half and also between what he says in the Tafsir as 

a whole and in his other works. In reaching this conclusion 

1. 
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the evolution in al-Razi's ideas has also been taken 

into consideration. 

In the compilation of his Tafsir, al-Razi made full 

use of the works of his predecessors. In the explanation 

of the linguistic aspects of the verses he mainly relied 

on al-Zamakhshari's al-Kashshaf, although sometimes he 

is critical of his sources. In refutation of the 

Mu'tazilite and other sectarian views he made use of his 

vast knowledge of philosophy, logic and dialectics. In 

his treatment of theological points the Muttazilite scholar 

Abu Muslim al-Isfahani's commentary exerted a considerable • 
influence on him. 

The encyclopaedic nature of the Tafsir which, quite 

apart from the formal interpretation of the Qur-an, 

represents al-Razi's knowledge in various fields, has 

drawn severe criticisms from different scholars. According 

to Ibn Taymiyya it is a commentary which is inclusive of 

-all things except exegesis ("fih kull shay~ ilIa al-tafsir"). 

Al-Subki answers this criticism stating that it contains 

all things as well as exegesis. l 

The main reason why al-Razi expanded his Tafsir is 

that he believed that the Qur~a.n embraces all know'ledge. 

As he pOints out in the introduction, he once claimed 

that ten thousand different articles could be deduced 

from the Surat al-Fatiha alone but when challenged on 
e 

this assertion by some less cultured people, he then 

1. vlafi, vol. IV, p. 254. 

-
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proceeded to write this long introduction to the:'afsir 

to prove that what he claimed was Possible. l 

In the following chapter some of the most important 

aspects of al-Razi's tafsir will be discussedo 

al-Razi's interpretation of 

particular words 

Unlike the Mu'tazilite commentators al-Zamakhshari 

and Abu Muslim al-I~fahani, al-Razi does not favour the 

idea that the Qur1an includes otiose (za1id) words or particles. 2 

In fact the acceptance of such an idea is sometimes the 

only way by 'tvhich some unfamiliar constructions such as 

those which exist in the verses 18/1, 40/40, 14/154, 

3/159, 22/25, can be explained. The method applied in 

such cases is either to change the order of the words or 

to ignore the grammatical function of certain particles. 

Al-Razi's belief that the arrangement of the verses is 

divinely fixed prevents him from applying the foregoing 

devices. Instead he looks for alternatives in syntax, i.e. 

in the case of the phrase fa-bi-ma ra~atin (3/159), 

al-Razi criticises the commentators who permit the occurance 

of otiose particles in the Qur1an, and claims that the 

particle ma here is an interrogative, denoting anxiety. 

The meaning of the phrase is: "with what kind of grace?,,3 

1. Mafati~, vol. I, po 2. 

2. Ibid., vol. III, p. 800 

3. Ibid. 
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By contrast al-Zarkashi finds fault with al-Bazi's 

explanation on the grounds that if the particle is taken 

as an interrogative, then we have to accept the combination 

of ma and ra~a as a construction (i~afa). Yet no particles 

of interrogation except ayy can form a construct with a -
noun. If as an alternative supposition we consider the 

word rafma as in apposition to ma, then vre need the 

insertion of a ~amza as a sign of interrogation in front 

of the phrase. As the phrase does not include it both 

suggestions are groundless. l 

Again in the first verse of Surat al-Kahf, the 

majority of the philologists and the commentators are 

of the opinion that an exchange of the places of the two 

adjectives qayyiman and 'lwajan is inevitable and that the 

verse must be understood as meaning: nazzala-hu qayyiman 

wa lam yaj 'al-hu 'iwajan. 

Al-Razi tries to refute this view by giving some 

theological reasons, e.g. that the word 'iwajan indicates 

that God intended to remove any defect from his identity 

whereas by qayyiman God's action of perfection is implied. 

As one cannot perfect another before being perfect oneself, 

the existing order is correct and need not be altered. 2 

Al-Zarkashi again criticises al-Razi on this 

point stating that what the linguists do when they change 

1. Burhan, vol. III, p. 73. 
2. r·:afa till, vol. IV, D. 452; cf. al-Kashsb..3'.f, vol. II, 

p. 702. 
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the places of the 1-lords in a sentence is only to 8ring 

the construction into confonni ty vli:il the grammatical 

rules, which has nothing to do ';.d th i ts mear.i~g.l 

In the interpretation of the verse 37.125, al-Razi 

mentions that a certain aI-Rashid al-Katib claimed that 

if the verb tada 'Una vTere used instead of tadharilna it 

would sound better in the context. In defence of the 

Qur·anic usage, al-Razi suggests that the supernatural 

character of the style of the Qur'an is not due to the 

assumption that it should abide by the rules as set for 

an ideal speech, but that it is due to its pow'erful 

meaning and elaborate wording. 2 Al-Juwayni gives a 

different, perhaps more convincing explanation to this 

question when he indicates the difference in the meanings 

of the two verbs; the verb yada'u means to leave or to 

abandon something with some degree of cautiousness whereas 

yadharu implies an absolute abandonment and a total 

rejection. Therefore the use of the latter is more in 

harmony with the themeo 3 

According to al-I(ha~~abi some have claimed that the 

construction in the verse inna-hu li-~ubbi l-khayri 

la shadid (100.8), is.not in common use among the Arabs 

and is not in conformi ty ~.,i th the standards of the 

1. Burhan, vol. III, p. 277. See for more information 
about al-Razi r s vie,v on addi tional :particles, l,:afati~.:., 

vol. III, p. 337, vol. VI, n. 152, vol. VII, p. 3570 

2. r·'!afa ti:tJ,, vol. VII, p. 109. 

3. Burhan, vol. III, p. 453. 
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language. ~::"l-J.azi' s in"terpreta:';on of" ~".-,e ' t' . 
• - lJ",_ ve!'se ~s r:a: 

he int erprets al-y~~ayr as pro:?ert:" and shadid as -
or strong. The meaning vTill be rr~e is stingy due to 

the love of property" or "he is strongly i~ love ~'li th 

property".l In his understanding of the verse al-Razi 

seems to follolv the same interpretation as al-Zamakhshari 

to the extent that he quotes the same verse of Tarafa 
o 

adduced by al-Zamakhshari to illustrate the meaning of 

the ~'Tord shadid. 2 

As has been seen in the interpretation of the above 

-mentioned verse, al-Razi has been greatly influenced by 

al-Kashshaf especially in gr~atical explanations. 

However, he is sometimes critical of it. For instance 

al-Zamakhshari explains the root meaning of the word 

~alah as "the spinal movement" and since the performer of 

this religious service bends and prostrates, this word has 

been used to describe this rite. 3 al-Razi criticises 

al-Zamakhshari on the grounds that the community of the 

Muslims has understood only the formal ritual by this 

word, and the meaning that al-Zamakhshari suggests is 

remote from circulation. Furthermore, if w'e accept 

al-Zarnakhshari's claim, people will have doubts about the 

original meaning of every term in religion, on the assumption 

that the terms understood in one way might have denoted 

other meanings in the time of the rrophet0 4 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

- h ~ -·'1 4C r~Iafati{l, vol. VIII, p. 491; ~hala -"c u2.sa ~ , p.. 

Kashshaf, vol. IV, p. 7880 

Ibid., vol. I, p. 40. 

r·lafatih, vol. I, p. 800 
• 
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A unique aspect of al-~azits approach is his endeavour 

to discover theological reasons l'lhich justify ~ura anic 

usages. Thus in his interpretation of the verse 55.27 

he gives evidence of why only the word wajh should be 

used for the essence of God. The face is the most effective 

part of a body to reveal the identity of man; that is why 

we do not say that we have seen somebody unless we see 

his face. In the course of time, this word came to be 

used for indicating personality. In this latter sense it 

has been used for the conception of God. If what the 

anthropomorphists claim v~s true, then other parts of God's 

body such as the hands and the legs must pe~ish, as the 

verse denotes that everything will perish except God's 

face, since in this case the word wajh would only mean 

the face. It it were objected that, since according to 

our understanding of the verse wajh implies the reality 

of God, the attributes of God are excluded from the state

ment, we would answer that supposing we said "Only a 

garment survived him" (lam yabqa Ii fulan ilIa thawb), 

this would mean a garment including its colour and size. 

Therefore when we say "There remains only the Countenance 

of they Lord", it means God and his attributes. l 

On some occasions al-Razi differs from the opinions 

of the majority and adopts his own rational conclusions. 

For example the majority of the authorities are of the 

opinion that the word insan in the verse 96.6 has been 

1. Mafati~, vol. VIII, p. 17. 
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used to denote Abu Jahl while al-Razi holds that the 

word has been used in a general sense and covers all 

mankind; it is more appropriate because the preceding 

verses are impersonal statements. Consequently there is 

no reason to restrict it so that it refers to a certain 

individual. Although - as he admits - there are traditions 

to support the opinion of the majority, he states that 

his own view is more suitable in the context of the sUra. l 

Al-Razits opinion also differs from the majority 

view on the grammatical analysis of the expression la -
ilaha illa Allah, that in order to complete the statement 

an implicit participle like ka·inun or mawjudun should be 

placed after ilah, e.g. la ilaha mawjudan illa Allah. 

Al-Razi's reason for not accepting such an analysis 

is that the supposition of a certain participle after the 

word ilah to take the place of a missing predicate is in 

fact a restriction on the effect of the negation produced 

by la, whereas, if we leave it as it is, the negation -
will comprise all kinds of conception relating to Godhead. 2 

Seeking alternatives in syntax is another device 

which enables al-Razi to deduce different implications 

from a single expression. Thus when he interprets the 

verse 96.1 he thinks of three alternative meanings to 

the verb khalaqa; (i) no object is required. The meaning 

is "\'lhom creation emanated from". (ii) The omi tted object 

1. r.Iafa:ti~, vol. VII I, p. 4630 
20 Ibid., vol. I I, pp. 52-53. 
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is taken int 0 consideration. 'rhe meaning is, "~'!ho has 

created everything". The omission would be for the 

purpose of widening the effect of the verb to cover 211 

created beings. The next verse should be a statement to 

specify human beings alone among other creatures, because 

they are the abode of revelation and the best creatures on 

the Earth. (iii) The verb with its relative pronoun 

preceding it is a sentence to clarify the ambiguity of 

the preceding sentence and to draw attention to the 

phenomenon of the creation of Hankind. l 

In order to explain the words al-jaza', al-'adl and 

al-shafa'a in the verse 2.123, al-Razi draws upon old 
2 Arab customs , while in his interpretation of the 

expression ka-mathali jannatin fi rabwa in the verse 

2.265 and the expression ikhtilafu l-layli wa-n-nahar, 

2.164, he uses his vast knowledge of geography and 

astonomy. Thus most commentators have interpreted the 

phrase ka-mathali jannatin fi rabwa as "the likeness of a 

garden on a height". Al-Razi disagrees with this inter

pretation on the grounds that a garden on a high place 

is not likely to flourish, because besides being exposed 

to the strong winds, it cannot benefit from the rain 

properly. The same is true of a garden in a hollow, 

since it will keep more water than is necessary. It 

follows that the best place for a garden remains a flat 

1. 
2. 

Mafatih, vol. VIII, p. 461. 
e 

Ibid., vol. I, p. 337. 
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land, "There it can benefit fully from the facilities of 

Nature. In conclusion, the vlord rab.T/la should be inter

preted as: "a fertile ground for vegetation". 1 

In his interpretaion of the expression ikhtilafu 

l-layli wa-l-nahar (2.164) he adds difference as to place 

to the traditional understanding of the 1vords as referring 

to difference of night and day as to time, basing this on 

his belief in the spherical and revolving character of 

the Earth. In his discussion of this verse ce gives 

lengthy and highly elaborate information about cosmology 

(16 pages) and then explains how these phenomena are signs 

of God's sovereignty for people who have sense. 2 

His logical and discursive mind is another factor 

that differentiates him from the rest of the commentatorso 

For example almost all the authorities preceding him had 

understood the word sarhan in the verse: "And Pharoah 
8 e 

said, '0 Haman, build for me a t o'tver that haply I may 

reach the roads'" (40.36) as a genuine tower, and tried 

to describe the height and splendour of such a tower. In 

contrast to this al-Razi states that it is impossible that 

Pharoah meant an actual tower by this order, since he 

knew that a high tower would make no difference in the 

impossibility of reaching the end of the limitless sky. 

On the contra~J, if he really believed that it would serve 

such a purpose, he would have been a lunatic. 3Ut it is 

1. 

2. 

Mafatih, vol. 2, pp. 342-43. 
• 

Ibid., vol. 2, pp. 55-71. 
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incongruous for God to send Hoses to a lunatic and r::ention 

his name in the Qur)an. Thus, as it is imperative to 

accept Pharoah as an intelligent man, then he must have 

meant something different from the external meaning as is 

indicated in his order to build a tower. The main point 

must therefore be the intention of Pharoah to dismiss 

Moses' claim that there is an invisible God. 3y using 

this irony, he was really being sarcastic, and meant to 

convince his people that an inconceivable God cannot exist. l 

Unlike many commentators who have attempted to 

describe such words as al_'a¥a2 , al-~ajar3, al-shajar4, 

which appear in the Qur)an, al-Razi is of the opinion 

that they must be left alone since we do not have evidence 

to define them. 

As it can be understood from the foregoing examples, 

al-Razi has adopted a free rational approach in the inter

pretation of various Qur~aniC verses. His rejection of 

the existence of otiose words or particles in the Qur)an, 

however, does not depend on sound evidence. His argument 

that the order of verses is divinely ordained is contrary 

to the fact that there are several authoritative recitations 

of the Qur~an, in which the order of the particles and 

words is not always the same. Moreover, as already pointed 

out by al-Zarkashi the acceptance of otiose particles in 

1. Mafati~, vol. 7, pp. 217-18. 

2. Ibid., vol. 1, p. 363. 

3. Ibid., vol. 1, p. 307. 

4. Ibido 
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the Qur)an does not affect the meaning and is someti~es 

the only way to put a Qur)anic sentence into a grammatical 

structure. 

AI-Razi's Skill in Reconciling 

Qur)anic Verses 

The question of whether there is a relationship between 

Qur)anic verses or not is a controversial problem. Some 

scholars have claimed that there is a crucial relationship 

between verses and even sUras which make them coordinated 

statements, while others reject this idea on the grounds 

that each verse or group of verses was revealed with 

reference to different circumstances and as these circum-

stances vary so do the verses which refer to them. It is 

therefore impossible to find a link between verses. l 

Al-Razi is famous for finding links between verses. 

Al-Suyilti quotes him as stating, ""lhoever thinks of the 
o 

art which exists in the ordering of this sura will realize 

that the Qur)an is inimitable in its arrangement and the 

order of its verses. Maybe those who claimed that the 

Qur)an is miraculous because of its style had tr~s aspect 

in mind. Unfortunately, I have found the majority of the 

exegetes unaware of these fine points. ,,2 Some examples 

will help us to appreciate better al-Razi's skill in this 

field. 

1. 

2. 

Burhan, vol. 1, p. 35. 
ft 

Itqan, vol. 3, p. 223. 
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The verses from 16 to 19 in the SITrat al-~iy~=a (75) 

seem to be irrelevant to its context, i'Thile the verses 

preceding and those which follow echo the same theme. 

In order to reconcile these verses with the context, 

al-Razi presents various explanations which can be summed 

up as follows. \Vhen the Prophet received some revelations 

he hastened to memorize them. Soon after, another revelation 

came to him implying that haste is forbidden in religions 

as it is in worldly matters. This is similar to the case 

of a teacher, who wants his pupil to be more attentive to 

his remarks in the course of a lecture. However, an out

sider who overhears such a warning may miss the point and 

wrongly put that warning into the context of the lecture. l 

In order to relate the verse, "He hath loosed the 

two seas they meet" (55.19), to the previous one, which is 

"He is the Lord of the two Easts and Lord of the two 

Wests" (55.17), he stresses the resemblance between move

ment in space and the movement of a ship on the sea. The 

sun and the moon are moving about in space as a man sails 

on the sea, which is illustrated in the verse, "It is not 

for the sun to overtake the moon nor doth the night out

strip the day. They float each in orbit." (36.39).2 

As regards the verse 2.151 which is among the major 

conflicts in this field, al-Razi thinks of two possibilities 

in connection with ka-ma. The first is to relate it to 

1. 

2. 

Mafatih, vol. 8, p. 232. 
• 

Ibid., vol. 8, p. 13. 
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the previous phrase, whereby three kinds of interpretation 

arise: 1) "in order to complete my grace upon you by 

elevating your position in this world and by rewarding you 

in the next, just as we have already sent you a prophet as 

a sign of our grace"; 2) "We will keep our promise to 

Abraham [stated in verse 2.l38J as we complete our favours 

on you by sending you a prophet"; 3) "Just as we sent you 

a prophet who possesses many good qualities, we have 

appointed you people as a middle nation".l This last view 

seems to be the opinion of Abu f.Tuslim al-Isfahani. 2 
o 

The second alternative is to connect ka-ma to the 

following verse, the resultant meaning being rendered: 

"As we have sent upon you the Prophet who instructs in 

religion and law, glorify my name in return, so that I 

might consider you".3 

Another similar verse introduced by ka-ma is "Even 

as they Lord caused thee [M~ammadJ to go forth from thy 

home with Truth ••• " (8.5). Al-Razi thinks of four alter

natives to explain away the disharmony of the verse, but 

his choice is the first. The companions of the Prophet 

were discontented with the share they received from the 

booty.after the battle of Badr. God compared their 

dissatisfaction with their unwillingness to fight against 

the Meccans. So just as their hesitation to fight proved 

1. 

2. 

Mafatih~ vol. 2, p. 34; cf. Kashshaf, vol. 1, p. 206. 
e 

Tabari, vol. 3, p. 308. 
ft 
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mistaken after their victo~J, so did their discontent 

regarding the sharing of the booty.l 

The second part of the verse, "They ask thee [0 

M~ammad] of new moons. Say: They are fixed seasons for 

mankind and for the pilgrimage. It is not righteousness 

that ye go to houses by the backs thereof [as do the 

idolators at certain seasons], but the righteous man is 

he who wardeth off [evil]. So go to houses by the gates 

thereof, and observe your duty to Allah, that ye may be 

successful." (2.189), is also among the isolated verses. 

Since the first part is a narration, a question concerning 

the new moons in the second part seems to have a totally 

different theme. 2 !vlost of the commentators have referred 

to old Arab traditions to explain the phrase "Entering ••• 

the houses from the back" and al-Razi himself mentions 

them along with other opinions. 

Unsatisfied with all previous interpretations, 

al-Razi puts forward his own opinion as the only one to 

explain away the difficulty in the verse. Because of its 

particular value as an example of al-Razi's approach, we 

give a literal translation: 

1. 
2. 

The verse is a parable which God sent to the 

believers. The purpose is not in its literal 

sense. The metaphorical explanation is: the 

well-known correct treatment is to approach 

Mafatih, vol. 4, p. 349. 
• 

Ibid., vol. 2, p. 146. 
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the unknown by the means of the known. The 

reverse [approaching the known through the 

unknown] is contrary to the principle and is 

the opposite of truth. If this is understood 

we will proceed to say that this universe has 

a Creator who is free and all wise. It has 

been proved that the all-wise does only what 

is correct, that is his actions are free from 

futility and ignorance. If this is accented 

providing that we admit that the variations 

in the positions of the I·ioon regarding its 

light are all brought about by God, then we 

would soon realise that there is a secret 

object and a benefit behind this phenomenon. 

So, our knowledge of the all-wise who does 

only what is good enables us to see clearly 

that there must be a purpose in these variations 

in the moon. For, this is a demonstration 

which moves from the known to the unknown. 

On the contrary, if it was done without the 

awareness of these existing motives in the 

actions of God, it would consequently be 

concluded that the agent of these phenomena is 

unwise. This of course is a false demonstration, 

because it moves from the unkno1ID at the expense 

of the kno1vn. If t~-:is is accepted, then the 

purpose in God's word, 'It is not virtuous to 

come to your houses from the back', is that, 
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being unaware of God's purpose in changing 

the lights of the Moon, you [believers] were 

doubtful about whether that purpose is bene

ficial. You approached the matter neither 

from the right angle nor with perfect reason. 

Finally, the right direction is to enter the 

houses through their doors, that is to proceed 

from the well-known to the unknown thus [the 

purpose in the variations of the light of the 

moon] so that you would be absolutely convinced 

that here is a purpose behind every action of 

God, despite the fact that you may not know that 

purpose. Thus, 'Entering houses from the back' 

makes an allusion to the turning froo right 

way and 'entering the houses through their 

doors' makes an allusion to 'following the 

right way'. This is a well-known device in 

metonymy. ~"hoever wants to guide someone in 

the right direction usually says, 'You have to 

approach the matter through its door. ,1 

The author also tries to find relationships between 

successive suras. For instance he gives reason to explain 

why the Surat al-Kahf came after the Surat al-Isra): 

1) the expression Sub1,1anu [Allahi] with 1'lhich the Surat 

al-Isra) (17) has been introduced should come first, since 

it denotes the declaring of God to be free :rom imperfec~ion. 

1. r.Iafati{l, vol. 2, p. 147. 
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This means that God is perfect. The expression al-hamdu 
~ --~'----

lillahi with which the next sura has been introduced 

implies God's action of perfecting. 2) The ascension 
" 

of the Prophet which is the sUbject-matter of the first 

sura is the ascension of his personality from the earth 

to Heaven, whereas the revelation of the Book which is 

the subject-matter of the second sura is the descending 

of the light of revelation on to him. Yet this second 

action is more complete than the first. 3) The benefit 

of the ascension is limited only to the Prophet, but the 

favours of the Book (Qur)an) cover all r,1ankind. l 

i,ITi th regard to the Sura t al-Kawthar, al-Razi says 

that this sUra is like a counter-part of the previous 

Surat al-Ma'un. Four characteristics of the hypocrite have 

been mentioned in the SUrat al-Ma'Un. They are avarice, 

avoidance of the ritual prayer, insincerity in worship and 

abstinence from the payment of alms. In Surat al-Kawthar 

God names four good qualities to correspond with those 

which were mentioned in the previous sura.
2 

It can be seen from these examples that al-Razi is 

very successful in finding links between isolated verses. 

In doing so, as has been illustrated in the example of 

2.189, he uses his vast knowledge of theolo~J to contrive 

a solution to the seemingly unrelated statements. He uses 

this technique very frequently throughout his tafsir. 

1. Mafati~, vol. 5, pp. 452-53. 
2. Ibid., vol. 8, p. 517. 
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Al-Razi's Views on the Style of the ~ur)an 

The existence of a few verses, such as 52.34, 10.38, 

13.4, 17.88, 9.6, implying challenge (tahaddi) and the 
9 

superiority of the Qur'an have led Muslim scholars to 

search for the concrete characteristics which make the 

Qur'an superior to human achievements. The almost 

unanimous agreement is that the extraordina~J feature of 

the Qur'an which has been the point of challenge is its 

inimitable style. As the greatest evidence to support 

such an opinion, the failure of the contemporary Arabs 

to bring about the like of the Qur)an has been put forward. l 

Later scholars were dissatisfied with this claim and have 

attempted to substantiate it. The most outstanding 

scholars in this field are al-Rummani, al-Khattabi, 
• 0 

al-Jurjani and al-Baqillani. 2 

The majority of the authorities are of the opinion 

that the Qur)an is inimitable because of its own merits. 

That is why the challenge was not meto The other opinion 

is that the Arabs were deprived of their abilties (~arfa) 

when they tried to produce something equal to the Qur)an. 

AI-Nazzam al-Hu'tazili (993-1064) held this opinion. 3 The 

qa~i al-Baqillani attacked this theory saying that if the 

Qur'an was unrivalled because God made its opponents 

impotent, then what is extraordinary is only tr.is action 

of God, not -the Qur)an itselfo 4 

1. 

2. 

rvIafatih, vol. 5, p. 4410 
• 

Itqan, vol. 4, pp. 6-7; 3urhan, vol. 2, ~. 91. 

30 Itqan, vol. 4, p. 8; ~ihayat al-ij~z 1 p. 7. 

4. Nihayat al-Ijfiz , ~. 7. 
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On the other hand the authorities have clained some 

other aspects of the Qur)an in addition to its unique 

style to be the features vThich are humanly unattainable. 

These are the harmony between expressions, the rrediction 

of certain important events before they took place, the 

stories of the ancient prophets, etc. l 

Al-Kha~~abi suggests that the inimitability of the 

qur)an is shown in three elements, words, meaning and 

order. Only through the combination of these three 

elements has the Qur'an attained superiority.2 Al-Jurjani's 

opinion is that the challenge did not stand on the grounds 

of the meaning. The opponents were required to provide a 

book equal to the Qur) an in the beauty of w·ording but 

different in meaning.3 

After this brief introduction we will try to ascertain 

al-Razi's views on this issue. A general summary of his 

views has been cited by al-SuyU~i and al-Zarkashi, that 

the inimitability of the Qur)an is due to its eloquence, 

its sublime style and its freedom from any errors. 4 

In this treatment of this topic al-Razi has been 

mainly influenced by al-Jurjani as he himself states in 

the introduction to his Nihayat al-Ijaz- 5 "Thich is in fact 

the revision of al-Jurj~ni's Dala)i1 a1-I'jaz and Asra~ 

1. Burhfin, vol. 2, p. 101. 
2. Thalath Rasa)il, p. 24. 

3. Ibid., p. 129. 
- 1 2 98· 'ii':l~7""" It q an , vol. 4, p. 8; :9ur ha n , v o. ,p. ,.. - c.. v ~ u 

al-Ijaz , p. 7. -5. ~ihayat al-Ijaz , p. 4. 
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According to al-Razi there is no superiority as 

between independent words regarding their direct implica

tions. l The point that leads to preference among 

expressions as far as words are concerned is the secondary 

meaning derived from their direct implications. In other 

words it is the connotation of the immediate meaning of 

the word, (ma'na I_ma'na~2 That is why scientific works 

where these connotations are not employed, due to the 

importance attached to the immediate meanings of the terms 

in order to avoid confusion, are not regarded as literary 

works. 3 

In al-Razi's opinion, the Arabs' failure to produce 

the like of the Qur)an is the most important evidence 

for its miraculous nature, since they were free to meet 

the challenge, and since there were circumstances which 

compelled them to attempt to do so.4 Although al-Razi 

believes that the Qur)an is superior due to its own merits 

he makes some concessions to an-Nazzam's theory of • • 

sarfa. Thus in this interpretation of the verse 52.34, 
s 

al-Razi, giving his own judgement on the theory of ~arfa, 

makes use of this simile: if someone claimed that he 

would shake a mountain, this would be regarded as impossible. 

It would also be regarded as impossible if anyone were to 

claim that he would perform something as a result of which 

Nihayat al-Ijaz, , p. 120 

Ibid., p. 8. 
Ibid., p. 10. 

Mafatih, vol. 5, p. 441. 
ft 
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nobody would be able to pick up an apple. 30th actions 

would be considered to be miracles if they were fulfilled. 

This is the approach of the theologians and there is 

nothing wrong with it so it is permissible to believe 

in both theorieso l 

Thus al-Razi shows himself not to be implacably 

opposed to the theory of sarfa • 
• 

According to al-Razi the verses that imply challenge 

may be organised into six stages: 

1) The challenge is to produce the like of the Quraan 

as a whole. The verse indicating this is 17.88. 

2) The equivalent of ten suras is required to meet 

the challenge (11.13;. 

3) In the third stage the number of sUras has been 

reduced to one (2.23). 

4) In this stage only a few words sufficient to 

make a statement are required to meet the challenge (52.34). 

5) In this stage al-Razi puts forward a very unusual 

view. In the previous stages the challenge was based on 

the condition that the opponent is equal to the Prophet 

in being illiterate whereas in this stage the challenge 

is to any individual to formulate a sura (10.39). 

6) In all the above-mentioned stages, the challenge 

was directed to individuals, but in this stage the 

challenge has been directed to Mankind as a whole, 

permitting general collaboration in achieving this aim. 

The verse implying this is 10.39~2 

1. Mafati~, vol. 7, p. 492. 
2. Ibid., vol. 4, p. 570. 

, i 
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Unlike many scholars in this field al-Razi mentions 

as many extraordinary features of the~ur~an as possible. 

Thus the prediction of forthcoming events in the ~urJan, 

the agreement between the Qur'an and the Old Testament 

on the stories of the Prophets are among these features. 

Besides all these, the unusual nature of the language of 

the QurJ an is another major aspect in the eyes of the 

author which renders the Book inimitable. In defence of 

this theory he points out various aspects in the Qur~an 

as outside the standards of acceptable speech among the 

Arabs: l 

1) The theme of popular speech among the Arabs is 

usually a description of a concrete object or event such 

as a description of a camel, a horse or a woman or a 

description of a war or a raid. These things are not to 

be found in the Qur'an. 

2) The sUbject-matter of the QurJan is not hypo-

thetical or fictitious, as is the case with many poemso 

This can be understood better by the widely accepted view 

that the verses of such poets as Labid b. Abi Rabi'a and 

Hassan b. Thabit were no longer good and attractive after 
• 
they became converted to Islam and were influenced by the 

language of the Qur1an. 

3) The popular and favoured words among the Arabs 

are those which fit the patterns and themes and conform 

with the poetical devices whereas the Qur'an does not 

follOW the rules. 

1. Mafatih, vol. 1, p. 225. 
e 
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4) Repetition in speech is normally not acceptable, 

but is rather regarded as a defect. I n contrast, the 

Qur~an contains expressions which are repeated several 

t . 1 
~mes. 

5) The Qur'an fOllows a didactic style as it 

prescribes obligations, prohibitions, the principles of 

ethics and also describes the states of the next world. 

Such a didactic style is not popular among people who 

have developed literary interests. 

6) It is a known fact that every poet is strong in 

picturing only a particular item or certain types of 

events, and is generally weak in other things. But in 

the case of the Qur)an the idea of preferring one kind of 

description to another cannot be applied. 

In conclusion, despite all these points which should 

serve to diminish the value of the language of the Qur'an 

it has been unanimously held that it possesses the finest 

style. Therefore it is called a miracle. 2 

As to the question whether the shortest suras, like 

al-Kawthar and al-KafirUn, of the Qur)an are inimitable, 

the answer has been given in the affirmative by the 

majority. 3 Some have even held that the challenge includes 

pieces shorter than the sura al-Kawthar, basing this on 

the word hadith in the verse 52.34. But this view was . 
rejected by al-Baqillani on the grounds that a statement 

1. r-1afati{l, vol. 1, p. 225. 

2. Ibid. 
3. Itqan, vol. 4, p. 18. 
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cannot be made shorter than the length of the sura 

al-Kawthar. l 

AI-Razi's opinion on this point is not clear though 

attainable indirectly. In the interpretation of the verse 

10.38 he answers a hypothetical question, as to whether 

the word sura in the verse includes the shortest sura. 

His response is that the word sura implies the sura under 

discussion, that is the suratYUnus. 2 

In another place he touches upon the same issue while 

answering a question of an opponent's which runs, "How 

could you be so senseless as to believe that the 

challenge covers the shortest suras, since it is obvious 

that to produce such a sura is possible? Will it not be 

an infringement of rational principles to favour such 

an idea?" 

Al-Razi to avoid the consequences of accepting such 

a view states that the challenge applies to any part of 

the Qur)an on the condition that it reaches the point of 

inimitability. But if it does not reach that point, it is 

even so inimitable for another reason, namely the failure 

of the Arabs to produce even such a piece. 3 

By this last statement, al-Razi is again implying 

God's intervention to divert the minds of the Arabs from 

meeting the challenge, i.e. the theory of ~arfa. 

1. 

2. 

Itqan, vol. 4, p. 180 

Mafatih, vol. 4, p. 570. 
ft 

Ibid., vol. 1, p. 226. 
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We will now give an example to illustrate how al-Razi 

deals with the stylistic aspect of the verses. In the 
,~ 

interpretation of the verse wa-1akum fi 1-qi~a~i hayatun 

(2.179), al-Razi quotes some idiomatic expressions drawn 

from old Arabic usage which express the same idea and 

afterwards tries to prove why the Qur)anic statement is 

superior to the others. The expressions which he considers 

are: 

Qatl al-ba'g i~ya) 1i-1-jami' 

AkthirU l-qatl 1i-yaqill al-qat1 

Al-qatl anfa li-I-qatl1 

The third in al-Razi's opinion is that which best matches 

the Qur)anic usage. But if compared with the latter, the 

following aspects will be seen to show the superiority 

of the Qur)anic usage over the other. 

i) The Qur)anic utterance is more concise than the 

other, since the preposition-pronoun structure can be 

omitted, because the meaning is implicit in the reversed 

subject-predicate sentence. 

ii) In the expression al-qatl anfa li-I-qatl, killing 

is asserted to be the reason for the annihilation of the 

same concept, i.e. killing. This is logically absurd, 

if the expression is taken at face value. This cor~usion, 

however, does not exist in the Qurlanic expression, since 

al-qi¥a~u is only one kind of killing and the word ~ayatun 

is an interminate noun and means only one kind of life. 

1. Mafati~, vol. 2, p. 108. 
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iii) In the expression al-qatl anfa li-l-qatl, there 

exists the repetition of the word al-qatl which s~cils 

the attractiveness of the utterance, but in the ~ur)anic 

usage this defect is not found. 

iv) In the non-Qur)anic usage only the prohibition 

of murder is emphasized whereas in the Qur'anic usage, 

besides the prohibition of murder, other offences such as 

wounding are also prohibited. 

v) By the negation of murder in the non-Qur)anic 

usage the objective of living is implicitly indicated. 

In the Qur)anic expression this objective is explicitly 

indicated. 

vi) In the expression al-qatl ania li-I-qatl, the word 

qatl implies every kind of killing. It includes a deliberate 

murder which in fact is an increase in the number of 

murders. This is understood when one judges the expression 

at its face value. On the other hand the word al-qi~a:~ 

in the Qur)anic expression means only one kind of killing, 

namely legal execution, and therefore the uneasiness that 

exists in the former case, does not apply here. l 

As al-Razi himself acknowledges, his views on the 

issue of the miraculous nature of the Qur)an are mainly 

taken from 'Abd al-Qahir al-Jurjani. However, his 

acceptance of the theory of ~arfa as equally valid shows 

that he has a broad outlook on the problem. A disputable 

point in al-Razi's treatment of this topiC is his arbitrary 

classification of the verses denoting challenge where no 

1. Mafati~, vol. 2, p. 108. 
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date backed by ~adith has been mentioned to support such 

a sequence. 

AI-Razi's view on the ambiguous verses 

The verses of the Qur)an are roughly divided into 

two: 1) perspicuous verses (al-muhkamat); and . 
2) ambiguous verses (al-mutashabihat). The perspicuous 

verses are considered the basis for the formation of the 

shari'a because of their obvious meanings. The ambiguous 

verses are not a basis for the Shari'a and often need to 

be metaphorically interpreted. Their subject-matter is 

mainly the essence of God, His qualities and the states 

of the next world. The attempt to interpret these verses 

has given rise to various opinions which are the basis of 

different theological schools. l 

In fact the Qur)an contains seemingly contradictory 

statements about the identity of God. There are verses 

(42.11, 6.104, 112.4) which state that God is above any

thing that can be conceived and has no resemblance to 

created things in any way. There are other verses (5.67, 

48.10, 20.39, 11.37, 55.27, 48.42) which allude to God's 

hands, face, eyes and also some human activities such as 

coming, seeing and hearing. These verses are contradictory. 

Therefore, one or the other has to be interpreted meta

phorically. ' Many theologians have interpreted the anthro

pomorphic verses on the basis of the anti-anthropomorphic 

1. Ibn KhaldUn, Muqaddima, vol. 3, pp. 46-47. 
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1 
ones. So they have explained God's hands as His power, 

His face as His reality2 or approval, His eyes as His 

attention. 3 On the other hand some theological sects like 

the Mujassima and the Mushabbiha have relied on the 

anthropomorphic verses, and claimed that God possesses 

some bodily organs such as hands, eyes and legs, though 

they admit that these organs are different in nature from 

those of human beings. 4 Opposition to the literal under

standing of the anthropomorphic verses is based on three 

principles: i) the anti-anthropomorphic verses are more 

in number than the contrasting ones; ii) they are decisive 

in meaning, all of them being in the negative form; 

iii) the early Muslims took the anti-anthropomorphic 

verses as the basis for the metaphorical interpretation 

of their counterparts. 5 

As an exponent of the Ash'arite school which interprets 

these verses metaphorically, al-Razi defends this approach 

using the techniques of philosophy. As a criterion of his 

treatment of ambiguous verses his definition of mutkam 

and mutashabih is interestingo 

A word may mean either the object that it usually 

implies or it may mean something else. If the word means 

the very thing for which this word has been usually used 

without allowing any possibility of further speculative 

1. Ibn Khaldun, Muqaddima, vol. 3, p. 46. 
2. Mafati~, vol. 8, p. 17; Asas, p. 1140 

3. Asas, p. 1220 

4. Ibid., p. 192. 
5. Ibid., p. 182; ~volfson, The Philosophy of ~ce Zalam, p. 9. 
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meanings then this is a nass. However if the word can • e 

have another meaning besides its immediate implication, 

then two possibilities arise: a) one of two implications 

may be preferred to the other; b) the two implications 

of the meaning of the word are on equal footing with regard 

to the word, so that no preference can be given to either 

of them. Regarding the first possibility (a) as preference 

is involved we have two consequences: i) the preferred 

meaning, which is called rahir; ii) the weak meaning, 

which is called mu )a~vwal. 

As to the second possibility (b) where no preference 

can be given to either meaning, the word in this case is 

called mushtarak, in so far as it covers both possible 

meanings, but it will be called mujmal if one of these 

possible meanings is chosen without there being any 
1 adequate reason. 

By this definition al-Razi comes to the conclusion 

as regards the implications of its meaning, that a word 

may be described by one of these terms: na~~, ~ahir, 

mu~awwal, mushtarak, mujmal. 

Nass and zahir share the quality of being preferred _...... ...._-
implications, though na~~ is stronger, since it excludes 

any other speculated meaning. Since they have the common 

characteristic of having preferred implications, na~~ and 

zahir are called muhkam. The remaining terms are called . _ .... _-
_ 2 

mutashabih. 

1. Mafatih, vol. 2, pp. 401-03 • . 
20 Ibid.; Asas, pp. 178-82. 
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AI-Razi complains about the theologians of different 

schools who often adopt a selective approach in their use 

of Qurlanic verses to support their sectarian viewso 

They call mutashabih the verses that contradict their 

opinions, and sometimes call a really ambiguous one 

mufkam because of the advantage which they derive from a 

particular interpretation of its dubious meaning.l There

fore he suggests that firm rules should be established to 

decide whether a verse is ambiguous or not. If a word 

implies two possible meanings one of which is preferable 

to the other the word is mufkam in terms of preferred 

meaning. If we turn from the preferred to the less 

preferable, then the word will be mutashabih with regard 

to that meaning. It is, however, imperative in the latter 

case to depend on evidence in order to justify the 

abandonment of the literal meaning which is the preferred 

meaning. The evidence may be linguistic or rational. 

However the linguistic criteria cannot be decisive in 

these matters, because it is not possible to declare the 

absolute application of one linguistic interpretation as 

against another. Thus the field is left to reason. If 

reason decides that the literal meaning of a word or 

expression is unacceptable, in that case the need for 

metaphorical interpretation is inescapable. As to the 

implication derived from interpretation, it is of no value 

in the essentials of the faith, since reliance is being 

1. Mafatr~, vol. 2, pp. 401-03; Asas, p. 181. 
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placed on evidence of a speculative nature. Such evidence 

may however be used in jurisprudence. l 

Al-Razi's view that the metaphorical interpretation 

of the ambiguous verses is not sound originates from the 

judgement that once the literal meaning of the utterance 

is removed all the metaphorical meanings may be equally 

applicable. No priority can be attached to anyone of 

them, because such a preference of one metaphorical 

interpretation over another of the same rank can only be 

achieved by means of linguistic connotations. Yet this 

has already been dismissed as not meeting the standards 

of evidence. 

After presentation of these premises al-Razi 

concludes that once it is accepted that the meaning of 

a verse is incomprehensible at its face value it is 

pointless to try to find out the exact interpretation. 2 

Al-Razi supports this view by his claim that the second 

part of the verse 3.7: wa-rasikhUna fi l-'ilmi yaqulUna 

amanna bihi, is a separate sentence and is not to be 

attached to the previous word (Allah). If this is accepted 

the result is that only God can know the meanings of the 

ambiguous verses0 3 He does hOlvever concede that the 

theologians (mutakallimUn) are of the opinion that all 

the verses of the Quraan should be understood at least 

1. Asas, pp. 181-82; Mafati~, vol. 2, p. 402; Ma~~lib, 

vol. 1, f. 46a. 

2. Mafati~, vol. 2, pp. 401-03; Asas, p. 182. 

3. Mafati~, vol. 2, p. 401; Asas, pp. 183-840 
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by the scholars. To defend their stand the theologians 

allude to such verses as:9.7l,4045, 4.173, 44.24, 26.195, 

17.9, 20.123. Depending on these verses they claim that 

it would be pointless for the Prophet to receive messages 

which the people find incomprehensible. l 

AI-Razi in defence of the standard Sunnite thesis 

states that the obligations upon the Huslims are of two 

kinds. The first kind consists of such injunctions 

whose benefits can be understood by the believers. The 

second kind of obligations are beyond the capacities of 

the believers with regard to the objectives of these 

commands. \ihat a good believer has to do is to accept 

such orders despite the fact that the motive in such an 

obligation is hidden from his understanding since he knows 

that these commands come from the same source from which 

the first kind originates. This would mean an absolute 

submission to the will of God, without allowing the 

interference of any doubt regarding the practical 

advantages of the injunctions. This is the final stage 

of faith. 2 

A remarkable aspect of al-Razi's treatment of the 

ambiguous verses is his skill at removing the ambiguity 

existing in the meaning of these verses by analysing them 

in the light of parallel verses. For example in the 

1. Asas, pp. 173-77; Maf~tI~, vol. 2, p. 406. 
2. Asas, p. 177; cf. Burhan, vol. 1, p. 1730 
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verse 17.16: "idha. aradna an nuhlika qaryatan amarna 

mutrafiha fa-fasaqu fiha fa~aqqa 'alayha al-qawlu 

fadammarnaha tadnU:ra", it is possible to interpret it as 

being that God commands certain people to sin. In fact 

this meaning is wrong. This ambiguity can be absolutely 

removed by the verse 7.28: "Allah verily enjoineth not 

lewdness n •
l 

A similar problem arises in the verse 9.67: "nasii 

llaha fanasiyahiim", it implies that God forgets which 

cannot be accepted. This difficulty has been removed by 

these verses (19.64 and 20.52), " ••• Thy Lord was never 
2 forgetful", " ••• Thy Lord neither erreth nor forgeteth". 

In the same way the verse 24.35 indicates that God 

is light, "Allahu niiru s-samawati wa l-ary..", whereas it is 

known that God cannot be anything conceivable. The ambiguity 

is removed in the following sentence in the same verse: 

mathalu niirihi where the word light (niir) has been -
attached to the pronoun (~) which goes back to Allah. 

Then the light is not the essence of God, but something 

attributed to Him. 3 Furthermore, in the verses(6.1 and 

2.17)the light is implied to be among the things which 

were created. 

It should now be clear that reason plays a great part 

in al-Razi's approach to the interpretation of these verses. 

1. Mafati~, vol. 2, p. 402. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid., vol. 1, p. 65; Asas, p. 970 
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According to him the rational conclusion is preferable to 

the tradition when the tradition contradicts reason, 

since if we decline the priority of reason it will entail 

grave consequences for the essence of Religion. This is 

because the basis on which we depend for the validity of 

prophethood and Religion is reason. The rejected tradition 

is, however, in this case subject to metaphorical inter

pretation. l 

Al-Razi on the other hand admits that the ambiguous 

verses have caused many doubts about the authenticity of 

the Religion, the essence of God, prophethood and the 

shari 'a. This is because they are liable to various 

meanings. The existence of such verses in the Qur)an is 

however not pointless. They are the source of many 

advantages, e.g.: 

1) Due to the difficulty in reaching the truth 

through these verses the reward to be expected from God 

will be greater. 

2) If the Qur)an contained only perspicuous verses 

it would confirm only one of the different sects and being 

disappointed by the absence of evidence to support their 

views many sectarians would ignore the Qur)an. 

3) The perspicuous verses are easy to understando 

Thus, if it was not for the existence of ambiguous verses, 

no one would need the rational arguments. Therefore 

blind belief would prevail instead of true belief. 

10 Asas, pp. 172-730 
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4) The ambiguous verses have caused the growth of 

various sciences such as grammar, syntax and the methodology 

of the shari'a. 

5) The Qur~an addresses the illiterate as well as 

the literate. The existence of a transcendental Being 

(God) could not have been made comprehensible to the 

common people without using some anthropomorphic expressions 

to describe such a being. Therefore these verses made it 

easier to have an image of the Creator. l 

Apart from his sytematic treatment of the ambiguous 

verses, one of the most important points made by al-Razi 

is that he gives preference to rational evidence over 

dogmatic when the latter contradicts the former -- a view 

which was severely criticised by some of the later scholars. 

As a matter of fact, in al-Razi's opinion a true traditional 

proof should not violate reason. Reason cannot be 

sacrificed, since it is the only basis on which our 

acceptance of the validity of religion and prophethood 
2 depends. Therefore, in the case of contradiction it is 

the traditional proof which should be abandonedo 

1. Mafati~, vol. 2, pp. 403-04; Asas, pp. 189-92; Nihayat 
al-Ijaz I p. 163; cf. al-Kashshaf, vol. 1, p. 338. 
As-SuyU~i has also quoted it in his al-Itqan. Similar 
views on the purpose of the ambiguous verses can be 

found in aI-Qadi 'Abd al-Jabbar's work Usul al-Khamsa, • • -AR __________ __ 

p. 600. 
2. Asas, pp. 172-73. 



62 

Al-Razi's views on Abrogation in the Qur~an 

The view that abrogation has happened in the Quraan 

has been accepted by the majority of the exegetes and 

jurists. The knowledge of verses which have connections 

with abrogation is among the necessary information incumbent 

upon a commentator. l Although the theory of abrogation 

has been accepted by many no agreement has been reached 

on the verses in which abrogation took place. As-Suyiiti • 

considered twenty to have been abrogated, putting many 

verses claimed to be abrogating or abrogated into the 

theory of restriction (takh~i~).2 
Another controversial point is whether a tradition 

and a Qur~anic verse can abrogate each other. Apart from 

al-Shafi'i all the leading jurists are of the opinion that 

a tradition can abrogate a verse and vice versa. Their 

reliance is on the idea that the Prophet was inspired 

even in his non-Qur~anic speeches as he was in the Qur1anic 

expressions, basing themselves on the verses 53.3, "Nor 

doth he speak of [his own] desire.,,3 An example of the 

abrogation of a verse by a tradition is the abrogation 

of the verse 2.180, "It is prescribed for you, when one 

of you approached death, if he leaveth wealth that he 

bequeath unto parents and near relatives in kindness. 

[This is] a duty for all those who ward off [evilJ", by 

1. Itqan, vol. 3, p. 59. 
2. That is, a verse, rather than abrogating a previous 

one, restricts its application. 

3. Qur~ubi, vol. 2, p. 59. 
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this tradition: "No bequest to any of [prescribed] 

inheritors" (_1_a __ wa~~_i~yy~a ____ l_~_·_wa_-_r_1_·t_h __ _ 

As a Shafi'ite scholar al-Razi, who has often 

defended the Shafi'ite school throughout his commentary, 

disagrees with al-Shafi'i in his claim that a verse of 

the Qur)an can be abrogated only by another Qur)anic 

verse, but not by a tradition which is below the rank of 

the Qur~an. To support his thesis al-Shafi'i alludes to 

the verse 2.106, "Such of our revelations as we abrogate 

and cause to be forgotten, ''Ie bring [in place] one better 

or the like thereof. Knowst thou not Allah to do all 

things. " 

ma nansakh min ayatin aw nunsiha. naati bi 

khayrin minha aw mi thliha a-lam ta'lam anna 

allaha 'ala kulli shay)in qadir. l 

Al-Razi dismisses this theory by stating that the 

expression khayrun minha does not necessarily mean only 

a Quraanic verse. Moreover, he does not consider the 

above mentioned verse as a valid proof for the occurence 

of abrogation, but as a hypothetical statement. Instead 

he regards the verse 16.101 as evidence for the actuality 

of abrogation. 2 

Al-Shafi'i also maintains that whenever a Qur1anic 

verse was supposed to be abrogated by a tradition there 

1. AI-Shafi'i, al-Risala (1940), po 1060 
2. ~1afatih, vol. 1, p. 446. However, in T·:anaqib al-Razi 

• 
defends the Shafi'ite theory, p. 46. 
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was in fact another Qur'anic verse which had the same 

effect as the abrogating tradition and whenever a tradition 

was claimed to be abrogated by a verse there would be 

found another tradition which would be similar to the 

abrogating verse. Therefore the Qur'an and the traditions 

are affected by abrogations within their own spheres 

without mutual interference. 

Al-Razi does not agree with al-Shafi'i on this 

point because of his belief that the traditions from the 

Prophet were also revelations. l 

The supposition that the purpose in abrogation is 

the making of an obligation lighter (akhaff) has not been 

favoured by al-Razi. Instead he suggests "what is more 

beneficial" (a~la~) should be the objective of cancelling 

the effect of a verse. For the abrogating verse or tradition 

may be harder than the abrogated. For example the abro

gation of the verse 4.15 indicating the imprisonment of 

the adulterer and the adulteress by the verse 24.2 

indicating whipping and the tradition ordering stoning 

was the abandonment of a law for the acceptance of a 

harder substitute. The abrogation of the 'Ashura) fasting 

by that of Ramadan is another example. Therefore the 
o 

idea of abrogation, as having practical advantages, is 

not always noticeable, and its purpose should be understood 
2 to be an increase in reward in the next world. 

1. 11afatifl, vol. 5, p. 349; cf. al-Jassas, Ahkam al-)ur~an, 
•• 0 « 

vol. 1, p. 68. 

2. 1,lafatih, vol. 
• 

1, p • 445. 
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Although al-Razi admits the occurence of abrogation 

in the Qur)an and refutes al-I~fahani's view that abrogation 

is the replacement of the Old and New Testaments by the 

QurJan, he tends to reduce the number of the abrogated 

verses to the minimum. In this he seem to be influenced 

by the r-1u'tazilite commentator, al-I~fahani, who opposes 

the existence of abrogation in the Qur'an. This influence 

seems clearer when he advances al-Isfahani's proofs • 

against those who claim that many verses were abrogated. 

The way in which al-Razi sought to re-interpret verses 

which had previously been claimed by many commentators 

as abrogating and abrogated verses may be illustrated 

by the following discussions. 

1) It has been generally held that the verse 8.65 

has been abrogated by the following verse 8.66. In the 

former it has been stated that twenty steadfast believers 

can defeat two hundred unbelievers. If the number of the 

believers is a hundred they can defeat a thousand 

unbelievers. Thus, in a fight, odds of ten to one are 

set for the believers, whereas in the following verse 

this rule has been reduced to odds of two to one (one 

hundred can defeat two hundred, and so on). 

In opposition to the view held by the majority, 

al-Razi favours al-Isfahani's view that in the first 
• 

verse there is an implicit condition that the fighters 

should be resistant enough to face ten times their 

number. In so far as this condition was difficult to be 

carried out, in the next verse the odds have been fixed 
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without taking into account this condition. As to the 

word khaffafa in the beginning of the abrogating 

verse which indicates the lightening of the task, al-Razi 

says that it is customary in Arabic usage to attach this 

word to an alternative duty which somewhat differs from 

the original, but is not necessarily easier than it. 

Moreover, he asserts that the occurence of the abrogating 

verse immediately after the abrogated one is again a 

setback for the defendants of abrogation. For a span of 

time should intervene before the termination of the 
1 abrogated verse. 

2) The verse 24.3 forbids believers, whether men or 

women, from marrying those guilty of adultery or polytheists. 

The majority of the authorities believe that this verse 

has been abrogated by the following two verses: 

" ••• marry of the women who seem good to you" 4.3 

" ••• And marry such of you as are solitary and 

pious of your slaves and maidservants" 24.32 

Al-Razi's refusal to allow any idea of abrogation 

to exist between these verses is based on his interpretation 

of the verse as a statement of a natural attitude, i.e. 

that the righteous man and woman choose their equivalents 

for marriage, while the adu.lterers and adulteresses will 

naturally marry people of a similar attitude. AS to the 

word hurrima which indicates a strict prohibition, this 
• 

might mean that any desire by righteous people to marry 

1. Maf~tI~, vol. 4, pp. 380-83. 
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a woman of bad reputation is unacceptable in ~he opinion 

of God. Al-Razi in adopting such a view seems to be 

influenced by al-Qaffal1s interpretation of the verse. l 

3) The verse 2.284: "Whether you make known i-That 

is in your minds or hide it Allah will bring you to account 

f . t "h b d db· b t d b th or ~ ••• as een regar e as e~ng a roga eye 

verse 2.286: "Allah tasketh not a soul beyond its scope ••• " 

Al-Razi denies the existence of any abrogation in 

these verses for three reasons: i) it is not known 

that the believers are responsible for what happens in 

their minds; ii) the verse is not a command nor a pro-

hibition so that it might be affected by abrogation; 

iii) the verse does not indicate any punishment for such 

t 1 t 
. 2 men a ransgress~onso 

4) Another example concerning abrogation is that the 

verse 4.33 is supposed to be abrogated by the verse 8.75. 

The abrogated verse is: 

"And unto each we have appointed heirs of 

that which parents and near kindred leave, 

and as for those with whom your right hands 

have made a covenant give them their due. 

Lo~ Allah is ever witness over all things." 

The abrogating verse: 

10 Mafati~, vol. 6, pp. 221-22. 
2. Ibid., vol. 2, p. 379. 
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" ••• and those who are akin are nearer one 

to another in the ordinance of Allah." 

There are many theories about what was abolished 

by the second verse. It has been suggested that the 

Arab tradition of artificial brotherhood was abrogated by 

it. The cancellation of the rights of adopted sons to 

inheritance, or the termination of the agreement that 

the Prophet established between the !Yleccan Emigrants and 

the Medinan Helpers are among other suggestions which 

have been considered to be abrogated. 

In contrast to these suggestions al-Razi relates 

al-Jubba'i1s view on the issue which has also been 

adopted by al-I~fahani that the expression "wa-lladhina 

'aqadat aymanukum" in the abrogated verse has to be 

attached to the subject of the sentence wa-l-walidani 

wa-l-aqrabiln whereby the meaning becomes "the inheritors 

from the slaves". Secondly, wa-lladhina 'aqadat aymanukum 

may mean the husband and wife. Therefore abrogation is 

not necessary. By resorting to these possible interpre

tations al-Razi does not accept the existence of abrogation 

in the verses in question. l 

5) The verse 3.102 has also been considered to be 

among those abrogated. It runs: 

"0 ye who believeJ Observe your duty to 

Allah with right observance and die not save 

as those who have surrendered (unto Him)." 

1. Nafatih, vol. 3, pp. 212-13 • 
• 
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The verse which has been supposed to be abrogating 

is 2.286: 

"Allah tasketh not a soul beyond its scope." 

The evidence for the defenders of abrogation is a 

tradition ascribed to Ibn 'Abbas to the effect that when 

this verse was revealed it put the believers into a 

difficult position, for how could they observe their duty 

to God with right observance -- to glorify Him at every 

point of time? Therefore later on this burden was removed 

from the shoulders of the believers. 

Al-Razi by interpreting the verse ittaqu llaha ~aqqa 

tuqatihi as "to abide by the commands and to keep away 

from the prohibitions" explains away the difficulty and 

denies the possibility of abrogation. l 

In reducing the number of abrogated verses al-Razi 

gives the impression that he in fact did not believe in 

the occurence of abrogation in the Qur)an. This inference 

can be supported by his statement in Manaqib aI-Imam 

al-Shafi'i that he proved in his tafsir that the theory 

of abrogation does not rely on any convincing evidence. 

However, the different attitudes taken by him in his two 

different works towards al-Shafi'i's theory of abrogation 

throw some ambiguities on al-Razi's position on this 

particular issue. 2 

1. r1afati~, vol. 3, p. 160 See also for more examples, 

vol. 2, po 226 (verse 2.219) and vol. 2, p. 377 

(verse 2.283). 
20 Cf. "I'" +'-t-h vol. 5, p. 349, Hanaqib, p. 46. l'la~a ~ , 

• 



CHAPTER III 

AL-RAZI 's VIET.VPOINT ON CREATION AND 

HIS ARGm~NTS FOR CREATION EX NIHILO 

One of the controversial issues between the r.luslim 

philosophers and the theologians is whether the world is 

eternal or temporal. The differences between the two 

originate mainly from dependence on different sources. 

For the philosophers Aristotelianism and Neo-Platonism 

were regarded as reliable sources, whereas for the 

theologian (mutakallim) the Qur)an and to some extent 

traditions were the only true bases for speculation. 

The philosophers' thesis is that the world is co-eternal 

with God, and in order to justify their position they 

advanced various proofs which have been summarized by 

al-Ghazali in his Tahafut al-Falasifa. In contrast, the 

theologian held that the world is not co-eternal with God 

but was created by Him out of nothing. Despite this major 

difference, both sides agree that the necessary agent for 

the existence of the world is the Necessary Being (wajib 

al-Wujud).l However, their conceptions of the same agent 

differs considerably, and it is this difference in the 

conception of the nature of God that leads to disagreement 

on the question at issue. The philosophers, in order to 

safeguard the Necessary Being from any similarity to 

70 
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contingent entities which are corruptible and subject to 

change, would not concede that the world was brought into 

existence from a state of non-existence, for prior to this 

process of creation, a decision must have been taken by 

God, as it was possible that creation might not have 

happened. But such a decision would imply a change in 

God's essence and present the question: Why did He create 

the world at this point of time but not before? Therefore, 

if the creation of the world in time is true, God's essence 

must have undergone change. Yet, change and corruption 

are attributes of created beings, from which God is free. 

It follows then, that the existence of the World could 

not be creation ex nihilo.l 

Another argument advanced by the philosophers for 

the rejection of creation ex nihilo, intended likewise to 

safeguard God's independence of the attributes of created 

beings, is that the act of creation necessitates a selective 

will which if predicated of God would imply that He was 

imperfect before creating as the purpose of such an act 

must be either to achieve an advantage or to avoid a 

disadvantage. Since God is perfect in every sense of the 

word, any extra entity created by Him, would be contrary 

to the notion of this perfection. 2 

These two arguments advanced by the philosophers for 

the rejection of creation ex nihilo illustrate the fact 

1. Tahafut al-Tahafut, vol. 1, p. 3; al-Badawi, 

al-Aflayuniyya al-M~datha, p. 37. 
2. Arba'in, p. 50; al-Badawi, al-Afla~uniyya al-Mufdatha, 

p. 37. 
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that the philosophers~ stand on the issue of the creation 

of the world mainly depended on their definition of the 

Necessary Being. They have, as well, other proofs which 

are derived from the nature of the created entities --

the principle of contingency and the theory of eternal 

time, which will be discussed below. 

As for the theologians, their thesis on the creation 

of the world rests on the Qur~anic description of God 

to whom are attributed many human qualities in the anthro

pomorphic verses, where He is described as willing, 

speaking, hearing, seeing, coming, sitting, etc., and on 

the verses directly referring to creation. These verses 

usually contain such verbs as ~ana'a, khalaqa, bada'a, 

bada~a, ja'ala, fatara and their agent forms, like khaliq, 
e 

badi', ja'il. The general interpretation given by the 

theologians is that God willed the creation of the world 

and brought it into existence, and that before this the 

world was non-existent. However, this general understanding 

was contested by Ibn Rushd on the grounds that the verses 

such as 11.7, 14048, 41.11 imply that the world was created 

from pre-existent matter, and that time existed before 

t o 1 crea 1on. 

Thus, in the opinion of the mutakallim, the acceptance 

of the eternity of the world is contrary both to the 

conception that only God is eternal, and to the observable 

proofs (substantiated by the Qur)an) of the temporality 

of the universe. 

1. Ibn Rushd, Fasl al-Maqal, p. 42. 
• 
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Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi's attitude to the problem may 

be presented in two aspects: his refutation of the 

philosophers, and his arguments for creation ex nihilo. 

AI-Razi's refutation of the Philosophers 

Al-Razi mentions six arguments adduced by the 

philosophers for the eternity of the world, each of which 

will be detailed along with his arguments against them. 

The First Proof 

This is based on the Aristotelian principle of 

causation whereby every effect must have a specific cause, 

which itself is the effect of a preceding cause, the 

chain of causality extending backward to the Uncaused 

Prime Cause. Cause and effect must be simultaneous, and 

as propounded by Ibn Sina, if the cause ('ilIa) is 

consistent enough, and there is no deterrent factor from 

outside, the effect is a simultaneous phenomenon. l It 

follows that the world as caused by the Necessary Being 

must be co-existent with Him from eternity. Otherwise, 

if effect follows cause after a passage of time, then a 

determinant must be considered for the choice of this 

particular time. Moreover, this determinant must precede 

the act of creation. However, another determinant is 

required to determine the determinant at issue, and so 

ad infinitum, which entails an infinite regressio~. --
Consequently, the same discussion can be shifted to the 

1. Shar~, p. 233. 
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emergence of these determinants. It follows that to 

avoid these impossibilities, the principle of the 

co-existence of cause and effect should be accepted, i. e. 

the eternity of the world must be conceded. This proof 

was regarded by al-Razi as the most difficult one. l 

In reply to this argument al-Razi mentions the 

mutakallims' six objections which can be summarized as 

follows: It is in the nature of God's will to choose a 

particular time for creation; He can will something 

irrespective of determinant factors; His knowledge deter

mines the appropriate time for creation. 2 

The argument which al-Razi favours, however, is that 

the principle of causality would eliminate the possibility 

of any change in this world; yet we perceive clearly that 

there are changes and f1uctuations. 3 These accidents 

cannot be ascribed to the movements of celestial spheres 

as the philosophers claim, since any event is caused 

either by a temporal or eternal determinant. If it is 

caused by a temporal one then this would call for an 

infinite chain of determinants which is impossible. 

Therefore, it is imperative to ascribe it to the uncaused 

cause. If this is true of accidents in this world, why 

could it not be true of the world as a whole? On the other 

hand, if it were caused by an eternal determinant, this 

. 
10 Arba'in, p. 410 
2. Ibid., pp. 42,44; Mu~a~~al, p. 110. 
3. Ma'alim, p. 26. 
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would necessitate the postulation of the originated 

entities with no beginning, which is also absurd. l 

In fact this argument had been previously put forward 

by al-Ghazali in his Tahafut, including the counter-proof 

that God's will does not require a determinant when it 

functions0 2 Thus, al-Razi does not seem to have made an 

original contribution in the rebuttal of this philosophiC 

argument. 

Another objection of al-Razi is that if the world 

were eternal it would not need an agent for its existence, 

and this would impair the oneness of the Creator. Secondly, 

to accept the eternity of the world is to deny God's 

attribute of Will and this would imply that He is not an 

independent creator. 3 

The Second Proof 

This proof is derived from the contention that cause, 

effect and the act of producing an effect (mulaththiriyya) 

are different conceptions. This effectiveness is not 

identical with the agent and it must be regarded as being 

among the attributes of the Agent, which like all His other 

attributes should be eternal. However, this attribute of 

mulaththiriyya would require an external result of its 

function which should be co-existential with it, to be in 

accordance with the principle of the Simultaneity of the 

1. Arba'in, p. 51. 
2. Tahafut , pp. 88, 93; Iqti~ad, p. 470 

3. Shar~, p. 220; Mufa~~al, p. 55; r1afati~, vol. 5, p. 286. 
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effect and the cause. So, the world as the effect of the 

attribute of effectiveness must be eternal. l 

To this, al-Razi responds by rejecting the idea that 

mu~aththiriyya is an independent additional attribute of 

divine essence, since attributes, like accidents, are in 

need of a substratum for their existence, so that the 

eternity of the attributes also should depend on the 

substratum. Otherwise, if an attribute is considered 

separately as eternal in itself this would entail the 
2 validity of circular dependence which is a fallacy. 

This point can further be clarified by al-Razi's 

conception of divine attributes, which he regards as 

contingent in themselves but necessary through the 

necessity of God's essence. Such an understanding has 

raised serious difficulties which are indicated in the 

relevant chapter. 3 

The Third Proof 

This proof in fact is as persuasive as the first one. 

It has been drawn from the principle of contingency and 

was advanced by Ibn Sina as evidence for the eternity of 

the world. 4 It can be summarized thus: All contingent 

entities prior to their existence had the possibility of 

existence. This possibility precedes the actual origination 

and cannot be equated with the creative power of God. It 

1. Arba'in, p. 48; cf. al-Badawi, al-Afla~Uniyya al-M~datha, 

p. 35. 
2. Arba'in, pp. 51, 89. 
3. Supra, chapter on Divine Attributes. 

40 Najat, p. 2190 
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must be a positive quality of the contingent itself. If 

it were not a substantial quality residing in the contingent, 

then there would be no difference between the possible 

and the impossible. It follows that, as potentiality is 

a quality and a quality cannot be independent of that 

which is qualified, then the form and matter which are the 

locus for potentiality must, since potentiality is eternal, 

be eternal as wello l 

In his rebuttal of this argument al-Razi advances 

three counter-proofs. i) We cannot pass judgement on 

something before it comes into existence. Therefore the 

philosophers' claim that the contingent prior to its 

emergence had the potentiality of existence is a fallacy. 

He admits, however, that this argument could be challenged 

by holding that we qualify things before their existence 

as necessary, possible and impossible; to this he replies 

that this is only a linguistic necessity.2 ii) Even if 

the precedence of contingency (i~an) over the origination 

of the contingent (al-mumkin) is accepted, it cannot be 

claimed that contingency is a positive quality, because: 

a) if it were a positive quality it would be either 

contingent or necessary. However, it cannot be necessary, 

for contingency has nothing to do with necessity. It 

cannot be contingent either, as the same argument would be 

1. Arba'in, p. 49; Shar~, p. 226; Mufa~~al, pp. 55, 57, 
97; cf. Najat, p. 219. 

2. Shar~, p. 227; Arba'in, p. 51; Hulakhkha¥, f. 65a, 

68bo 
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repeated, and this would lead to the impasse of infinite 

regression; b) if contingency were a positive quality, 

then it would require a substratum which would be either 

the contingent itself or something else. It could not 

be the contingent, since it is contingency which precedes 

the existence of the contingent, in other words, the 

contingent which is to be the locus for contingency, does 

not yet exist; if on the other hand, the substratum is 

something other than the contingent, this also is absurd, 

since a quality cannot reside except in its substratum. 

c) In reality, contingency is a relational quality implying 

the relation between essence and existence and the condition 

of such a relation is the existence of two corresponding 

entities. If contingency were a positive quality, it would 

necessitate essence and existence at the same time. This 

would lead to the acceptance of the existence of the 

contingent before its contingency. Reliance on such an 

assumption is clearly invalid. l iii) Supposing we accept 

that contingency is a positive quality and that it 

necessitates matter,then this would be contradictory to 

the philosophers' theory of eternal entities, e.g. 

intellects or souls, which do not need a substratum for 

their existence. Moreover matter itself is contingent and 

does not need another matter for its existence. Therefore, 

there is no evidence for the existence and eternity of 

contingency before the origination of contingent entities. 2 

1. Shar~, p. 228; Arba'in, p. 52; Risala, p. 71. 

2. Shar~, p. 228; Arba'in, p. 52; 5isala, p. 71. 
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strangely enough, this counter-argument of al-~azi, 

persuasive though it seems, appears to be contrary to his 

conception of ~uduth (origination) and imkan (contingency). 

The mutakallims have mainly held that what makes it 

necessary for the world to have ('illat al-~aja) a creator 

is ~uduth, whereas the philosophers believe that it is 

imkan, not ~uduth. AI-Razi prefers imkan as that which 

necessitates the world having a creator when he states 

that "In our opinion, l1uduth cannot be regarded as a 

factor in the realisation of cause, either as a complete 

cause or a part of it, or a condition of it."l To justify 

his position, he explains that origination is posterior to 

the influence of the Creation. This disposition whies is 

susceptible to effect and in turn is attracted by a ground 

which is prior to it; therefore, origination is not the 
2 principal ground calling for a creator. 

As a matter of fact, by such an explanation al-Razi 

seems to accept the philosophers' theory that the contingent 

is preceded by the possibility of its existence (through 

emanation), although in fact this would lead to the 

acceptance of the eternity of the world. Al-Razi's 
l. .-:) 

answer to this conclusion, as has been mentioned above, 

was that an entity cannot be predicated before its actual 

existence, and that contingency is not a positive quality. 

10 Arba'in, p. 69; Shar1;, p. 21S; r·Tabal;ith, vol. 1, pp. 

134, 135; Huf.a~~al, p. 54; r1afati~, vol. 4, p. 5260 
2. Arba'in, p. 69; Mulakhkha~, f. SOb; Lubab, ~. 79. 
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However, in discrediting the mutakallims' belief that 

~uduth is the necessitating cause for a creator and 

upholding the philosophical approach, he seems, in fact, 

to think of and predicate matter before its actual 

existence. This seems to be a significant contradiction. 

This contradiction can further be substantiated by the 

fact that he uses both arguments -- arguments based on 

contingency and on originatedness -- for the existence 

of God, as will be discussed in the next chapter, whereas 

the philosophers cautiously avoided the acceptance of 

originatedness as a valid proof for God's eXistence. l 

The Fourth Proof 

The philosophers' fourth proof is the argument from 

eternal time. Time in their opinion is the measure of 

movement in terms of priority and posteriority but not in 
2 space. All that is orginated is preceded by its non-existence. 

This precedence is not total nothingness since the 

non-existence before the origination and the one after it 

are identical whereas the time before and the one after 

origination are not identical. 3 Thus, priority and posteriority 

1. Najat, p. 213. 
2. Shar~, p. 225; Risala, p. 82; ~a~~al, pp. 57, 61; 

Maba~ith, vol. 1, p. 658. Al-Razi ascribes this 
definition to Aristotle on the authorities of al-Farabi 

and Ibn.Sina. According to these sources, the exclusinn 
of space from the definition is due to the fact that 
the prior and the posterior exist together in space 
whereas in time the prior does not exist with the 

posterior. 
3. Shar~, p. 222; Arba'in, p. 50. 
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must be positive qualities of time, the constituents of 

which are ever-changing in a regular way. These qualities 

(accidents) can only be manifest in movement, and movement 

which is the transference of a substance from one locus to 

another cannot take place except in mattero Therefore the 

idea of the eternity of time necessitates the eternity of 

movement which in turn necessitate the eternity of matter. 

Moreover we cannot help thinking of time before any 

origination in the past and also after the point of the 

annihilation of any SUbstance in future. This is the 

evidence for the eternity of time. l 

A1-Razi's answer to this question is on different 

levels. First, unlike al-Ghazali who attempted to answer 

the same question in his Tahafut, he does not accept the 

Aristotelian definition of time. 2 He has two main objections: 

i) The relation of time to movement depends on the 

phenomenon of movement, which is the transference of a 

SUbstance from one location to another. The first state 

is prior to the second. These two states, however, cannot 

take place without the existence of a conception of time 

independent of movement. If on the other hand time were 

one of the accidents of movement, different movements 

would produce different times; alternatively it must be 

conceded, that one constant accident can be manifested in 

1. Ibid.; al-Badawi, al-Afla,"¥i1niyya al-r'!~da tha, p. 38. 

2. AI-Ghazali is of the opinion that time was created 
by God, and has a beginning, but he does not reject 
the formula that time is the measure of movement 

(Tahafut, p. 96). 
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many varying substrata. If these impossibilities are 

accepted, then it becomes necessary to postulate another 

(perhaps more comprehensive and regular) time to cover all 

these divergent times down to infinity, which is absurdo 

Consequently, the theory that time is a corollary of 

movement is groundless. l 

ii) Movement cannot be conceived except in conjunction 

with time. Thus, movement needs time for its realisation; 

whereas if we claim that time is a product of movement, 

then both time and movement would essentially be in need 

of each other which violates the rule of the impossibility 
2 of circular dependence. 

Other objections advanced by al-Razi are: 

1. Priority and posteriority are not positive 

properties of time, since these are merely conceptions 

which indicate the relation between two things. Thus 

priority would necessitate posteriority in order to 

operate, which would lead to the acceptance of contemporaneity 

of priority and posteriority. Secondly}as non-existence 

precedes the existence of the thing originated, ~ if we 

thus qualify the thing originated as something posterior, 

then we have to qualify non-existence as something prior, 

which is absurd, because non-existence is absolute privation 

('adam) of which nothing can be predicated. 3 

1. Risala, p. 82. 
2. Ibid., p. 83. 
3. Shar~, p. 222; Arba'in, p. 53; r~lakhkha¥, f. l37a. 
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2. God is prior to the universe. This priority 

cannot be in terms of time, since this would entail the 

corollary that, as time is a property of movement, God 

also should be moving.l This is absurd. In fact, the 

precedence of God over the world has nothing to do with 

time, for tr~s would entail similarity of God with 

originated things. Therefore this precedence must be 

different from the five conventional types of priority.2 

By such an explanation al-Razi denies the existence of 

time before the point of creation. He also rejects the 

formula of cause and effect as a workable principle for 

God's priority over the world. Nevertheless, he does not 

elaborate on the type of precedence which he calls the 

sixth type, and thus it remains obscure. 

1. Shar~, p. 224; Arba'in, p. 9; Maba~th, vol. 1, p. 660; 
Mufa~~al, p. 57; Matalib, vol. 1, f. 38a. 

2. According to al-Razi the precedence of yesterday over 
today cannot be explained in terms of priority and 
posteriority. He likens the type of precedence which 
he envisages, to the precedence of world over privation 
and that of God over the world (Shar~, p. 223; Arba'in, 

p. 9). The five types of priority which are mentioned 
by Ibn Sina and al-Shahrastani are as follows: 

1. The priority of cause over effect 
2. Priority in numerical order 
3. Priority in character 
4. Priority in rank 

5. 'Priority in time 
(Arba'in, p. 7; Najat, pp. 222-23; N. Iqdam, pp. 8-9.) 
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In his suggestion of a sixth type of priority which 

he tries to establish in the course of proving the 

insufficiency of the accepted five types, al-Razi seems 

to have taken the basis of the argument from his predecessor 

al-Shahrastani. He too, thinks of a sixth kind of priority 

without the interference of time; stating that, unless this 

is accepted, God's essence cannot be freed from change and 

t . 1 corrup ~on. 

In conclusion, it may be observed that despite the 

fact that al-Razi could not produce a solution to the 

problem of time, and this he has candidly admitted in his 

al-Mab~ th al-r.1ashriQiyya2 , he made a destructive 

criticism of the Aristotelian theory of time. In his 

effort to separate time from movement he comes nearer to 

a more modern understanding of the problem. Simply because 

movement is the most convenient way of describing time, 

this shOUld not lead one to the idea that time is a 

corollary of movement and that they are inseparable. 

The foregoing arguments also apply to al-Ghazali's claim 

1. N. Iqdam, p. 9. AI-Shahrastani, in his attempt to 
divest God of the notion of time likens the latter to 
space. Just as the existence of space between God 

and the universe cannot be accepted, similarly the 
existence of time between God and the creation of the 
world is not valid. The difficulty of comprehending 
this fact is due to the prejudiced human thinking of 

God in terms of time and space which is not other 

than illusion (wahm) , pp. 18, 33. 
2. l1abahith, vol. 1, p. 647. 

ft 
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that time is created by God. He may have meant by created 

time the time which was accompanied by movement, vlhich is 

merely the basic means of our conception of time. In fact, 

he implicitly maintains that movement, as a corollary of 

matter was created by God, since he accepted the 

Aristotelian theory of time. But what conception of God 

would be valid up to the moment of creation is not so 

clear in al-Ghazali's theory, though in his view of eternal 

divine will he is of the opinion that the decision by God 

to create the world is from eternity but that the fulfillment 

of this was delayed. l Here there is an implicit acceptance 

of the existence of time before creation. This, as noted 

above, was rejected by both al-Shahristani and al-Razi on 

the grounds that it is conducive to the assumption that 

God Himself is a temporal being. 

The fifth and the sixth proofs of the philosophers 

are not as forceful as the preceding ones. The first of 

these holds that the main reason for God's creation of 

the world is His generOSity; in other words, creation is 

His benevolence and as God's benevolence cannot be 

temporal, so creation cannot be temporal. Therefore the 

world is eternalo 2 

Al-Razi's answer is that all the accidents and changes 

in this world are also due to the benevolence of God, but 

1. Tahafut, pp. 96-103. 
2. Arba'in, p. 50; al-Badawi, al-Afla.~iiniyya al-I\Iu~datha, 

p. 34. 



86 

yet they are not eternal; therefore the creation of the 

world is not eternal. l 

The second proof is that if the world were temporal, 

it would mean that God created it out of F~s will. But 

if the existence of something is preferable to its 

non-existence, that existence (this act of preference) 

should entail an advantage. To accept this reasoning 

would entail God's acquiring perfection by creation, 

while this cannot be valid in God's case, since the 

Necessary Being is self-subsistent. 2 

Al-Razi's answer to this argument is short and simple. 

God with His free will may choose something, without any 

consideration of attracting perfection or any advantage. 

This is the nature of His will. 3 In fact this answer is 

in agreement with the Ash'arite theory that God's actions 

are pure actions and are not aimed at good (~usn) or evil 

(qUb~).4 

In conclusion, in the rebuttal of philosophic 

arguments al-Razi showed great skill and competence in 

using the techniques of speculation which he partly 

borrowed from al-Ghazali and al-Shahrastani. However, by 

~~s destructive criticism of the Aristotelian theory of 

time he arrived at a new and unprecedented line of thoughto 

F~s sytematic treatment of each problem in detail, which ia 

again peculiar to him, is another contribution to this 

field of speculationo 

1. Arba'in, p. 53. 
2. Ibid., po 50; cf. al-Afla~Uniyya al-Mtifdatha, p. 37. 
3. Arba'in, p. 53. 
4. Ibid., p. 2490 
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Al-Bazi's Arguments for the 

Temporality of the World 

In order to prove that the world is not eternal but 

temporal, al-Razi advances five proofs, mainly derived from 

the nature of contingent entitieso 

The First Proof" 

If bodies were eternal they would be either in motion 

or at rest. It is impossible that they be in motion, for 

motion means transference of substance from one locus to 

another; thus, a previous state is always presupposed which 

is contrary to the notion of eternity. Eternity demands a 

permanent situation and negates any previous occurenceo l 

The bodies cannot be at rest either. This would 

amount to the denial of the mobility of the earth, and 

other heavenly bodies. If they were eternal they should 

continue motionless for ever; but as they are evidently 

moving any permanent state is out of the question. 2 

This argument produces an important point, namely 

that while bodies are either in motion or at rest they 

retain their essences without any disintegration. Thus, 

motion and rest must be positive qualities of the substance. 3 

1. Arba'in, p. 14; Ma'alim, p. 21; M~a~~al, p. 66; 
Mafati~, vol. 4, p. 526; vol. 5, p. 286; KhamsUn, 

p. 333. 
2. Arba'in, p. 17; Ma'alim, pp. 23, 25. 
3. Ibid.; this is in contradiction to the philosophers' 

claim that immobility is the absence of movement. 

Therefore it is not a positive quality (Arba'in, p. 15). 
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To substantiate the claim that bodies cannot be in 

motion for eternity, or, in other words, to prove that a 

moving body cannot be eternal, al-Razi produces proofs 

based on the revolutions of the earth and other celestial 

spheres. In view of the fact that these revolutions are 

capable of enumeration, they must have a beginning. The 

mensurability and finitude of rotations is further supported 

by the fact that two limited periods in the past can be 

compared in respect of ascertainable length of time each 

contains, the one being shorter or longer than the other. 

The result is that both periods are finite since the 

short one is less than the longer and the long is longer 

only by a mensurable amount. It follows that, substance 

whether in motion or at rest cannot be eternalo l 

Actually, the argument from the principle of motion 

and rest had been used by al-Baqillani and al-Ghazali for 

the same purpose. 2 What al-Razi has done here is to 

systematize and elaborate it with additional proofs. In 

this he exhibits what may be regarded as his most significant 

contribution to speculation: the systematization of the 

ideas and the demonstration of their contextual relationships. 

The Second Proof 

This argument seeks to prove the fir~tude of bodies. 

Al-Razi imagines a line with the terminals AB. Then he 

marks two points on the line which he calls C and Do 

1. Ibid., pp. 14,15; Mu~a~~al, p. 660 
2. Tamhid, pp. 42-44; Iqtirad, p. 15; I~ya), vol. 1, 

p. 144. 
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Afterwards he supposes the A end of CA line as going to 

infinity and the C end as a finite end. He applies the 

same argument to the DB lineo 

Now if the two lines of DA and CA are compared it 

will be noted that DA is longer than CA by the amount of 

DC. Therefore one line is shorter than the other. The 

short line is finite, because it is shorter than a supposed 

infinite one. The longer is also finite, because it is 

longer than the short one by a limited amount. From this, 

al-Razi concludes that what is finite is originated, 

because the reason for the length and shortness or equality 

of entities cannot be determined except by a willing 

Creator. Consequently, finitude necessitates origination, 

which in turn necessitates an Originator. l 

The Third Proof 

This argument is connected with the first proof. It 

runs: supposing bodies were present in eternity, then 

they woUld be in a definite locus. Being eternal, it woUld 

be impossible for them to leave their locio So the movement 

of such a body woUld be inconceivable. As this is absurd, 

1. Arba'in, pp. 27-29; Mafati~, vol. 3, p. 119, vol. 4, 
p. 526, vol. 5, p. 285. This example is similar to 
the theory based on proportional revolutions of celestial 
spheres which was used by al-Ghazali. Ibn Rushd, on 
the other hand, criticizes this argument on the grounds 

that there is no proportion between two infinite items. 
Proportion exists only between two finite wholes, or 
their parts. (Tahafut al-Tahafut, vol. 1, p. 10) 
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so too is the theory that bodies are eternal. l ~'lhat makes 

this argument distinct from the first proof is that the 

stress is here laid on the need of locus for a body. It 

could properly be included in the first argument. 

The Fourth Proof 

This argument seems to be the combination of the two 

classical arguments of imkan and ~uduth, which have also 

been employed for the exjstence of God. 2 The gist of the 

argument is that everything except God is contingent-in

itself (mumkin bi-nafsihi), every contingent-in-itself is 

originated. In order to achieve the authenticity of the 

first premise (that everything except God is contingent) 

al-Razi relies on the formula that two necessary beings 

cannot exist. The contention is that if there were two 

necessary beings they would be Similar to each other in 

necessity, but distinct in total identity. As the 

distinctive feature is different from the common, the 

essences of these supposed two necessary beings would be 

composed of two elements. Every composed entity is in 

need of its components for its reality, and since any 

entity showing the need for others is not necessary per -
se, but contingent, so the existence of two necessary -
beings is impossible, and everything other than God is 

contingent. 3 

10 Arba'in, p. 29. 
2. Ibid., pp. 30, 68-69. 
3. Ibid., pp. 30-31. 
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From this al-Razi proceeds to postulate that every 

contingent entity demands a determinant for its existence 

and every thing determined is Originated. Therefore, 

everything which is not God is originatedo 1 

The Fifth Proof 

This proof is about whether eternity is an integral 

property of a body or an extraneous one. Al-Razi refutes 

both suggestions on the grounds that we can think of bodies 

without a conception of eternity and that the acceptance 

of eternity as an extraneous quality of body would 

necessitate infinite regress, when this additional quality 

itself is discussed. 2 

These arguments, although effiCient in bringing about 

persuasive conclusions, seem to be dependent on the 

pre-supposition of the finitude of bodies. This is very 

evident in the demonstration of two comparable limited 

periods of time in the past, and the example of two lineso 

This was justifiably criticised by Ibn Rushd who denied 

the comparability of two infinite itemso The issue calls 

for new arguments based on different approacheso 

AI-Razi's Arguments against the Nu'tazilite theory 

that the non-existent is something 

The origin of this theory and its adoption by the 
, 

Mu'tazilites is still obscure. According to al-Shahrastfini 

1. Ibid. 
2. Ibid., p. 410 
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it was the Aristotelian argument for the pre-eternity of 

the potentiality of matter that led the Mu'tazilites to 

believe iO the reality of the non-existent. 1 Another 

suggestion by al-Shahrastani is that it originated from 

the philosophers' argument for the eternity of matter 
2 

devoid of formo The latter has also been dealt with by 

al-Razi. 3 The theory of the conceivability of a non-entity 

has also something to do with another theory that imaginary 

visions have realities. For example, genera and species 

are neither existent nor non-eXistent, but intermediate 

realities. These latter are called modes (a~wal), a theory 

which was first advocated by Abu Hashim the Mu'tazilite 

scholar. Later on it was also adopted by al-Juwayni 

and al-Baqillanio 4 

Reasonably enough al-Razi attempts to connect the 

issue to the controversy as to whether existence is the 

substance itself or an extraneous attribute of it. He 

states that those who believe that existence is substance 

itself naturally cannot claim the existence of something 

without the quality of existence. However, those who 

believe that existence is an additional quality of the 

essence are of two classes: those who hold that essence 

cannot exj.st devoid of this attribute, and those who still 

1. N. Iqdam, po 330 
2. Ibid., p. 1690 
3. Muhassal, p. 37. . . . 
4. N. Iqdam, pp. 159, 163; 

Matalib , f. 47a. --L ____ _ 

Milal, p. 67; 
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conceive essence apart from this attribute. The r·':u 'tazili tes 

belong to the latter groupol 

Unlike al-Ash'ari and Ibn Sina, al-Razi holds that 

existence is an extraneous quality which is common to all 

existent entities, including the Necessary Being.2 However, 

despite this division of the existent into essence and 

existence, al-Razi unlike the Mu'tazilites does not 

believe in the continuity of essence independent of 

existence. His theory can be reduced to the formula that 

although essence and existence are different things, ~ 

however independent essence may be, it cannot survive 

without existence. Therefore, al-Razi is led into an 

argument on two fronts: he first confronts Ibn Sina, 

al-Ash'ari and their followers who hold that existence is 

nothing other than the existent itself and is not an 

additional quality. The second argument is with the 

Mu'tazilites who believe that existence is a quality 

additional to the essence but that essence can survive 

independent of existenceo 

Al-Razi's Arguments for the View that Existence is an 

Extraneous Quality 

Al-Razi here advances four proofs to justify his 

position: 

1. Arba • in,. p. 58. 
2. Ma'alim, p. 10; M~a~~al, p. 39; Arba'in, pp. 54-59, 

100; IChamsUn, p. 348. 
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The First Proof 

This proof seeks to establish the thesis that existence 

is a common quality of all existent entities. However, 

there is some ambiguity regarding his view on the premiseo 

In the Mufa~~al he refutes the theory that existence is a 

quality common both to the Necessary Being and the contingent 

entities, a view which he ascribes to the majority of 

the philsophers, the Mu'tazilites and to a group within 

his own madhhab. l In his other works, especially in 

al-Arba'in where he deals with the subject extensively, he 

favours the theory that existence is a common quality.2 

As al-Arba'in contains what may be regarded as his final 

position on the issue -- the Mufa~ral presumably belonging 

to an earlier period of his teaching -- it would be best 

to examine the arguments presented therein. 

In other matters too, al-Arba'in represents the mature 

thought of al-Razi; for example, he gives various views 

on the problem of the existence of God, and favours the 

notion that existence is common to the Necessary and the 

Contingent and is additional to the essence. 3 

In order to substantiate the theory, al-Razi states 

that what makes existent entities differ from each other 

is the characteristics of their essences. This is further 

supported by the fact that there is no middle term between 

1. M~a~ral, p. 33. 
2. Arba'in, p. 54. 
2. Ibid., p. 1l0. 
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existence and non-existence. If existence were not a 

common quality it would not be the only opposite term to 

non-existence. 

Another implication for the comprehensiveness of 

existence is that such entities are divided into necessary 

and contingent, whereas the non-existent cannot be 

classifiedo l 

Furthermore, if existence were not a common quality 

of all living entities, then each of them would have to 

have a distinctive existence which would demand a separate 

knowledge for its definition. Since this is absurd, it 

follows that existence is a single conception for all 

living entitieso 2 

The Second Proof 

This proof has been advanced to justify the view that 

existence is not the whole entity, but an extraneous qualityo 

It runs as follows: the essences of things are liable both 
I 

to existence and non-existence. Therefore, essence is 

different from both of these predicates, as it shows a 

receptive nature to these opposite alternatives, and thus 

it must be an independent reality.3 

As a matter of fact this argument of al-Razi is 

vulnerable to the very criticism which he levelled at 

the philosophers' claim that the thing which can receive 

1. Mabatith, vol. 1, pp. 19, 24; ~a??al, p. 38; Shar~, 

p. 212; Arba'in, po 54; Ma~alib, f. 38ao 

2. Ibid. 

3. Arba'in, p. 55. 
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existence and non-existence is the potentiality of the 

matter, and this potentiality precedes the actual eXistence. 1 

Al-Razi's criticism then, was that matter cannot be 

predicated prior to its actual existence. However, here 

he predicates essence as independent of existence, and it 

is therefore difficUlt to deny the fact that if essence 

can be conceived without existence, this essence can be 

qualified with potentiality. 

The Third Proof 

We can think of essence though unaware of its 

quality of existence. Therefore if existence were the 

essence itself or a part of it, it would be necessarily 

conceived when the essence was thought of. So, essence 

and existence are independent realities. 2 

The Fourth Proof 

Al-Razi here depends on a linguistic contention. 

He states that when we say "blackness" and stop without 

mentioning a predicate, then we say "blackness exists" 

there would obviously be a difference between the implica

tions of the two utterances. As this difference is 

necessary, so, blackness devoid of existence can be 

thought of, and is an independent conception. 3 

The Mu'tazilite Proofs 

The Mu'tazilites put forward five arguments to prove 

that the non-existence is a reality and is not total 

privation. These arguments are: 

10 Supra (the philosophers' third proof). 
2. Maba~th, vol. 1, p. 250 
30 Ibid., vol. 1, p. 23; Arba'in, p. 58. 
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The First Argument 

The non-existent are distinguishable among themselves. 

They can be classified into possible and impossible. The 

impossible (mumtani') is absolute negation, and has no 

identity, whereas the possible has an element of identity 

in that it is possible for it to exist and is thus a 

reality. The qualities which make the possible non-existent 

differ from each other must reside in the essences of 

these entities. Since these essences are necessarily 

qualified, they must be realitieso l 

Many examples were given to substantiate the view 

that the non-existent are distinguishable among themselves 

due to the qualities of their essences. Examples are the 

predictability of sunrise from the East tomorrow; our 

knowledge of things we are potentially able to do, our 

hopes for wealth and other good fortune, aversions towards 

illnesses and disasters, etc. All these things are not 

present at the moment; they do not exist, but yet they 

are conceivable and discernible realities. Furthermore, 

God's ability to create the admissible (al-ja~iz) but not 

the inadmissible (mumtani') is also eVidence of the fact 

that the non-existent can be classifiedo
2 

1. Arba'in, p. 61; ~Iufat3~al, p. 35; Haba~th, vol. 1, 

p. 45; Mafati~, vol. 5, p. 262. 
2. Ibid. ,; ~ra ' alim, p. 11; this argument was presented by 

al-Shahrastani as the argument of the philosophers 
who claim that matter can endure devoid of form. 

(N. Iqdam, p. 164). 
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Al-Bazils answer to this argument centres on the 

contention that it is impossible for the non-existent to 

possess essence and that our thinking of things which are 

non-existent is not a justification for the assumption 

that they actually exist. They exist only in fancy but 

not in reality. For example we can think of a partner to 

God, and can actually envisage it in imagination, but we 

know for sure that such a partner does not exist. We can 

also use our imagination to build up various fictitious 

ideas, but these imaginary descriptions cannot be conceived 

as actually existent entities. l To this can be added our 

speculations about abstract relations between actual items. 

As a matter of fact these abstract relations have no 

substance and therefore no existence. 2 

The Second Proof 

This proof originates from the doubt concerning the 

principle of contingency. It runs: the contingent entity 

is liable both to existence and non-existence, the thing 

which is capable of receiving either of these two alternatives 

1. Ma'alim, p. 110 
20 Arba'in, p. 64; Mufa~ral, p. 360 The answer of the 

philosophers to the above-mentioned argument is that 
even if a matter is capable of taking various accidents 

this does not mean that it can exist with none of them 

(N. Iqdam, p. 165). 
Another profound answer is given by al-Shahrastani 

that our knowledge of the non-existent is dependent 
on, and originates from, the existent itself. Since 
we can think of the existence of actual matter we can 

also think of its non-existence as an opposite conception. 

But this knowledge comes from the existent not the 

non-existent (N. Iqdam, p. 153). 
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must be independent of both cases and it must be a reality. 

As noted above, al-Razi used the same argument for 

the conceivability of essence devoid of existence. 

In reply to this objection al-Razi states that if 

the essence of the contingent were stable in both cases 

(existence and non-existence) it could have no attribute 

of contingency. It follows that contingency is a quality 

of real and existing entities. Accordingly, the non-existent 

cannot be called contingent. l 

In fact, this refutation is also applicable to 

al-Razi's own argument of essence separate from existence. 

The Third Proof 

The Mu'tazilites use as their third proof the argument 

of the philosophers that contingency precedes the actual 

origination of the contingent. The philosophers, as was 

discussed above, used it as evidence for the eternity of 

the world. The Mu'tazilites however, employ it as 

evidence for the thingness of the non-existent before 

. . t . 2 orl.gl.na l.on. 

The answer to this question is the same as the one 

given to the philosopher which was explained above. 

The Fourth Proof 

The J.Tu'tazilite point here is that God's act of 

creating something is not the thing itself. The thing has 

1. Arba'in, p. 67; r'l~a~~al, p. 37. 
2. This was the basic argument which according to 

al-Shahrastani misled the ~Iu 'tazili tes into this 

dilemma (N. Iqdam, p. 33). 
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an independent identity. God does not create the essence. 

Hhat God does is to connect this independent identity 

with eXistence. l 

Al-Razi's answer is that God is effective not only 

in connecting essence with existence but also in the 

origination of the essence. To say that God gives only 

form (existence) to perceived and already existent matters, 

is to divest F~ of His absolute omnipotenceo 2 

The Fifth Proof 

This proof is based on the interpretation of the 

Qur)anic verse: 

""fa 18: taqiilanna Ii shay)in inni fa'ilun ghada" 

18.23 

In this verse, the non-existent has been labelled as 

something (shay') and it conforms to the theories of the 

Mu'taziliteso 3 

The answer according to al-Razi is that the verse does 

not imply that the non-existent is something possessing 

essence and reality, but instead it indicates that the 

non-existent can be called (shay)) which is only a 

linguistic necessity.4 

al-Razi's Counter-Arguments 

Four arguments have been presented by al-Razi to 

disprove the thesis that the non-existent is a reality. 

1. Arba'in, p. 63; Huhassal, p. 370 
• • I 

20 Arba'in, p. 68. Cf. N. Iqdam, pp. 158, 160; i":afatih . 
vol. 2, p. 3780 

3. Arba'in, p. 64; Mafati~, vol. 5, p. 473. 

4. Arba'in, p. 680 

, 
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The First Proof 

If things were realities without the attribute of 

existence, they would be distinct from each other as to 

their essences. In fact this distinction cannot be 

maintained in the case of privation. In other words 

without the property of existence they are indistinguishable. 

otherwise, it would be possible for something to exist 

before it actually exists which is a self-evident fallacy.l 

The Second Proof 

This argument relies on the assumption that non-existent 

entities must be either finite or infinite. Since both 

suggestions are absurd, so is the thing-ness of the 

non-existent. 

The non-existent are not infinite in quantity as the 

Mu'tazilites claim. Their finitude can be demonstrated 

by the fact that prior to the creation of a certain 

non-existent entity the number of the non-existent is more 

than that after creation. Thus what increases and 

decreases is finite. 2 

The Third Proof 

Every contingent is preceded by non-existence and is 

originated. Therefore, apart from the Necessary Being 

every existing thing must be originated (~adith). Since 

the non-existence is not originated it does not exist. 3 

1. Arba'in~ p. 59. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid., p. 60. 
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The Fourth Proof 

This depends on the interpretation of a Quraanic 

verse, "wa-~lla.hu 'ala kulli shay~in qadir", which is 

repeated several times in the Quraan. The word "shay'" 

here should mean something with a distinctive essence. 

It implies that God is not only effective in connecting 

the essence with the quality of existence, but also in 

the creation of the essence itself. It follows that 

prior to the effectiveness of God the essence was nothing. l 

In his rebuttal of the Mu'tazilites al-Ra.zi seems to . 
be successful both in countering their proofs and in 

issuing positive proofs for the Ash'arite thesis that God 

created the world out of nothing. In this he confronts 

both the Muslim philsophers with their view of an eternal 

world and the Mu'tazilites with their thesis that the 

world is created out of pre-existent matter. 

However, these arguments advanced by al-Razi against 

the philosophers and the Mu'tazilites were somewhat 

modified in his later work al-Hatalib al-'Aliya. 2 Although . 

1. Ibid. 
2. The two manuscripts of this work which were available 

for the preparation of this thesis are both incomplete: 

Istanbul, Suleymaniye, Fatih no. 3145 contains the 
"" first part which deals with epistomology; Laleli no. 2441 

contains only chapters on free will and predestination. 
However, 'Effat M~ammad al-Sharqa1V'i in a thesis presemted 
at McGill University and M. ~ali~ al-Zarkan in a thesis 
presented at the University of Cairo, both use a more 
complete text and it is through their work that the 

observations made above were formed. 
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there is no evidence that he was influenced by his 

contemporary Ibn Rushd or vice versa both concede that 

the Qur'an makes no explicit statement on whether the world 

was created out of nothing or out of pre-existent matter. 

If the issue is not bound by revelation then it becomes 

a subject of free speculation on which neither theologians 

nor philosophers can be accused of heresy. Al-Razi 

exhibits the same attitude of compromise in the problems 

of divine attributes and free will and predestina~ion. 

It should be noted that by such a conciliatory approach 
-as that exhibited in al-Matalib al-'Aliya al-Razi differs 

• 

from his predecessor al-Ghazali who in his treatment of 

the same problem in Tahafut accused the philosophers of 

heresy. 



CHAPTER IV 

GOD'S EXISTENCE AJ.'ID DIVI18 ATTRIBUTES 

Al-Razi's Arguments for the Existence of God 

The philosophic definition of God and His relationship 

with the created world were not acceptable to the r.Iuslim 

theologians. In their efforts to refute the philosophers, 

they had recourse both to sCripture and pure speculative 

reasoning. The !'1uslim philosophers like al-Farabi and 

Ibn Sina defined the Necessary Being as absolute existence. 

Although existence is a quality common to all existent 

entities, in the case of the Necessary Being it cannot 

receive essence as :Fs- ilL the case of contingent 

t .t. 1 en 1 1es. Their argument for this is that if God had 

essence beside existence, this essence would be the cause 

of His existence, which would therefore have been causedo 

However anything caused is not divine, and consequently 

God cannot have an essenceo 2 

Secondly, as essence cannot survive without existence, 

to conceive essence independent of existence would lead 

to the acceptance of an existent entity before its actual 

existence. 

Thirdly, if God were not existence solely, then the 

combination of essence with existence would be an additional 

1. Najat, pp. 230-31; Mu~a~~al, p. Ill. 
2. Najat, pp. 230-31. 

104 
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phenomenon, which necessitates a separate discussion of 

determining factors. IvToreover, if God consisted of 

essence and existence, this notion would be a necessary 

knowledge self-evident to all. Since this is not the 

case, God does not possess essence apart from existence, 

but is pure eXistence. l 

The main purpose of this philosophic argument is to 

safeguard the oneness of the Necessary Being. Thus, in 

their opinion, conceiving God as having essence as well 

as existence is a denial of God's unity. For the same 

purpose they have denied the validity of divine attributes, 

since such an acceptance would bring about plurality in 

the conception of the Supreme Being. 

Al-Ghazali and al-Razi did not accept the validity 

of this argument, but not on religious grounds, as they 

did not refer to any Qur'anic verses in their rebuttal of 

the argument. Both conceived God as having essence and 

eXistence, and to justify their position they entered into 

speculative discussions. Although both Ash'arites, in 

this they departed from the position of al-Ash'ari, who 

according to al-Razi held the view that existence is a 

common quality only in linguistic usage, whereas in 

reality, God's existence differs from that of the contingent. 2 

In one of his early works, Nihayat al-'Uqul, al-Razi 

considers three theories on the issue: (i) that of 

philosophers, (ii) that of al-Ash'ari and his followers, 

1. Ma~alib, f. l69a; N. 'Uqul, f. 55b. 

2. H. 'Uqul, f. 56a; cf. N. Iqdam, p. 160. 
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(iii) that of Abu Hashim the I·Iu 'tazili te scholar. 1 

Rejecting the first as the weakest, he seems to approve 

the second and the third. However, in his later teaching 

he favours only Abu Hashim's theory, as does al-Ghazali 

also. The latter advances two arguments against the 

philosophers' thesis that God is not other than existence. 

The first is that existence devoid of essence cannot be 

conceived; and as we cannot think of absolute non-existence 

unless we link it to something whose non-existence is 

presumed, so similarly we cannot think of pure existence 

without the notion of an essence to which it is attributed. 

The second counters the philosophic objection that if an 

essence be accepted alongside existence in the nature of 

God, then this essence would be the cause ('ilIa) of His 

existence. Al-Ghazali's answer is that essence is not 

the cause of existence in the case of contingent entities, 

so why should it be the cause in the case of the Necessary 

Being? 2 

Al-Razi adds more proofs to this antithesis that God 

consists of essence and existence. Although he does not 

refer to al-Ghazali it is clear that he accepts his 

second argument as the most convincin~, and goes on to 

elaborate further arguments in refutation of the philosophers. 

These can be summarized as follows: 

1. N. 'Uqul, f. 56a. Arba'in, p. 1000 

2. Tahafut, pp. 166-67. 
3. N. 'Uqul, f. 56a. 
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(i) The comprehension of existence is a priori. As 

existence is a common quality of both the contingent and 

the necessary, so God's existence is easily understood 

just as the existence of the contingent. However, it is 

widely accepted that God's essence is not known to the 

human mind. l If God were nothing more than existence, 

then His reality would easily be known by the human 

intellect. 

(ii) The quality of existence is the same in the contingent 

and in the necessary. Since the contingent consists of 
2 essence and existence so too, must the necessary. 

(iii)Necessity (wujub) is a relative quality connecting 

one conception to the other. Therefore, it is more 

reasonable to say that the relation between the essence 

and existence of God is necessary. Otherwise, we would 

have to say that the relation between God's existence and 

1. In al-Razi's op2~on God's reality cannot be comprehended 

on the grounds that He is the -Cause of all the createdo 

If this cause is known, the all which is created must 
be known, which is impossible. Secondly, all we know 
about Him is His relative and peculiar qualities, 
whereas His reality is different from these qualities. 
However, God's presence is manifest everywhere; but 
since this manifestation is unlimited, our limited 
minds cannot encompass it (Risala, p. 48; Taw~d, 
f. 15a). 

2. Risala, ,p. 45; Shar~, p. 202; Arba'in, pp. 100-04. 
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existence (in general) is necessary which is illogical. l 

(iv) Existence is a predicate like oneness. Therefore, 

it cannot be conceived alone independent of other realitieso 

He then directs his attention to Ibn Sina's argument 

that if God possessed essence then this would be the cause 

of His existence, and that therefore this would entail the 

existence of essence before the actual existence. To this 

al-Razi replies that essence is capable of receiving 

existence without the need for another existence. This 

reception and effectiveness is valid regardless of its 

being existent or non-existent, just as the essence of the 

contingent is capable of potentiality without regard to 

its being existent or non-existent. Therefore, the precedence 

of essence over existence is not in terms of existence. 

Another difficulty which al-Razi finds in the position 

of the philosophers is that if God were only eXistence, 

without being capable of receiving essence, then in His 

act of creation He would be either effective as solely 

existence without the quality of having no essence, or 

with this quality. If He is effective without it, every 

created thing would be equal to Him. However if He is 

effective with it, then this would entail the acceptance 

of a negative quality as a cause of a positive effect. 

11 . t 2 Therefore, God has essence as we as ex~s ence. 

Despite his disciplined mind and his ability in 

argumentation al-Razi cannot be regarded as an original 

1. Ibid. 

2. Arba'In, p. 101; Ma~~lib, vol. 1, f. l69a. 
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thinker on this issue. The theory he advances derives 

from the Mu'tazilite Abu Hashim, and two arguments in 

support of it were taken from al-Ghazali. His contribution 

was to elaborate the discussion in a more organized 

presentation and to furnish it with further proofs. 

AI-Razi's Arguments for the Existence of God 

Al-Razi adduced various arguments in proof of the 

existence of God. In his work Risala fi l-Tawhid he discusses 
• 

two major approaches to the Divinity: one active and the 

other passive. The active method includes: 

1. The approach of Orthodoxy, 

2. The Shi'ite approach, 

3. The approach of Spiritual Illumination (Ishraq), 

4. The rational approach, 

5. The approach of star-worshippers. 

As to the passive method, it is represented by the 

Sufi approach to the notion of deity.l 

In another work, al-Maba~ith al-Mashriqiyya he 

divides the seekers after divine knowledge into six classes: 

1. The philosophers, 

2. The theologians, 

3. The proponents of the teleological argument, 

4. The naturalists, 

5. The empiricists, 

6. The t. 2 mys ~cs. 

1. Tawhid, f. 19a • 
• 

2. Mabahith, vol. 2, pp. 448-51 • . 
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Despite the fact that al-Razi accepted to some degree 

the validity of the positions held by each of these groups, 

it was that of the philosophers and theologians that he 

himself preferred. The rational approach of the first 

attracted him, because he believed that all truths, even 

those of religion, can be authenticated only by reason, 

while the position of the theologians allowed this rationalism 

to be applied within the conventional approach to religious 

thought, he was prepared to make some modification in it 

in order to accommodate philosophical speculation. Thus, 

for example, he can make such statements as: "Our 

lphilosophical] argument is stronger than that of the 

theologians. "I 

By this unprecedented eclectic attitude al-Razi 

shapes a new type of reasoning for the argument on the 

problem of the existence of God, and makes a particular 

contribution to the position of philosophy as well as 

theology; while it cannot be claimed that he has success

fully answered all the complex problems which the matter 

presents, his contribution is both original and unique 

in Islamic thoughto 

The first argument which he advances for the existence 

of God derives from the basic notion of existence; there 

is no doubt about a universal existence which must be 

either possible or necessary. If it is necessary, then it 

is what we are looking for. If on the other hand it is 

pOSSible, then every such entity is in need of a determinant 

1. Taw~d, f. 23a; Arba'in, p. 690 
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for its existence, as it is equally liable both to existence 

or non-existence. This determinant cannot come except 

from the l~ecessary Being. Otherwise we would be forced 

to accept the validity of either a circular dependence 

of causes or an infinite regress. Thus, the concept of 

existence itself is an irrefutable proof for the reality 

of the Supreme Being.l 

This argument had previously been used by Ibn Sina 

who maintained that this is the only proof, for the 

validity of which we do not need to postulate any other 

secondary conception such as God's acts and His creation, 

because it originates from pure existence. 2 Al-Razi, in 

his commentary on al-Isharat was satisfied with this3; but 

in his later works he objected to it on the grounds that 

we cannot think of existence independent of existing 

entities. 4 In another instance he states tha to comprehend 

the reality of God is impossible, and that the only way to 

make an approach towards such a knowledge is through the 

study of the different aspects of the created world. 5 

Thus, existence without the witness of a reality (a 

conceivable essence) is impossibleo 

1. Risala, p. 38; Arba'in, p. 70; M~a~~al, pp. 106-07; 

Shart, pp. 204-74; KhamsUn, p. 341. 
2. al-Isharat wa l-Tanbihat, vol. 3, p. 36; Shar~, 

p. 2140 
3. Ibid. 
4. Zarkan, Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi, p. 191. 

5. Taw~id, f. 17a. 
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After this criticism of Ibn Sina's argument al-Razi 

arrays his own proofs which are a contribution to the 

philosophic and theological positions on the subject. 

These proofs are mainly four, but in some of his works a 

fifth is added. These are: 

1. The argument from the contingency of ~ SUbstances 

2. The argument from the contingency of accidents 

3. The argument from the originatedness of substances 

4. The argument from the originatedness of accidents 

5. The argument from the design and order in the 

universe. 1 

1. The argument from the contingency of ~ substances: 

This argument has a premise that every possible entity 

is in need of a determinant, which causes it to come into 

existence from non-existence. The pre-existence of such 

a determinant is ineVitable, because the contingent cannot 

originate from non-existence into existence by itself. 

This determinant must be external and not contingent, for 

if it were so, it would necessitate another determinant 

for its realisation, and so on ad infinitum. As an endless 

chain of determinants is not acceptable, it must therefore 

stop at an ultimate determinant which is the Necessary 

Being. Nor can the existence of these determinants be 

inter-dependent, because it would entail a circular causal 

1. N. 'UqUl, f. 53b; Arba'in, p. 70; Na'alim, p. 26; 
Muhassal, p. 106; Lubab, p. 90. 

'ee 
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connection necessitating the existence of an existent 

before its actual realisation which is illogical. l 

This argument which is the main proof used by the 

philosophers is sometimes interchangeable with the argument 

from absolute existence, though it is one stage down from 

the latter. This is because the argument from existence 

does not rest on the created, whereas the argument from 

contingency depends on the created world. 2 

20 The argument from the originatedness of ~ SUbstances: 

This argument derives from the actual and observable 

presence of the created world. Thus, the universe has 

doubtless been created, and every creation demands a 

creator. This is God, who has no similarity to the 

created universe. 3 

This is the argument upon which the reasoning of the 

theologians rests, and to them it is more plausible than 

the first. It is also appealingly simple, as they do not 

need to argue against infinite regression and circular 

causation for its validity. 

By contrast, to the philosophers this argument is 

groundless, because before the origination of the contingent 

there are other considerations, such as the effect of the 

1. This is refutation of infini te regress. See Ivr~a~~al, 
p. 108; Arba'in, p. 81; Risala, p. 39. 

2. N. 'Uqui, f. 53b; Taw~d, f. 23a; Arba'in, n. 70; 

Risala, p. 38. 
3. Arba'in, p. 89; r/fufa~~al, p. 107; ~Ia' alim, p. 28; 

Taw~id, f. 23a. 
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determinant and the nature of the created things which 

attract the influence of the determinant. This quality is 

contingency. From this contention they conclude that 

matter is eternal, as the quality of contingency needs a 

substratum for itself. Thus, while the philosophers use 

this argument for the existence of God, they have also 

used it for the eternity of the world. It follows that 

the acceptance of this proof would necessitate the denial 

of the temporality of the created world o 

Being influenced by philosophic studies al-Razi 

could not be satisfied with the theologians' argument. 

Therefore, he sought to combine the two schools. However 

throughout his many works he shows a preference for the 

philosophic argument from contingency, holding that the 

latent need for a creator in the contingent lies not in 

its being originated, but in its potential to exist. 

Thus, origination comes after the influence of the deter

minant, which in turn is subsequent to the attraction 

of this influence by the receptive cause ('illat al-~ja) 

(contingency).l 

In his work Risala fi I-Tawhid al-Razi further critiCises • 

the mutakallims on the grounds that their proof from 

origination and temporality of entities depends entirely 

on the principle of motion and rest. Motion and rest need 

space for their operation, as motion is the transference 

of a SUbstance from one locus to another. If the existence 

10 Shar~, vol. 1, p. 215; Arba'in, p. 69. 
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of an entity without locus, and consequently without the 

quality of motion could be proved, then this would invalidate 

the theological argument, because in al-Razi's opinion an 

entity without locus might exist, but still not be identical 

with God. Likeness in this respect is only in a negative 

quality. Therefore he claims that the philosophical argument 

is stronger than that of the theologians. l 

However skillful and conciliatory this endeavour of 

al-Razi might seem, a great difficulty still remains: how 

to purge the philosophers' argument from its necessary 

corollary -- the eternity of the world. This difficulty 

has not been eliminated by al-Razio 2 

3. The arguments from the contingency of accidents: 

This argument in fact is a repetition of the first 

argument, but focusing the thrust of the reasoning on 

accidents. It runs: all created entities are equal in 

their essences and realities. Any distinctive feature 

which makes something differ from another is capable of 

modifying any other substance. The characteristics which 

distinguish a man from a brute animal are equally applicable 

to the animal. Thus all distinctive qualities of substances 

are interchangeable, but the question remains: why has 

each SUbstance taken a special quality or set of qualities 

leaving out others? To this al-Razi renlies that it is . 

1. Taw~id, p. 23a. 
2. S.M. Sharqawi considers this endeavour as a reconciliation 

of theology with philosophy, Philosophy and ~eligion 

in the Thought of ar-Razi, p. 242. 
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because there is one great architect who shapes everything 

differently through his free will. Therefore, any 

particular aspect of a substance which differentiates it 

from other substances has been allocated by a determinant, 

and this is the ultimate cause of any event, and must be 

necessarily eXistent. 1 

This proof, in fact, is the application of the same 

reasoning used in the first argument. The premises here, 

however, start from conceptio~which are based on 

observation rather than theory, and ~n this respect it is 
~rt--

less dependent on abstractions ~ is the case With the 

former. 

4. The argument from the originatedness of accidents: 

This argument relies on the phenomenon of the variety 

of accidents as they affect substances. The argument 

from accidents has two aspects, the subjective and the 

objective. Of the first type the development of man through 

different stages from embryo to maturity is given as an 

example. Such changes cannot take place on their own, as 

there is a purposeful and foreordained process being 

followed. This process has been laid down by the 

Necessary Being. 

The objective argument is based on matters of common 

observation such as the nature of plants, minerals, 

cosmological'movements, etc. 2 

10 Arba 'in, pp. 84-86; Ha' alim, p. 28; r,Iu{lay¥al, p. 107; 

N. 'Uqiil, f. 54ao 

2. Arba'in, p. 90; ~. 'UqUl, f. 54a. The subjective proof 

has also been regarded by al-Ash'ari as evidence for 

God's existence. Kitab al-Luma', p. 6. 
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According to al-Razi this is to be inferred from the 

Qur'an itself. His division of the argument into subjective 

and objective proofs rests on his interpretation of the 

verse: "'''e shall show them Our portents on the horizons 

and wi thin themselves ••• " (410 53), alluding to many other 

verses which express the importance of phenomenal events 
LAsf 

as proofs for God's existence. In his latost work, 

al-Ma~alib al-'Aliya he seems to have preferred this approach 

over the others on the grounds that it is simpler, more 

easily observed and more familiar to human experience. l 

5. The argument from design and order in the universe: 

In al-Razi's ouinion this can be included in the 

four preceding arguments. By observation of the harmony 

and balance in the world the absolute knowledge of the 

Creator is demonstrated, whereby His very existence is 

concluded. 2 This proof has also been considered by Ibn 

Rushd as the strongest evidence for God's eXistence. 3 

Apart from these philosophical observations al-Razi 

introduces also the mystical approach. He starts from two 

premises which are basic to the argument from contingency, 

namely that everything is contingent and that every contingent 

needs a determinant to cause it to come into existenceo 

Proceeding from these two axioms on the nature of creation 

one has to pass from the rational to the intuitional. 

Thus al-Razl: adduces the Qur'anic verse, "So take off 

1. Zarkan, Fakhr aI-Din al-Razi, p. 198. 

20 N. 'Uqul, f. 54a. 
3. Zarkan, Fakhr aI-Din al-?azi, p. 1750 
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thy shoes" 20.12, which occurs in the context of Hoses' 

conversation with God on Mt. Sinai, as divine vindication 

of this approach, interpreting it to mean "Divest yourself 

of the things of this world when you would seek contact 

with the deitYe"l 

The seeker after truth, therefore, having passed 

through the level of rational speculation and having become 

aware of the immanence of God, achieves the mystical state 

of wa~l, which might be rendered "arrival", but is distin

guished from itti~ad (union). Experience can go no further 

than this; but such experience, by its very distance from 

all other kinds of experience cannot be communicated and 

must remain hidden in the heart of the mystic as a personal 

perception. In this light al-Razi would seek to understand 

the succeeding words, "for loJ thou art in the holy valley 

of Tuwa" 20.12, as expressing man's final arrival at his 

goal in the quest for the knowledge of divinity. 

Thus, al-Razi follows the path already trodden by 

al-Ghazali, proceeding through the stages of philosophical 

argument and metaphysical speculation to an ultimate 

reali ty, the knol>lledge of which transcends the grasp of 

reason and can be attained by powers which are neither of 

the mind nor the reason. 2 

1. In the interpretation of this verse in a mystical sense 

he takes "na'layk" (thy shoes) as meaning the two 
philosophical premises the abandonment of which is 

conditional for the next stage (Hafati{l, vol. 6, p. 12). 

2. Taw~id, ff. l6a-19a. 
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Divine Attributes 

The problem of divine attributes has played an 

important part in the origination of various theological 

schools in the early centuries of Islam. One of the 

significant questions which occupied the minds of the 

second generation was how to interpret the anthropomorphic 

verses in the Qur'an which describe God in corporeal terms. 

This question later on took shape as the "problem of 

divine attributes" and this forms a major section in the 
1 works of theology. 

The problem has been variously dealt with by different 

schools, extreme and diametrically opposed views being 

moderated by intervening interpretations. The extreme 

positions are often named tashbih and ta'til. Those who 
• 

hold a middle position are sometimes called ¥ifatiyya. 2 

The Mushabbiha or Anthropomorphists who take the 

position of tashbih do not venture to interpret the anthro-

pomorphic verses, but accepi them at their face value, 

thereby ascribing human qualities to God. 3 To these 

can be added the Karramites who are sometimes identified 

as mujassima (corporealists), who attribute jism or body 

to God but who differ in some respects from the Mushacbihao 4 

The Mu'a~~ila or the exponents of ta'~il reject the 

possibility of attributes distinct from God's essence. 

1. Ibn Khaldun, rJIuqaddima, vol. 3, pp. 46-47. 
2. I'tiqadat, p. 34; Hafa:ti~, vol. 1, n. 69. ... 

3. T-'Iilal, p. 75; I'tiqadat, p. 97; Ma'alim, p. 500 
4. Milal, p. 79. 
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Therefore, they apply metaphorical interpre:ation (ta)wil) 

to the anthropomorphic verses and justify this procedure 

by quoting anti-anthropomorphic verses. l The 1.1uslim 

philosophers clearly adopt the position of ta'til. 
e 

Al-Shahrastani as an Ash'arite regards the Eu'tazilites 

as holding the doctrine of ta'til although their views 
• 

differ considerably from those of the philsophers. The 

Mu'tazilites believe that eternal divine attributes like 

knowledge and power exist but that they are not different 

from the essence, whereas the attributes of will and speech 

. t b t .. t d 2 eX1S u o~g1na e • 

The Ash'arites sought for a comprehensive solution 

lying between the two extremes. The founder of the school, 

Abu I-Hasan al-Ash'ari, who had at first been a Mu'tazilite , 

was dissatisfied with the extreme rationalism of this 

school and worked out this formula which was to become 

the prototype for the later theologians of his sect. His 

formula is quoted thus by al-Shahrastani: "God is knowing 

in virtue of knowledge, powerful in virtue of power, 

living in virtue of life, willing in virtue of will, 

speaking, hearing, seeing ••• these attributes are co-eternal 

with His essence. They are neither identified with Him, 

nor are they different from Him. ,,3 

Such a compromise between ta'til and tashbih while , 

offering a new basis for speculation for thinkers in a 

1. Ibid., p. 67. 
2. Iqti~a:d, p. 60. 
3. Milal, p. 67; al-3aghdadi, Kitab al-U?ul, p. 90; 

Nuhassal, p. 131. 
ft e e 
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middle position, did not satisfy either the philosophers 

on one hand or the Mushabbiha on the other. Both attacked 

the Ash'arites who in rebuttal of these attacks and defence 

of their position used many different proofs. Al-Juwayni, 

al-Baqillani, al-Ghazali and al-Shahrastani were among the 

notable defenders of this doctrine. In the sixth century 

after the Hijra, the most prominent exponent of Ash'arism 

Fakhr 1 n- 1 R- - 1 was a - 1n a - aZ1. 

Before discussing his treatment of the two extreme 

posi tions, namely the philosophers (including the r·':u 'tazili tes) 

and the Anthropomorphists, his classification of the various 

positions which have been taken on the problem of attributes 

must be presented. 

First, he draws a distinction between noun (ism) and 

adjective (~ifa). In his opinion ism includes all kinds 

of meaningful words -- nour.s , verbs, which he regards as 

being derived from the verbal noun (ma¥dar) and adjectives. 

In support of this view he cites the verse 2.31, "And He 

taught Adam all the names", interpreting al-asma) as 
\ 2 

covering all forms of the meaningful units of a language. 

By this interpretation he implicitly asserts the existence 

of attributes on the basis of scripture, since the word 

1. Apart from these main schools discussed there are two 
other theories on the issue: Abu Hashim's theory of 
modes (a~wal) and Mu'ammar's theory of al-ma'na. The 
former term was accepted by al-Juwayni and with some 

reservations by al-Baqillani (al-Milal, p. 67)0 
2. Lawami', p. 27; Iv~afatil1, vol. I, p. 264. 
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rifa itself is not used in the )Qr-an. l Accordingly, the 

phrase al-asma~ al-~usna which appears four times in the 

Qur'an (7.180, 17.110, 20.8, 59.24), is in al-Razi's 

opinion a sufficient proof for the existence of the 

attributes. 

However, there are three points in which nouns are 

superior to adjectives. (i) Adjectives are derived from 

root-nouns; and the root is prior to the derivative, 

because if the derived word does not stop at a root, either 

circular dependence or infinite regress would be entailed. 2 

(ii) The derived word is composite whereas the root is 

irreducible and simple. (iii) The noun refers to an essence 

(mabiyya), whereas the adjectives refer to a state (hal) 
~ 

related to that essence. Therefore, nouns are more 

significant. 

After this analysis al-Razi mentions three main views 

held on the controversy over divine names and attributes: 

1. There are those who accept attributes but reject 

nouns. They base their argument on the premise that God's 

reality cannot be known but his manifestations can be 

observed. 3 

1. The absence of this word in the 0ur'an is the basis of 

Ibn ?azm's rejection of divine attributes (Fi~al, 

vol. 2, p. 120). 
2. Lawami', p. 27. 
3. Ibid., p. 29. Al-Razi refutes this theory on the grounds 

that God might enable some chosen people to know 3is 

reality. This concession contradicts his previous 

claim that God's reality cannot be comprehended by 

human reason (Lawami', p. 29; Arba'in, ~. 218). 
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2. Those who accept nouns but reject attributes. They 

are philosophers. The obj ections vlhich they advance are 

of a complexity which necessitates a separate discussion, 

which will be given below. l 

3. Finally there are those who accept both nouns and 

attributes, who are represented by the Ash'arites. 2 

AI-Razi then presents another classification based 

on the issue of attributes in particular: 

1. The philosophers who accept only negative and relative 

attributes. 3 

2. The Illu 'tazili tes who despi te the ambiguity in their 

position are unanimous in accepting two divine qualities: 

knowledge and power. 

3. Abu Hashim and his followers, whose theory of 

attributes is expressed thus: "Knowing and powerfulness 

cannot be predicated as existent or non-existent, or as 

something known or unknown. ,,4 

4. The Ash'arites who believe in positive as well as 

negative qualities. 

AI-Razi's Treatment of the Philosophic Arguments against 

the Validity of Positive Attributes 

As the IvTu' tazili tes were strongly influenced by the 

philosophers, al-Razi in most cases includes among those 

1. Ibid.; Hafati:t., vol. 1, p. 69; NabalUth, vol. 2, p. 460; 

Arba'in, p. 157; Risala, p. 53. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Lavlami " p. 33. 
4. AI-Razi rejects this theory, claiming that something 

neither existent nor non-existent etc. cannot oe a 

topiC for any judgement (Lawami', p. 35). 
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of the philosophers their arguments for the Necessary 

Being without attributes. In some of his works he 

combines the two positions under the general term 

tlanti-attributists" (munkiri! al-~ifat), whereas in others 

he mentions their arguments separately.l Due to the 

similarity of the proofs offered by both sides, and 

because of the lack of a clear-cut distinction in the 

author's own works it seems appropriate to deal with the 

arguments of the philosophers and those of the ~ru'tazilites 

under the same heading. 

The main purpose of the philosophic arguments is to 

defend four characteristics of the Necessary Being: 

necessity, eternity, unity and perfection. Basic to this 

position is the acceptance by the philosophers of relations 
2 (al-idafat) as attributive to God. However, they reject , 

the real attributes which according to the Ash'arites are 

seven: power, knowledge, will, seeing, hearing, speaking 

and living. 

AI-Razi presents the arguments of the anti-attributists 

as follows: 

1. If real attributes were predicated of God, then they 

would be either necessary or contingent. They cannot be 

necessary due to two major difficulties: a) there would 

be more than one necessary being and these beings would 

be composite having the dual nature of a shared necessity 

and an individual identity_ This would lead to the 

1. Arba'in, p. 155. 
2. Risala, p. 65. 
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acceptance of contingency of the :jecessary Being in as much 

as any composite is per se continge~t. b) An attribute --
cannot exist independently, always needing a substratum. 

Thus anything which shows need for another thing cannot 

be associated with God. 

If on the other hand, the attributes are contingent, 

again two difficulties arise. a) God's essence would be 

the cause and recipient of these attributes at the same 

time (al-qabil wa I-fa'il) which is unacceptable. b) If 

the attributes were contingent they would need a cause 

for their emergence. However, since everything caused is 

originated, these attributes cannot be ascribed to the 

deity:l 

Al-Razi replies briefly to this forceful argument, 

without discussing the various headings under which it 

was presented. He states that attributes can be contingent 

in their essences but necessary through the Necessary 

B . 2 e1ng. This is an unprecedented argument containing 

difficulties which will be mentioned in due course. As 

to the objection that God cannot be simultaneously active 

and recipient, al-Razi maintains that there is nothing 

contradictory in this, since philosophers themselves agree 

that God knows universals, and they accept that knowing 

is the reflection of the knowable in the knowero Therefore, 

1. Nafa.ti~~ vol. 1, p. 69; Lawami', p. 30; Arba'in, p. 157; 
Maba~th, vol. 2, p. 460. Cf. N. Iqdam, p. 200. 

2. Arba'in, p. 162; Naba{lith, vol. 2, p. 466; ~'la'ali:r., 

p. 49. 



126 

God is receptive to the objects which are caused by 2im.l 

The philosophers claim too that He is the First Principle 

(al-lJIabda· al-Awwal) and the Prime Cause (al-'Illa), and 

these notions would necessitate positive relations between 

Him and the caused world. This, therefore, would contra

dict their assertion that "an entity cannot be active and 

passive at the same time. ,,2 

The first of these two rebuttals of the philosophers 

had already been used by al-Ghazali who attempted to disprove 

their conception of God's absolute onenesso 3 

The second argument of al-Razi too had appeared 

previously in both al-Ghazali and al-Shahrastani. In 

order to refute the philsophers' thesis that all divine 

attributes are reducible to His very essence, al-Shahrastani 

claims that the philosophically accepted conceptions 

a1-mabda~ and al-'illa are not to be included in the 

conception of Necessary Being (Wajib al-~ujud). They are 

only relations ascribable to His essence. The same 

reasoning is true of His attributes. 4 

Another point raised by al-Shahrastani is that even 

in the notion of Necessary Being there is a duality 

necessity and existence. If this is acceptable to the 

philosophers, why then not the attributes?5 

1. Mabatuth, vol. 2, p. 460; N. 'UqUl, f. 112b. 

2. Ibid. , cf. N. Iqdam, pp. 208, 217. 

3. Tahafut, p. 1:)2. 

4. N. Iqdam, p. 176; Tahafut, p. 164. 

5. N. Iqdam, p. 204. 
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As regards al-Razi's argument that attributes are 

contingent in essence but necessary through God's reality 

-- a theory he also defended while commenting on Ibn Sina's 

h - -tl aI-Is ara it is worth pointing out the difficulties 

inherent therein. In the previous chapter al-Razi attempted 

to treat two premises as equal: 1) eve~J contingent is 

originated, and 2) every originated is contingent. In 

conceding that every contingent is originated he allows 

the presence of temporal qualities in God's essence, a 

fallacy of which he accused the Karramites. However, this 

apparent contradiction can be mitigated somewhat by his 

explanation that there is no change and novelty in God's 

real attributes, but that only His relative attributes 
2 are subject to change. 

The second argument of the anti-attributists depends 

mainly on the notion of eternity: the divine attributes 

are either eternal or temporal. They cannot be eternal, 

as there would then be more than one eternal being. 

Horeover, they would all be composite. They cannot be 

temporal either, since God's essence does not accept 

temporality. 3 

1. Shar~, p. 242. 
2. Ibid. Such a distinction is not always found in al-Razi's 

works. For example in his al-Arba'in he takes the word 

sifa to mean attribute in general (Arba'in, p. 162; 
• 
La wami " p. 32). 

3. Mafati\1, vol. 1, p. 70; Lawami', p. 31; :~Iabal;ith, 

vol. 2, p. 465; Arba'in, p. 157. 
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Their third proposition is that God is comple~e and 

perfect, This completeness and perfection is either with 

the attributes or without them. In the first cas ~ e, !1e 

would be in need of attributes for perfection, which is 

contrary to the idea of divinity. In the second there is 

simply no need for the attributes. 

Fourthly, the anti-attributists claim that God has 

blamed the Christians in the Qur~an (5.73) because of 

their belief in distinctive attributes of God, as the 

Christians do not hold the existence of three different 
1 gods. 

In order to disprove the second argument al-Razi 

maintains that eternity is not a positive quality. To 

consider eternity a negative quality is to permit it to 

be shared by different entities. Moreover, even if it 

were conceded that eternity is a positive quality, the 

fact of its being shared by different entities does not 

entail total sameness, just as, for example, all contingent 

entities are different while all sharing the quality of 

t
o 2 con l.ngency. 

This would appear to contradict his argument against 

the eternality of creation, which was dealt with in 

chapter III,. where he claimed that the acceptance of 

the eternal world would invalidate the uniqueness of God. 

To explain away the difficulties the third and fourth 

objections he suggests that God's very essence necessitates 

1. Ibid., p. 159. 
2. Arba 'in, p. 164; N. 'UqUl, f. 114b. 
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(awjaba) attributes, but this does not imply that He is 

composite. Although necessitating the presence of 

attributes, He remains complete in Himself and not through 

any other entity. Thus, attributes are with Him essentially.l 

As a matter of fact, if al-Razi by "necessitating" 

means "causing" this answer would raise more difficulties 

instead of being a reply to the question under consideration. 

The relation between essence and attribute was dealt 

with by al-Ghazali more convincingly, when he asserted 

that attributes cannot be judged separately. They are 

with His essence initially and the relation of cause and 

effect is not valid here. Noreover, it is only through 

these attributes which are His necessary properties, that 

He is perfect and complete. Therefore, there is no 

independent notion of knowledge or power of which God may 

have need. In order to remove any doubt of His being 

composite al-Ghazali states that as His existence and 

necessity cannot be established by reason so neither can 
2 

His attributes and His relations with them. 

AI-Ghazali had chosen a more circumspect approach in 

his response to the philosophers; however, al-Razi in 

employing statements such as "attributes are contingent by 

essence but necessary through God's reality; and God's 

essence necessitates the existence of attributes", 

involves himself in ambiguity. 

1. Lawami', p. 32; Arba'in, p. 1630 

2. Tahafut, p. 162; see also Tdolfson, ?hi1osophy of the 

Kalam, p. 175. 
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Al-rtazi's answer to the final argument of the 

philosophers is that the Christians have not been accused 

of belief in attributes, but rather of believing in :hree 

independent hypostases and in incarnation. Thus, an 

analogy between God's attributes and the principle of 
1 Trinity is groundlesso 

Apart from these counter-arguments al-Razi advances 

the Ash'arite proofs for the validity of divine attributes: 

1. There is a clear difference between the notion of 

God's existence and His being knowledgeable and powerful. 

Taking for example the following statements: 

dhat allah dhat 

dhat allah 'alima wa-qadira 

The fact that these two statements are different in form 

and signification shows that His attributes are not 

identical with His essence. 2 

2. It is possible to conceive of F~s essence while being 

unaware of His being knowledgeable and powerfulo Therefore 

His essence and attributes are different conceptions. 

3. His knowledge relates to the necessary, the possible 

and the impossible, whereas His power only relates to the 

possible. This distinction between the two attributes is 

again eVidence for the separateness of the attributes. 

40 God's power affects the existence of the created 

things, whereas His knowledge does not influence the 

1. Mafatih,vol. 1, p. ... 70; Arba'in, p. 164; Lawami C , 

N. 'Uqul, f. 115b. 

2. Ibid.; cf. Iqti~ad, p. 61. 

"""' 32; u • 
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creation of any entity. This difference be~ween ~he 

functions of the two attributes proves the existence of 

these two attributes. 

5. This proof is actually another version of the first. 

Non-existence contradicts existence and ignorance contra

dicts knowledge. As non-existence and ignorance are not 

identical nor are their opposites -- existence and knowledge. 

Therefore, attributes are not reduceable to God's essence. l 

After this refutation of the anti-attributists we can 

now turn to al-Razi's discussion of the anthropomorphists, 

and this may be best presented in his r9futation of the 

Karramites who ascribe various human characteristics to 

God. The special point which al-Razi tries to refute here 

is their contention that change and novelty may occur in 

1. This proof is usually known as dalil al-Nafy 
wa l-ithbat which had been used previously by 
theologians like al-Shahrastani (N. Iqdam, p. 194). 
Apart from these proofs there are others advanced 
by the Ash'arites for the validity of attributes. 
One is that if we do not attribute to God qualities 
such as knowledge, power and living, then we would 

have to qualify Him by the opposite conceptions such 
as ignorance, impotence and mortality which are 
incongruous to divinity (N. Iqdam, p. 171). To 
al-Razi this is not a sound argument because the 
opposite of knowledge is not necessarily ignoranceo 
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God's attributesl ; or, in other words, God's a:tributes 

are originated. These are al-Razi's proofs against the 

Karramites: 

1. If the attributes were originated, then before their 

origination God would be imperfect and achieve perfection 

after acquiring them. This is incompatible with the 

notion of deity.2 

2. If the attributes were originated and God's nature 

were receptive to them, such receptiveness would be an 

eternal attribute of God. This would imply the existence 

of the consequences of the attributes from eternity, i.e. 

the eternity of the world. However, this is absurd, 

because the world is created which means it has a 

beginning. It it has a beginning, it cannot be eternal. 3 

1. See Milal, p. 79. Although only Karramites have been 
accused of belief in the originated attributes, in 
al-Razi's opinion, all other theological schools 
implicitly approve of this: the philosophers by 
accepting real relative qualities and God's knowledge 
of entities as reflection on His essence, the 
Mu'tazilites by accepting originated attributes of 
will and speech, the Ash'arites by accepting abrogation 
(in the Qur~an). Yet the attributists call these 

qualities real attributes, whereas the anti-attributists 
call them accidents or relations. Thus the difference 

W~~ 
between them is in ~t~ not in meanings (Arba'in, 
p. 118; Mabafith, vol. 2, p. 464; N. 'Uqul, f. 112b). 

2. Arba'in, p. 120; Ma'alim, p. 34; M~a¥?al, p. 114. 

3. Arba'in, p. 121; Iqtirad, p. 68. 
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The third argument depends on a ,..... )-. 
~ur anl.c verse 

(6.76) in which reference is made to Abraham's st~:ement 

that he would not accept as God anything variable. l 

It will be seen that these proofs depend on the 

contrast between on the one hand the notion of temporality 

and change, and on the other, the essential qualities of 

the Necessary Being -- eternity and permanenceo 

Al-Razi's Classification of Attributes 

The divine attributes may be divided into two 

categories: the positive and the negative. The latter 

refer to any qualities which are denied to God's reality, 

such as: he is neither a body nor an atom (jawhar),neither 

t " t " " t d 2 con l.ngen ,nor o~gl.na e • The former denotes any 

qualities which are ascribable in reason to God such as 

divine knowledge, power, seeing, hearing.3 

However, this Simple classification is modified by 

al-Razi, who would prefer to regard the divine attributes 

under three categories: real attributes, such as existence 

and living; relative attributes, such as being an object 

of worship (ma'bud) , being known (ma'lum), being an object 

of gratitude (mashkUr);negative attributes, that is such 

as are denied to all other existence, e.g. being holy 

1. MUfar~al, p. Ill. 
2. Risala, p. 63. 
3. Arba 'in,' p. 120. 
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(quddus), imperturbable (salam), self-sufficient (ghani) 

and unique (wahid).l _ ...... -
These three categories can further be subdivided: 

1. Real attributes implying relations: knowing 

('alim), powerfulness (qadir). 

2. Real attributes which include negation: the 

First (al-awwal), the Last (al-akhir). 

3. Real attributes which imply relation and also 

include their negatives: the Judicious (al-hakim), . 
the Sovereign (al-malik).2 

The term "relative" here means any attribute which 

has something to do with the created world. Therefore 

the attribute of knowledge while being a real attribute 

is also relative, since it is involved with what is known. 

The only real attribute which has no relation to a 

secondary conception is the attribute of livingo 3 

Al-Ghazali's classification, although Similar, shows 

some differences. He would conceive of attributes as of 

four classes: 

1. AI-Razi conceives three types of negative attributes: 
a) those which are negated from His essence such as: 

He is not contingent, body, Originated; b) those 
which are negated from His real attributes such as: 

ignorance, impotence, imperfection, etc.; c) those 
which are negated from Fis actions, such as: futility, 

cruelty" et c. (rlafati{1" vol. 1, p. 73, 

vol. 4, p. 319; Lawami', p. 40.) 
2. Nafati{1" vol. 4, p. 319; Lawami', p. 40. 
3. Eafatih, vol. 1, p. 71; in his N. 'Uqill he claims that , 

there is no evidence for or against any related attribute. 
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1. Those which refer to essence only: existence 

(wujud) • 

2. Those referring to essence but including negation: 

eternity (qadim), permanence (baqi). 

3. Real attributes with an existential reference: 

power, knowledge. 

4. Real attributes with the existential reference 

particular to divine activity: creativity 

(khaliq), providence (razzaq), benevolence 

(jawwad) .1 

Al-Razi mentions five other methods of classifying 

of the attributes: 

1. The division of the attributes into three: 

necessary, possible and impossible. This approach 

has mainly been used by the theologians. 2 

2. Another tripartite division: essential, real 

and actual (related to action). 

3. A dual division into those which are ascribable 

only to God, and those which are common to God 

and human beingso Examples of the first type are 

Allah, ra~an, and of the second type, karim, 

ra~im, 'az!z, la~if. 

4. Another dual division into those attributes which 

are capable of being spoken of without qualifica-

tion, like: Allah, ~an, ~akim, and those which 

demand qualification in order to be meaningful as 

qualities of the divinity: mumit, ~arr. 

1. Iqtisad, p. 72. 
ft 

2. Mafatit, vol. 4, p. 320; Lawami', p. 430 
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5. The final method mentioned by al-Razi is a means 

of establishing the validity of the attributes 

rather than a classification. It is a rational 

demonstration for the eXistence of a creator who 

is knowing, powerful and living.l 

An important aspect of al-Razi's treatment of divine 

attributes is his way of explaining certain anthropomorphic 

characteristics ascribed to God in the Qur~an. Anger 

(gha~ab), deception (makr), mockery (istihz~, shyness 

(istil).ya·) ,pride (taka'bbur). These are states peculiar 

to human beings, but the Necessary Being cannot be so 

qualified. Al-Razi proposes a comprehensive rule for the 

interpretation of such words when found used in reference 

to God: 

It should be known that the surest rule for 
the interpretation of such words is to consider 
that for each of these states there are circum
stances which appear in their beginning and 
consequences which emerge from them. For 
example anger is a state which is produced in 
the heart when the blood therein rises, 
coupled with an increase in body temperatureo 
The consequence of this process is to intend 
harm to the cause of the anger. If anger is 
used for God then, conceive it as denoting 
the consequence of anger, but not the corporeal 
states which mark its beginningo 2 

On the question whether we may apply names and 

attributes to God arbitrarily, al-Razi is in agreement 

with al-Ghazali that the names of God are those which are 

mentioned in the Qur·an and that no more can be added to 

1. r-rafati{l, vol. 4, p. 320; Lawami', p. 43. 
2. r'lafatih, vol. 1, p. 81, 236; see also Lawami', p. 38. 

ft 
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them. The case of attributes however, is different because, 

just as there is no objection to applying commendatory 

epithets to a human being, so too is the case with God. 

Therefore, apart from those which are mentioned in the 

Qur-an any predicate of praise can be used for God. l 

One is forced to the conclusion that in his treatment 

of divine attributes al-Razi was greatly influenced by 

philosophy, as may be seen in his theory of contingent 

attributes. But the Mu'tazilites, too, would seem to 

have influenced his thinking, despite his general attitude 

of hostility towards their doctrines. Thus, in his 

Tafsir, when commenting on the divine attributes, he poses 

the question: why should not all the seven attributes 

be regarded as relative qualities, while among them 

creation and knowledge can be taken as pertaining also to 

His very essence? By leaving the question open, al-Razi 

is conceding the position taken by the rvlu 'tazili tes who 

regarded attributes as functions of the divine essence. 

In another place,he allows that all the attributes of 

perfection may be comprehended within the two primary 

qualities, knowledge and power; and this too, is in 

accord with the reasoning of the Hu'tazilites. 

To al-Razi the chief points of difference between 

the attributists and anti-attributists arise from two 

antitheses. One, unity is perfection and plurality is 

imperfection. Those who maintained this were driven by 

the logic of their position to such extremes as to deny 

1. Mafatih, vol. 1, p. 81, vol. 4, p. 321; Lawami·, p. 36. 
e 
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the existence of divine attributes entirely. Two, 

possession of absolute knowledge and power is the only 

notion that is appropriate to divinity, and any derogation 

from these conspicuous qualities would imply a lack of 

perfection. The adherents of this position were 

consequently obliged to state that diVine attributes were 

inseparable from divinity. vThile the former sought 

perfection in unity, the latter held it to reside in 

deity. Both however, have the same object in their 

reasoning: the assertion of God's perfection. AI-Razi 

counselled a middle way between these positionso l 

Positive Attributes 

Those divine attributes which excited controversy 

among the speculative thinkers of al-Razi's age were the 

seven qualities known collectively as al-¥ifat al-~aqiqiyya, 

al-~ifat al-thubutiyya or al-~ifat al-ijabiyya.2 They 

are power, knowledge, will, speech, hearing, seeing and 

living. Al-Ash'ari and some of his immediate followers 

also regraded eternity (al-qidam) as one of the positive 

qualities. 3 Later theologians of this school did not 

accept eternity as a positive attribute, but as a subsistent 

corollary of the conception of the Necessary per se. 4 

1. Lawami', p. 33; Mafati~, vol. 1, p. 94. 
2. Milal , p. 67; N. 'Uqul, f. 71a; I~ya~ 

vol. 1,' p. 98. 
3. According to al-Razi the Nu'tazilites believe in two 

substantial and four secondary attributes (~'J. 'Uqiil, 

f. 7la). 
4. See Iqti~ad, p. 18; 'Kitab al-Tam~d (introduction), 

pp. 1-30; aI-Baghdadi, Kitab U~ul aI-Din, p. 42; 

Arba'in, p. 189. 
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Al-Razi advances two brief arguments against the 

acceptance of qidam as a separate attribute. ?irst, if 

eternity is conceived as an independent quality, then the 

Necessary Being would depend on it for His perfection. 

This would violate the basic principle of the self-sufficiency 

of the Necessary Being. Thus eternity in al-Razi's opinion 

is an implicit notion in the conception of yfaj i b al-~Ilujiid.l 

His second argument is that if the Necessary Being 

were conceived to be eternal by virtue of such a separable 

quality, then this independent notion of eternity would 

itself have to be dependent on another eternity, which of 

necessity would be either self-sufficient or dependent. 

If the first, then it would have to be identical with the 

Necessary Being, which is a fallacy. If the second, it 

would imply infinite regression or circular causation, 

both of which are absurd. 2 

It seems that al-Razi took the prototype of this 

argument from al-Ghazali, who in his al-Iqti~ad argues 

that "You should not think that eternity is an additional 

1. Arbacin, p. 1890 
2. Ibid.; al-Razi also rejects permanancy (baqa~) as a 

separate attribute using the same arguments which he 
used against the conception that eternity is a separate 
attribute. However, the main argument he employs for 
the permanent Necessary Being is that anything eternal 
must al~o be persistent, but not vice versa, i.e. som~ 

thing created cannot be eternal, but it can be permanent 
through the will of God (see Mafati~, vol. 1, pp. 68, 

69; Arba'in, p. 185; Mu!)a~~al, p. 126; Ha'alim, p. 58; 

Lawami c
, p. 350.). 
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quality to the essence of the Eternal, for it would force 

us to postulate that this quality is eternal through 

another notion of eternity and so on, ad infinitum. III 

In the light of these two arguments one can speculate 

that the theologians by rejecting eternity as an independent 

attribute wanted to stress that eternity cannot be 

considered as a secondary property of the deity like the 

divine attributes. This is so self-evident that the 

eternity of the Supreme Being has not become a matter of 

dispute between the theologians and the philosophers. 

Moreover, all the divine attributes share the unique 

quality of eternity which again shows that it is a 

superior quality with regard to the idea of Godhead. 

After this introduction and presentation of al-Razi's 

view on the notion of eternity, the positive attributes 

can now be discussed separately. 

Divine Power 

By divine power the theologians mean God's ability 

to act if He wishes or not to act if He does not. 2 Thus, 

God's power functions according to divine will. ~his is 

at variance with the philosophers' view that the Necessary 

Being is a natural agent; His influence on the creation is 

as necessary as the sun's effect of light or the fire's 

of heat. The question, however, can be reduced to the 

opposition of natural agent versus voluntary agent. 

1. Iqti~ad, p. 180 
2. Arba'in, pp. 122, 128; Risala, p. 64. 
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The problem, in fact, is another version of the 

arguments against or for creation ex nihilo. For creation 

is the most significant manifestation of God's might. 

As this problem has already been dealt with, only a s1unrnary 

of the discussion With the emphasis on the nature of 

divine will (whether it is free or otherwise) will be 

presented here. 

In his Nihayat al-CUqUl, al-Razi mentions many groups 

of people both inside and outside Islam, as disbelieving 

in the absolute power of God. l It is philosophy that has 

been the source of most doubt and disbelief, and to refute 

the arguments which it presents, serves to refute also 
2 those of all other schools of thought. 

He finds three philosophic maxims as contrary to the 

notion of the absolute and arbitrary power of God: i) that 

He is a natural agent; ii) that He is not composite; iii) 

that from one only one can originate0 3 

Treating the philosophers through an examination of 

their relevant principles as al-Razi partly does, and 

pointing out the differences between the theologians and 

the philosophers would have been more persuasive than 

branding them as disbelievers in God's power. For as Tusi 
• 

rightly indicates in his commentary on the r.lul;1a~¥al the 

philosophers do not reject God's power, and their disagreement 

1. N. 'UqUl, f. 59a; b c'" Ar a ~n, 129; rvIa bam th , vol. 2, p. 
e 

p. 492; !vluha s sal, p. 1160 
.82 

2. N. 'Uqill, f. 72a. 

3. Ibid., f. 66a. 
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with the theologians centres on the question whether 

effect is co-extensive with the cause which is the 

combination of divine will with divine power or posterior 

to this combination. The philosophers believe that it is 

co-extensive, which led them to the theory of the eternal 

world, whereas the theologians claim that it is posterior, 

which led them to the belief in the originatedness of the 

worldo l 

A further defence of the thesis that the philosophers 

do not reject God's power, is expounded most fully in Ibn 

Sina's explanation of power in the context of the other 

attributes of God. According to Ibn Sina, being immaterial 

and alive, God knows Himself and being the First Principle 

(al-Mabda~ al-Awwal) He knows the created world. However, 

His knowledge of the universe is sufficient for the 

realisation of what He is thinking of. For to Him the 

known is willed and affected (created). ~llien man decides 

to do something the object conceived in the mind cannot 

be actualized unless there is a directing will, coupled 

with effective power. Therefore, there should be physical 

effort to acquire the means for the realisation of the 

thing conceived. As God is not in need of secondary 

mean.s, what He knows and envisages is at the same time 

what He wills and affects. Thus, His knowledge in itself 
2 

is sufficient for the creation of the worldo 

1. See the commentary of Na~ir aI-Din al-;usi on the 

footnote of Muhassal, p. 116. 
ft • e 

2. Najat, p. 251. 
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AI-Razi in one place cites this argument and calls 

the type of knowledge Ibn Sina describes active knowledge 

(al-'ilm al-fi'li) , but he seems to ignore its implications. l 

The same argument had drawn al-Ghazali's attention in his 

rebuttal of the philosophers, and he puts forward two 

counter-arguments. The first is that such a creation 

through a knowledge which also implies will and power is 

contrary to the principle of natural emanation which is 

held by many philosophers. The second is that even if the 

above mentioned argument were accepted it would contradict 

the philosophic principle of "only one thing can come out 

of one". Thus, if God is held to have produced only one 

entity which is called First Intellect, then His knowledge 

must be limited to only this first product. There is no 

proof that He should know the products of the First 

Intellect. This, however, would violate the idea that 

everything is caused by a comprehensive divine knowledge. 2 

In fact, this counter-argument can be further 

supported by the fact that the philosophers deny God's 

knowledge of particularso Therefore, the question would 

have to be asked: How can a knowledge which excludes 

particulars be the source of all the created world? It 

follows that such a comprehensive and active divine knowledge 

1. N. 'UqUl, f. 76a. 
2. Tahafut~ p. 187. Al-Shahrastani argues against the 

same philosophic thesis stating that if His knowledge 

were what He willed and affected then, as He knows 
Himself 3e would be able to create Himself, which is 

absurd (N. Iqdam, p. 227). 
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was not totally rejected by al-Ghazali, but he finds it 

out of harmony with the rest of the philosophic tenets. 

vii th some modification it would be more congruous to include 

it in the principles of kal~m rather than philosophy. It 

may be concluded that philosophers like Ibn Sina, though 

appearing inconsistent in postulating an active divine 

knowledge, are not denying God's power. 

After these brief remarks on the position of the 

philosophers, their main reservations against the mutakallims' 

conception of free agent or absolute free power can be 

discussed. 

Any action by God must depend on a factor which 

determines the preference of an action over non-action. 

To deny a determinant would contradict the principle of 

contingency as well as common experience, for purposeful 

action must rest upon preference. vfuen the determinant 

can employ all the means needed for the realisation of 

the desired end, then this is immediately achieved, the 

effect being simultaneous wi th the cause. vTere the effect 

not to be immediate, an intermediate determinant would 

be required to explain the lapse of time between it and 

its cause, and would involve another discussion. Thus, 

all God's actions must be conceived of as the necessary 

operation of the principle of causality, their determinants 

being implicit in the acts themselves, as God is not 

suseptible to external influence. l 

1. Arba'in, p. 122; N. 'UqUl, f. 51a; ~,~t4la~~al, p. 1170 
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Other arguments advanced by the philosonhers for 

the thesis of natural agent are as follows. ?irstly, 

God's attributes are eternal, so their effects must be 

eternal. Thus what is eternal is not subject to any 

alteration by a freely acting power. Secondly, what God 

knows from eternity will necessarily take place. A free 

power is contrary to the conception of eternal knowledge. 

Thirdly, God's power can influence only the things whose 

existence is possible; it cannot affect the non-existent, 

for total privation is not subject to a positive influence. 

Thus, if God's power over the non-existent is impossible 

it ;hould be necessary over the Possible. l 

To the first argument by the philosophers the mutakallims 

respond in two ways: first, while it is true that the 

actions which are willed by God are mediated through a 

determinant, this factor does not imply necessity, but 

rather choice of Possibilities. 2 However, al-Razi is not 

satisfied with this answer, on the grounds that when the 

creation and the non-creation of something is in the balance, 

the preference for bringing that thing into existence is 

impossible. If, therefore, creation were impossible before 

the exercise of preference, then it must be necessary 

after creation is preferred. 3 

The second answer of the mutakallims asserts that a 

determinant is not always a necessitating factor for the 

Arba'in, 
« 

p. 123; 
Arba'in, p. 123; 

Ibid. 

N. 'Uqul, 

Muhassal, 
I • I 

f. 
D. 
~ 

57ao 

1180 
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realisation of something, e.g. if two equal loaves of 

bread are offered to a hungry person, or two equal glasses 

of water offered to one who is thirsting, in both cases 

the person would take one with no consideration of 

preference. Therefore, realisation of an act is valid 

even without choice of a determinanto l 

The anwer to the second argument is that by free 

agent the mutakal1ims mean the freedom to act or not to 

act. However, this should not be taken to mean that God 

is under any obligation to act when he has decided to act 
. 2 or Vl.ce versa. 

1. Ibid.; N. 'Uqul, f. 58a; al-Ghazali tackles the same 
problem and maintains that God possesses an attribute 
of will (irada) through which he chooses anything 
rather than another without necessity or a determinant. 

He gives two examples in proof of this. Firstly, it 
was equally possible for God to choose any two 
diametrically opposite points on any part of heaven 
instead of the present poles. Thus as His acts are 
not aimed at securing advantage, that they were done 
in a certain way is not necessary nor determined by 
any circumstanceo The second example is based on the 
movements of the celestial spheres. According to 
al-Ghazali, if the direction of movements of all 
heavenly bodies were reversed there would not be any 
change in the regular operation of astronomical 

phenomena (Tahafut, p. 88; Iqti~ad, p. 49). See Ibn 
Rushd's answer to the mutakallims' argument which can 
be summarized as: the option in fact is not between 
two loaves of bread or two glasses of water, it is in 

fact between taking a loaf or leaving it as it is 
between taking a glass of water or leaving it (:rahatut 

al-Tahafut, vol. 1, p. 22)0 

2. Arba'in, p. 1290 
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In answering the third argument al-Razi goes into 

an explanation of the relation between knowledge and 

power: Knowledge is subordinate to the event which results 

from the combination of will and power; therefore power 

is not posterior to or dependent on kn01vledge. That is 

to say knowledge is subordinate to events which are 

caused by power. l 

This argument seems to be weak, for while it is true 

of acquired human knowledge as it derives from the 

observation of events beyond man's agency and foreknowledge, 

it should not be true of divine knowledge as nothing can 

lie outside his absolute ,power and all-embracing knowledge. 

Moreover, it is one of man's limitations not to be able 

to forecast with precision an event in the future. However, 

since the Supreme Being is perfect He is free of any such 

limitations. Furthermore, thinking before action is 

necessary and an action devoid of a previous plan is 

inconceivable for God. In fact it was this conception of 

a comprehensive and unimpeded divine knowledge that made 

Ibn Sina consider this knowledge sufficient for 

realisation of a thing and identify His power and l,ofill 

with it. 2 

The weakness in the mutakallims' position can 

further be illustrated by al-Razi's answer to the question: 

Can God's power operate against His knowledge? His answer 

is that as far as it is possible it can so operate. 3 He 

1. Ibid., p. 1290 

2. !';aj at, p. 251. 

3. "T .' . 'uqiil, f. 76ao 
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fails to notice that any conflict betvleen pOTNer and 

knowledge must arise from defect or inadequacy in one or 

the other, whereas impotence and ignorance is inconsistent 

with the notion of Godhead, just as is a disharmony among 

the divine attributes. The question is, therefore, 

irrelevant in considering the concept of divinity. 

Leaving his attempt to support the theological 

position, al-Razi advances his own arguments for the 

arbitrary exercise of divine power. In the IvIa 'alim Usul 
9 

aI-Din he maintains that effectiveness is dependent upon 

the prior receptivity of the result (the created object); 

the impossible and the necessary cannot receive influence. 

Hence, if the only basis for the exercise of power were 

the admissibility (jawaz) of its result (i.e. a contingent), 

and if every contingent were equally liable to either 

existence or non-existence, any intervention that might tip 

the balance in the favour of the former must come from a 

free agent, there being no primary compulsion or necessity 

for action. l This argument, it will be recognised, 

depends on the nature of the created beings, whereas the 

previous discussions centered on the nature of the 

Necessary Being. 

Al-Razi advances another argument for the Free Agent, 

based on the impermanency and variability of created things 

the very variety of which must be the expression of an 

independent will. If God were bound to act in accordance 

with an imperative necessity, there would be a constant 

1. Ma'alim, p. 42; N. 'Uqul, f. 58b. 
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sameness in the sequence of events. l 

In a third argument al-Razi considers the conce~t 

of the determining factor. Proceeding from the generally 

agreed postulate that every contingent entity owes its 

existence to a determining factor, the universe as contingent 

entity must have been either possible or necessary. ~ovlever, 

it cannot be necessary, because then the action of the 

Creator would be dependent on a prior determinant; and if 

this were not so, then the universe would be coeternal 

with its Creator. Moreover, if it required a determinant 

this determinent would need to be co-eternal, provided, 

of course, that the determining factor were itself eternal. 

However, if the determinant were teoporal, this would 

necessitate a prior determinant, and so ad infinitum, 

producing a condition of infinite regress. Therefore 
2 Godts actions must be voluntary. 

The argument from determination had in fact been used 

by the philosophers against the theologians in their 

insistence on the necessa~J relation of cause to effect, 

and then simultaneity in creation. The response of the 

theologians was that God's creative power is potential and 

becomes actual by a subsequent exercise of Wi1l3 ; and 

1. l'ila 'alim, p. 42. 
2. Muhassal, p. 116; Arba'in, p. 129; N. 'Uqul, f. 56b. . .. 
3. In al-Razi's opinion the attribute of power is a 

positive quality, and its effect is a mental 
consideration. N. 'Uqul, f. 58a. 
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moreover, one cannot speak of necessary causal relation

ships in respect of God, who can act independently of 

determinants. 1 

In connection with the problem of divine power, another 

issue entered into the discussion; is God capable of 

creating things which are seen to be cruel, evil and 

unjust? The Mu'tazilite al-Nazzam maintained that He was 
o 0 

not, although most of the other members of the school 

believed that He was. The latter argue that just as God 

has purpose when He inflicts retributive suffering on 

evil-doers, this purpose is not restricted to such 

instances and may be inscrutably influential in other 
2 circumstances also. The Ash'arites would agree with 

this, but add that while God is capable of creating 

suffering and evil, these are implicit in the creative act 

and can only be understood as such through revelation. 

When revelation is not granted, then God's actions tovmrds 

mankind must be regarded as neutral. 3 

On examining the position taken by the philosophers 

and theologians on the question of divine power, it can 

be said that they are not so far apart as the heat of 

argument might suggest. The chapter on divine attributes 

in general has already reviewed discussion as to whether 

the attribute of power is identifiable with divine essence, 

and here the point a t issue is ho'tV' this power opera tes, by 

1. Mu~a?~al, p. 118; Arba'in, p. 127; cf. Tahafut, p. 90; 

Iqti~ad, p. 49; Tam~id, p. 52. 
2. N. 'Uqul, f. 74a. 
3. Ibid. 



151 

necessity or by choice. It is apparent that the argument 

is ultimately reducible to the problem of creation ex 

nihilo, exhibiting the same arbitrariness in premises and 

weakness in reasoning therefrom. 

The intellectual honesty of al-Razi led him to 

conclude that neither revealed scripture nor human reasoning 

could supply an adequate or satisfying answer to these 

problems and ultimately he found that only in faith could 

man arrive at satisfaction which vTould sustain him in a 

mysterious world. This conclusion, which was arrived at 

while dealing with the question of the creation of the 

world, is also valid with regard to the question at issue. 

Divine Attribute of Kno1vledge and the Controversy 

on God's Knowledge of Particular~ 

The Muslim theologians and philosophers are unanimous 

on the general principle that God knows o However, they 

are in disagreement as to h01v He knows and whether this 

knowledge includes only universals or is a comprehensive 

knowledge covering all particulars. They are also at 

variance on the definition of knowledge and its connotations. l 

The philosophic defintion of knowledge is that it is 

the reflection of the image of the known in the knower's 

fi I-nafs mutabaqa li-l-ma'lUm).2 . 
This definition, according to al-Razi, would lead us to 

difficulties'; how, for example, can rivers and mountains be 

1. N. Iqd~m, p. 2150 

2. r'labahith, vol. 2, pp. 460, 469; I":afatil;, vol. 1, p. 280; 
• 

Arba'in, p. 137; r'Ta~alib, vol. 1, f. 2b; :;ajat, p. 247; 

N. 'UqiU, f. l03a. 
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reflected in our small minds; secondly, how can self-cognition 

be explained by this definition, and thirdly our thi~~ing 

about the non-existent cannot be the impression 0= the 

knowable in our mindso l He also criticises various 

definitions given by al-Ash'ari,. al-Baqillani, al-Juwayni 

and al-Ghazali. 2 In al-Razi's opinion knowledge cannot 

be defined. Our inability to define something is either 

due to its obscurity or due to its abolute manifestness. 

It is because of its absolute manifestness that we are 

unable to define knowledge. Therefore, it is self-evident. 3 

Another reason for the indefinibility of knowledge is that 

everything other than know'ledge is understood through 

knowledge, thus it is impossible that there should be some

thing by means of which the nature of knowledge could be 

comprehended. Another proof is that the knowledge of 

self-existence is necessary, and the conception of knowle~ge 

is part of this necessary notiono 4 

Although al-Razi did not attempt to define knowledge, 

nevertheless he tried to describe it. To him, knowledge 

is a special relation between the known and the knowero 

He calls this relation nisba or idafa? The origin of this • 

1. Mafati~, vol. 1, p. 280. 
2. Ibid., p. 281. 
3. Ibid.; Ma'alim, p. 5. 
4. r1$~~al, p. 69; Arba'in, p. 156; !vIafati{.1, vol. 1, 

p. 280 •. By this definition al-Razi differs from the 
mutakallims who consider this special re1a:ion bet'.;een 
the known and the knower as a consequence of kno~.;ledge 

but not knowledge itself (Arba'in, p. 155)· 

5. Arba'in, p. 155. 
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description of knowledge cannot be traced back to the 

earlier mutakallims, but as has already been discussed, 

the terms nisba and i~a:fa were used by the philosophers 

as substitutes for divine attributes, whereby they wanted 

to free God from plurality or essential changes. 1 ~,'e 

have also seen al-Shahrasta:ni and before him al-Ghazali 

using these terms in their classifications of divine 

attributes. 2 

In many places al-Razi compares the relation between 

the thing known and the knower to the relation of the 

number one to other numbers, in order to demonstrate that 

by such relations the number one is not involved in any 

kind of plurality. Furthermore these relationships are 

not conducive to any change in the nature of the number. 3 

It can be claimed however that al-Razi's main purpose 

in espousing such an understanding of knowledge was to 

counter the strong philosophic argument that if God knew 

things qua things then a change in God's essence would be -
inevitable. 4 

However, the objection could be made that although 

such a formula may be an answer to the philosophic 

argument and save God's essence from temporal changes, 

it cannot on the other hand be either a consistent explanation 

1. Najfit, p. 251; Iqti~a:d, p. 72. 
2. Supra (Chapter: Divine Attributes). 
3. Arba'in, pp. 135, 137, 140, 141, 1430 Ea'alim, p. 48. 

Cf. Rasa:~il al-Kindi al-Falsafiyya, ed. Eu.Q.ammad 'Abd 

al-Hadi, volo 1, pp. 148-51. 
4. Eafa:ti~, vol. 4, p. 54; Ha'alim, p. 41; Arb a 'in, p. 141. 
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of the mechanism of knowing, or a feasible solution for 

differences between the philosophers and the theologians 

on the problem of divine knowledge. 

The relations conceived of by al-Razi which 

have been compared to the relation of the number one to 

other numbers or the relation of a central point in a 

circle to all points on the circumference are passive and 

dead relations, whereas knowing something although still 

a relation is an active interrelationship distinguishing 

it from other types of relations existent between every 

two entities in the universe. Furthermore God's power has 

also relations with the created world as has been 

accepted by al-Razi so that he describes divine power as 

"real with a relative quality".l This relationship is 

not identical with that existent between the known and the 

knower. It follows that as these relations are non-active 

and indistinguishable from other types of relations, 

they can only be an incomplete explanation of knowledge 

and are also defective when applied to divine knowledge. 

Al-F~zi divides knowledge into two: a) Conceptions 

(Ta~awwurat); b) Propositions (Ta~diqat). 

The Tasawwurat are also divided into two: 
• 

1. Evident; such as our image of cold and hot. 

2. Acquired, such as our image of jinns. 

The Tasdiqat in turn are divided into two: 
• 

1. Evident; e.g. the fact that one cannot negate and 

affirm something simultaneouslyo 

10 Supra (Chapter: Divine Power). 
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2. Acquired; the unity of God, or the creation of the 

world out of nothingo l 

He also draws a distinction between knor,rledge and 

belief (al-i'tiqadat) such that the latter includes only 

ta~diqat leaving out ta~awwurat; thus he conceives of 

knowledge as the more comprehensive term. 2 

Having made these preliminary observations, we will 

now discuss God's attribute of knowledge as viewed by 

the philosophers on the one hand, and the theologians on 

the other. 

The philosophers adopted two approaches in their 

treatment of the issue. The first is that God, being 

the cause of all the created world knows everything. If 

He knows things other than Himself He must also know 

Himself. 3 This argument was also approved by al-Ghazali. 4 

The second approach is that God is living and that He is 

immaterial. Every living immaterial entity is capable of 

self-know'ledge. By self-knowledge He is also aware of 

His being the Origin (al-Mabda~) of the contingent entities. 

Thus He knows Himself and other things. 5 

1. Ma'alim, p. 5; Mafati~, vol. 1, p. 79; this classification 

is almost the same as that of the logicians in general 

and that of al-Ghazali in particular (al-Ghazali, 

Mi~akk al-Na?ar, p. 6). 
2. Mafatif' vol. 1, p. 281. 
3. N. 'Uqul, f. l05b; f.1abal;i th, vol. 2, p. 469. 

4. Iqtirad, p. 46. 
5. Maba~th, vol. 2, p. 468; N. 'UqUl, f. l05b; ~isala, 

p. 58; rITa 'a:lim, p. 42. Al-Shahrastam refutes the 

second theo~J stating that being immaterial is not 

conducive to self-cognition (N. IQdam, p. 224). 
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However, the philosophers are not unanimous in their 

understanding of divine know'ledge. Some of them hold 

that He possesses only self-knowledge, whereas others 

claim that He knows Himself and the universals. l Ibn Sina 

is among the latter whom al-Ghazali credits as accepting 

Godts knowledge of Himself and the universals, but 

criticizes for believing that knowing particulars is 

conducive to plurality.2 

The most controversial point on ~Thich the philosophers 

seem to be in agreement and which has drawn strong 

criticisms from the mutakallims is their denial of God's 

knowledge of particulars. It should be noted that the 

philosophers' conception of God's knowledge of others is 

different from that of the mutakallims. By accepting a 

divine knowledge of universals the philosophers imply that 

God knows things from His being the cause of their 

origination. Thus His knowledge is a causal knowledge 

which does not depend on things qua things.3 It follows -
that as universals are static and are abstract rules they 

are known by God whereas particulars are not known by Him 

1. N. Iqdam, p. 215; N. 'Uqul, fo l05a. 

2. Tahafut, po 192. 
3. Najat, p. 247; Risala, po 630 In fact the philosophers 

are not explicit in denial of God's knowledge of 
particulars. In their opinion the tenth Intellect 

(al-'aql al-fi'al) is concerned with the particular 
affairs in the sublunar world and naturally knovTS 

them. This knowledge of particulars can be ascribed 
to the First Cause through intermediary intellects. 
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because they are subject to time which means they are 

ever-changing, and changing events should not be known 

to God.
l 

To prove why God should not know particular 

events, they advance this argument; God's know'ledge of 

Zayd's being out while he is out is a true knowledge. 

However, when he enters the house there are two alterna-

tives regarding this knowledge: it will either change 

with the change of the event, in which case changeability 

of God's knowledge will be conceded, or it will remain 

unchanged, in which case, ignorance would replace God's 

knowledge, because this knowledge no longer reflects the 

new event. 2 

The mutakallims are divided into two camps in answering 

this argument; some of them counter it by maintaining 

that God knows everything since eternity and His knowledge 

1. f1aba\ti th, vol. 2, p. 475; Arba'in, p. 138; Ha 'alim, 
p. 41; r1afatig., vol. 2, p. 317, vol. 3, p. 454, vol. 4, 
p. 54, 259, vol. 7, p. 24. Cf. Tahafut, p. 163; 
N. Iqdam, p. 215. 

20 Arba'in, p. 138; N. 'Uqul, f. l04a. Apart from the 
possibility of change in God's knowledge on acceptance 
of His knowledge of particulars, there are other 
correlated difficulties such as: He would be at the 
same time active by being the cause of the known 

things, and passive by knowing them which is unacceptable. 
Secondly, He would be considered as a body in order 
to contain changing accidents. Thirdly, He ~ould be 
considered as acquiring perfection by knowing particu

lars which again is absurd (:,:Iabal1ith, vol. 2, p. 471). 
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",;lA. 
of 'toJhat "llouId hap:pen in the future is the same ~r..owledge 

when it actually happens. Therefore, neither change nor 

ignorance in His knowledge is involved in that particular 
1 event. This answer did not satisfy Abu Husayn al-3asri 

00' 

a notable r1u 'tazili te theologian whom al-Razi quotes 

abundantly. He advances five proofs against this theory, 
">~ 

arguing that our kno'tiledge of what would happen in the 

future is not the same when it actually happens, mainly 

because our present speculation about future events occurs 

under different circumstances from when these events 

actually take place, by which time our knowledge of the 

same fact would be determined by co-extensive circumstances0 2 

This argument seems to have had an influence on al-Razi 

though he indicates the difficulties implicit in it. 3 

The second answer which is also al-Razi's choice is 

that change is inevitable in knowledge when the known 

changes, but occurrence of change and alterations are 

rejected only in God's essence and His real attributes, 

whereas, in relative attributes these cannot be denied. 4 

This answer does not seem to be satisfactory, since 

knowledge is among the attributes which are real but with 

an aspect of relativenesso 

If the arguments and the counter-arguments are closely 

examined, it will be noticed that the main cause of 

10 r:raba~th, vol. 2, p. 447; Arba'in, p. 138; Ma'~lim, p. J2. 

20 Arba'in, p. 1390 

3. Ibid. , p. 1400 

4. Ibid., po 1410 
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differences arises from comparing divine knowledge to 

human knowledge. Nonetheless, the philosophers should be 

less often accused of the error of such a comparison as 

they regarded God IS kno'VTledge as prior to the knowable, 

which is unlike human knowledge, but how this prior know

ledge should exclude the knowledge of particulars has not 

been convincingly proved by them. The inevibility of 

change which they inferred from the example of Zayd, is 

true of human knowledge, but not necessarily true of 

divine knowledge. Thus in their first premise the 

philosophers were right in differentiating between divine 

and human kno'VTledge, but in the second (God's kno'Vlledge 

of particulars) they failed to observe the same rule. 

However it can be argued that as there is no place for change 

and coincidence in this universe, and regularity and 

meticulous order are the primary principles of any 

permanent existence; thus why should particular events not 

be known by causal knowledge (which is prior to the event) 

and why should particular events not be linked to the 

universal knowledge which the philosophers admit God 

possesses? Secondly the main reason for alterations in 

our knowledge is our lack of full acquaintance with the 

rules governing the universe. As we know more, our 

predications about future events will be more accurate. 

Moreover, it is a fact that one of the main obstacles to 

a comprehensive and a far-reaching knowledge is the 

phenomenon of time, and since time is not a hindrance 

to God's knowledge and God is not subject to the 
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limitations of time and space,it thus fOllows that it is 

quite possible that any event whether universal or 

particular or whether a prior cause or a posterior 

effect is known by God. 

Apart from the apologetic arguments presented 

above al-Razi argues positively for a comprehensive and 

unlimited divine knowledge. These arguments can be 

summarized as follows: 

1. The full regularity in the mechanism of all living 

bodies is evidence for a caretaker, who possesses the 

knowledge of every particular event. Furthermore, the 

growth of man from embryo to manhood cannot be super

vised except by an omniscient God. l 

Al-Shahrastani in his treatment of the same issue 

goes further in saying that if the delicate integration 

of particulars is removed, then there would not be balance 

and harmony in this world. Thus balance and harmonious 

occurrences of events can only be achieved by a very fine 

skill which is the product of a penetrating knowledge. 

Otherwise, the knowledge of universals which exist only 

mentally and are not manifest on the material plane cannot 
2 

procure the order and harmony existent in the world. 

2. God is the cause of all created beings. He is also 

the Giver of shapes and characteristics, which make one 

entity distinct from the other. Therefore, He must know 

everything of which He is the creator0 3 

1. Mabahith, vol. 2, p. 481; Ma'a1im, p. 41; N. ·Uqul, 
• 

f. 104b; Mafati~, vol. 7, p. 24; Risala, p. 63. 

2. N. Iqdam, p. 2240 
30 Ma'alim, p. 41; Naba{lith, vol. 2, p. 484. 
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30 Comprehensive knowledge is an attribute of perfection, 

therefore it should be possessed by God. l However, in 

some of his works al-Razi considers this last proof weak 

and rhetorical. 2 

In his interpretation of the Qur'anic verse 6.59 he 

explains the phrase mafati~ al-ghayb as denoting either 

absolute power, or absolute knowledge, and attempts on 

this basis to establish God's knowledge of particularso 3 

He also refers to the verse 7.89 as evidence for God's 

knowledge of particulars. Interpreting the verse he gives 

sixteen probabilities as instantly known by God. These 

probabilites are the knowledge of a single entity in 

respect of its present, past and future and non-existence. 4 

One of the important arguments of the opponents of 

the mutakallims is that if God knew particulars, as the 

particulars are various, His knowledge too in order to 

correspond to them must be various. Therefore, if He 

knew particulars His knowledge would not be one but many.5 

This has been challenged by al-Razi on the grounds 

that a knowledge can cover two conceptions; for example 

our knowledge of the opposition of white and black includes 

both conceptions of whiteness and blackness. Secondly, 

the idea of attribution includes both the attribute and 

the attributed. 6 

1. Ma'alim, p. 410 
2. Mabatith, vol. 2, p. 484. 
30 Mafati~, volo 4, p. 54; see also vol. 3, p. 454. 

40 Ibid., vol. 4, p. 2590 
5. Arba'in, p. 137; Maba~th, vol. 2, p. 471. 
6. N. 'Uqul, f. 1l6b; Maba~th, vol. 2, p. 471. 
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Another answer to the question is that God's knovlledge 

is single but the relations between this knowledge and the 

multitude of the knowable are many. This last argument 

is similar to al-Shahrastani's view that what is one is 

His ability of knowing, which shows the flexibility of 

knowledge in receiving various impressions. Therefore, 

knowledge of many things is not conducive to plurality 

in God's essence. l 

After this presentation the philosophic arguments 

and counter-arguments by the theologians let us now 

discuss the theological method of proving God's knowledge. 

The first and the most important argument of the 

theologians is that God knows, because the universe is 

in balance and constant order. These harmonious phenomena 

cannot be realised without a governing knowledge. 2 The 

same argument can be found in the teachings of al-Ash'ari, 

al-Baqillani and al-Ghazali. 3 

The second argument which has been advanced by 

al-PAzi for God's absolute knowledge is that He is powerful 

and has a free will. If He possesses these qualities He 

must also be knowing, because before He exercises His 

power He must conceive and envisage the things He is going 

to create. It follows that God possesses absolute knowledgeo 4 

The Ash'arite argument that if God did not have 

knowledge then He would have the opposite of it, which is 

1. N. Iqdam, po 236. 
2. Arba'in, p. 133; Ha'alim, p. 40; N. 'UqUl , f. 102b. 

3. K. c Luma , p. 10; Tamhid, p. 47; Iqti~ad, p. 470 

4. N. 'UqUl, f. l05a. 
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ignorance,has not been accepted by al-Razi on the grounds 

that if one does not have a certain quality it does not 

mean that one should have its opposite. l 

It should also be mentioned here that the Ash'arite 

theologians have conceived knowledge as a separate 

attribute additional to God's essence, which contradicts 

the Mu'tazilite theSis that God knows by virtue of His 

very essence. To prove this they mainly concentrate on 

the difference between essence and attribute. 2 AI-Razi 

alludes to the verse 4.166 as evidence for God's knowledge 

as a separate quality.3 

In conclusion, if the two approaches are compared it 

will be noticed that the differences which separated the 

theologians from the philosophers in the demonstration of 

God's attribute of knowledge are in some ways identical 

with their differences ·o~ the problem of God's existence 

where the philosophers attempted to prove God's existence 

by the very notion of existence with no fundamental 

reference to the created world, whereas the theological 

approach was to prove God's existence by His creation. 4 

Similarly, here, in proving God's quality of knowledge 

the philosophers base their argument on the very notion 

of Godhead; whereas the theologians start from the 

conspicuous features of the visible world as the basis for 

1. Arba'In, p. 146; cf. K. Luma', p. 110 
2. Ma'alim, p. 48; N. 'Uqul, f. l09a; I·~W;a~~al, p. 1310 

3. Mafatih,vol. 3, p. 344. 
. . 

4. Supra (Chapter: Creation ex nihilo). 
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God's absolute knowledge. 3eing well-acquainted with ooth 

schools, al-Razi incorporated elements of both in his 

treatment of the issue. He acts selectively in the 

establishment of his opinions. However, his theory of 

knowledge as a specific relationship between the knower 

and the thing known as a compromise solution between the 

two schools had its own difficulties which have been 

indicated previously. AI-Razi becomes more ambiguous when 

he attempts to define God's attribute of knowledge in terms 

of this relationshipl, just as when he goes into unnecessary 

and lengthy discussions on unimportant details. Such 

details sometimes leave his major points unattended to, 

since the places where he puts emphasiS cannot be easily 

identified. Nevertheless, his writings are a very good 

example of the reconciliation of free thinking with dogma. 

In this field he made an undeniable contribution. 

Divine '-fill 

The main argument on the question of Divine 1:!ill is 

between the Ash'arites and the Mu'tazilites. Among the 

latter al-Nazzam maintained that God wills by virtue of 
.. 0 

His very essence, thus rejecting the Ash'arite theory of 

separate attributes. Of more imuortance is the theory 

held by the Mu'tazilite scholars like Abu Hashim and 

aI-Qadi 'Abd al-Jabbar that God possesses an originated 
o 

but unlocated will which has been the focus of criticisms 

by the Ash' ari te school. 2 The reason ~ihy the r.Iu' ta~ili tes 

1. Na'alim, p. 48. 
2. N. 'Uqul, f. 117b; :'..rba' in, p. 153; Lut-a~ ~al, ~'. 121; 

see also N. Iqdam, po 238; Iqti~ad, p. 48. 
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argued for an originated will is probably tha: by suc~ a 

theory they could avoid ascribing temporal events to a 

permanent eternal will as the Ash'arites do; accordingly, 

to free God from any temporality, they defended an 

originated will as the determinant factor of anything 

temporal. On the other hand, by modifying this originated 

attribute as unlocated (without substratum) they wanted 

to bring it into accord with the prerequisites of the 

Supreme Being, thus' differentiating it from human 

characteristics. Although such a conception of divine 

will has its logical basis for its validity, it is not 

without its difficulties. These difficulties have been 

presented by al-Razi as follows: 

i) The existence of an accident without locus is 

" "bl 1 ~mposs~ e. 

ii) If an unlocated will is appropriate for God, why 

should it not be so for human beings? If this is 

answered by the argument that God has no substratum, and 

therefore an unlocated will is more suitable for Him, 

the counter-argument can be made that God's not having a 

substratum is a negative quality. A negative quality 

t b b f ""t 2 canno e a ase or pr20r2 y. 

iii) If His will is originated, then a prior will will 

be necessary as the cause of existing will, which would 

lead to the acceptance of infinite regression. 3 

1. Arba'in, p. 154; N. 'UqUl, f. 19a. 

2. r.:a 'alim, p. 50; Arba'in, P. 1540 

3. Na'alim, p. 50; 7'T .... .. 'UCiUl, f. 118b. 
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iv) Accepting an originated divine attribu~e necessitates 

the acceptance of temporal events in God's essence rtl?lich 

has been strongly rejected by both philosophers and 

theologians. 1 

The argument which has been put forward by al-Ash'ari 

for the jutification of a separate will is that w'hat has 

been created should be willed, a thesis which he supports 

by the Qur'anic verse "fa' 'a.lun lima yurid". otherwise, 

if there is any occurrence beyond this will it will 

necessitate His impotence which is absurd. It follows 

that every created entity is decreed by a divine willo 2 

The later theologians of the same school, al-Baqillani, 

al-Ghazali and al-Razi, have developed another argument 

to indicate their position. It runs: any observable 

temporal event takes place at a particular point of time 

with the possibility of happening before or after that 

pOint. Therefore, a factor is needed for the choosing 

of a particular event in a particular time. This factor 

is no other than divine will. 3 

Al-Shahrastani adopts a different approach, maintaining 

that God's creation of certain contingent entities and 

his leaving out of others at His own discretion, is the 

1. N. 'Uqul, f. l19a; IvIa 'a1im, p. 50. 
2. 

3. 
K. Luma " p. 24. 

Tamhid, p. 47; Iqti~ad, p. 47; Ma'a1im, po 45; 
'u -, f Arba'in, p. 147; r·1u.lJ.a¥~al, p. 121; N. qu_, • 117b. 
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main evidence for God's attribute of will. l Al-Razi 

approaches the same view by claiming that the char~cterization 

of the contingent entities with distinctive features, 

which are logically interchangeable between different 

entities, is the act of a free and willing power. 

The argument based on the assumption that it is quite 

possible for any event to take place prior or posterior 

to the actual time of occurrence has its disadvantages 

for al-Shahrastani and al-Razi both of whom denied any 

conception of time before the creation of the world. They 

propounded a sixth type of priority by which God precedes 

the universe. This precedence is not in terms of time. 2 

The disadvantage is the inference that if there is no 

time before the creation of the world, then the question 

of the possibility that the creation of the world could 

have been before or after the actual time is irrelevant. 

However, the argument of priority and posteriority is 

valid in respect of phenomena after the creation. But as 

it does not work when applied to the most important event, 

the creation of the world, it remains unpersuasive. 

1. N. Iqdam, p. 242. Although al-Ghazali maintains the 
same view by his theory that the revolutions of the 
celestial spheres can be reversed with no difference 

in their pOSitions, a view which was also borrowed by 
al-Razi, here the fact that al-Shahrastan! lays special 
emphasis' on it to the exclusion of other proofs is 

significant. (Iqti~ad, p. 47.) 
2. Supra (Chapte~: Creation ex nihilo). 
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It seems that when al-Shahrastani by-passed the 

argument of priority and posteriority and clung to the 

theory of the selective contingent, he was fully aware of 

the above-mentioned counter-proof, whereas al-~azi, by 

defending the argument, raises doubts about his consistency. 

There are other attempts to argue against the 

Ash'arite theory of God's attribute of will. One of the 

strong arguments is that any kind of possible creation 

should be preconceived by God's knowledge, as what God 

knows to be created and what not to be created is an 

unchangeable rule, the contrary of which is impossible. 

Therefore, his preference of creating one kind of the 

contingent over the other chould be dete~ined by His 

knowledge not by a separate will. l 

Another argument is that what God's power affects is 

what He creates, thus creation is carried out solely by 

His power. Therefore, there is no need for a separate 

divine will. 2 This argument was refuted by al-Ghazali, 

al-Shahrastani and al-Razi, who based themselves on the 

counter-argument that any contingent is on an equal basis 

with respect to divine power, i.e. as far as the object 

to be affected is contingent, it is equal to the influence 

of divine power in whatever shape or size it is required 

that it should be affected. This requirement cannot be 

fulfilled by power as it only affects but does not select. 

1. N. 'UqUl, f. lISa; cf. Iqti¥ad, -:J. 47; :T. I~da:m, p. 24C. 

2. N. f U q ul , f. 12 Oa 0 -------
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Therefore, the necessity for an executive will to decree 

the times and the shapes of the contingent is evident. l 

As will be noticed an analogy between kno'\'lledge and 

will is more intelligible than an analogy between power 

and will. The counter-argument which has been put 

forward by three prominent exponents of the Ash'arites 

that kno,\,lledge is SUbordinate to the known is a weak 

argument in the case of divinity, whereas it is valid 

with regards to human knowledge, because having a limited 

kno"Vlledge we cannot accurately speculate about future 

events. But this accurate information can be obtained from 

a comprehensive knowledge based on the regular and 

non-accidental proccedings of events from the past to 

the future. Such a comprehensive know'ledge is wi thin the 

reach of divinity. It follows that divine knowledge is 

prior to any events and is not SUbordinate to them. 2 

The Ash'arite conception of divine will, furthermore, 

is a will not dependent on any factor which may partake 

in its function. 3 The rejection of a factor or an aim as 

a basis for God's preference of something over another is 

based on the argument that if God willed according to a 

factor, or to achieve an advantage, this would lead us to 

consider the infinite regression of factors which are all 

originated, previous to the one at issue. Also, if ~od's 

acts are based on the idea of attracting advantages, and 

1. Ibid. 
2. Supra (Chapter: ~ivine Power)o 

3. N. 'UqUl, f. l20a. 
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avoiding disadvantage, this would lead us to the ass~~tion 

that God acquires perfection by such act which is valid 

only in the human case. Thus al-Razi states: 

an yakiin af'aluh tab'a: li-l-masalih." 1 
• 9 

"fa stahal 
9 

It is also the Ash'arite b8lief that God's acts of 

willing and creating have not any purpose of good and 

evil. They become good and evil when they are associated 

with human will which has been ordered to act according 

to divine revelation. 2 The neutrality of God's actions 

and their disassociation from any purpose is against the 

literal understanding of many Qur~anic verses which 

express God's purpose of creation. Noreover a will 'vi th 

no basis to function on is unintelligible to the human 

mind, as we cannot think of any conscious discretion 

without a reason for preferring something over the other. 

A will functioning efficiently regardless of any purpose 

seems to imply the acceptance of efficient coinCidence, 

which is contrary to the idea of efficient will. It 

follows that if God possesses a will which when put in 

intelligible terms violates the very concept of will and 

becomes something nearer to coinCidence, then the name of 

such a divine quality, which the Ash'arites differentiated 

from divine knowledge and power, should not be will proper; 

or by necessity it should be called will only metaphorically. 

1. Naballlth, vol. 2, p. 4830 
2. N. Iqdam, p. 2560 
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Divine Attributes of Hearing and Seeing 

Unlike the attributes of knowledge, po .... rer and \vill, 

the attributes of hearing and seeing are closely connected 

with human beings. This peculiarity as opposed to other 

attributes caused some Hu 'tazili tes to include these t-;vo 

a ttri but es in the attribute of knolvledge. l It has also 

led the theologians and the philosophically minded scholars 

to invesitgate the true nature of the mechanisms of 

h · d . 2 ear1ng an see1ng. 

In order to draw a distinction bet'tveen seeing and 

knowing al-Razi argues that there is a difference between 

the states of thinking of something and seeing it. rIoreover 

we may see what we do not know and know what we do not 

see. Therefore seeing and hearing are not the same as 

knowledge but are separate qualities. 3 

As to the physical process of hearing and seeing to 

which al-Razi devotes thirteen folios in his Nihayat al-'Uqul, 

the mutakallims' position does not seem to be on a scientific 

basis. Al-Razi rejects the theory that hearing is the 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Kitab al-Ibana, p. 
N. 'Uqul, f. l3la; 
N. 'UqUl, f. l3lb. 
ma'akuma asma'u wa 

42; I1u.hassal, p. 124. 
« .« 

Arba'in, p. 168. 
He also considers the verse "inni 

ara" (20.46) as evidence for the distinct-------------------------
iveness of these two qualities from knowledge. He interprets 
"inni ma'akuma" as denoting knowledge and takes the 
word asma'u wa ara at their face value. Otherwise, 

if these two meanin~s were to be taken ~s i~plying 

knowledge, then there ",ould be a pOintless tautology 

(Hafati{l, volo 6, p. 39). 
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reception by the ear of sound \mves, and tha~ seeing is 

a sense perception. l However, as regards the latter, in 

some of his works he modifies his position, maintaining 

that although it might be true that seeing is a sense 

perception, nevertheless it is something extraneous to 

sense perception -- a view which accepts sense perception 

d ot o f . 2 S h as a con 1 10n 0 see1ng. uc an unscientific explanation 

seems to be the result of confrontation with the 

philosophic argument that since seeing and hearing are 

3 sensory impressions they should not be ascribed to God. 

The mutakallims have presented two major arguments 

for the validity of the attributes of hearing and seeing. 

The first argument which was used by al-Ash'ari4 is that 

every living entity is capable of the qualities of hearing 

and seeing, or their opposites, deafness and blindness. 

It is necessa~J that a living entity should be qualified 

by these qualities or by their opposites; thus there is 

no third alternative. It is also a prerequisite for the 

deity to possess the qualities of perfection and be free 
~~ 

of defective attributes. As seeing and hearing are the 

qualities of perfection and their oPPosites, blindness 

and deafness, are imperfection. God should have the 

attributes of hearing and seeing.5 

1. rvla 'alim, p. 43; Arba'in, p. 169; 1~. 'Uqiil, f. 131a. 

2. Arba'in; p. 169; N. 'Uqul, f. 131b. 

30 N. 'Uqul, f. 145a; Arba'In, D. 173. 

4. K. Luma', p. 25. 
5. N. 'Uqul, f. 140a; Arba' in, p. 170; Hu~a¥1al, D. 12J.. 
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Although a mutakallim al-Razi does not accept this 

argument. He advances various objections to disprove the 

argument. Firstly, the analogy between our living and 

divine living is unsound, since His life is different 
1 

from ours by essence o Secondly, even if a similarity is 

conceded, why should it be necessary for God to possess 

either these qualities or their opposites, because one 

may lack a quality but still not adopt its opposite. For 

blindness and deafness are not in reality the opposites 

of seeing and hearing, since blindness and deafness are 

the non-existence of two positive qualities. Thus, 

non-existence of an existential quality is not its 

opposite. Moreover, an entity can have no colour at all, 

like the air, or one can be neither approving nor disapproving 

of something.2 It follows that if someone rejects the 

idea of God's seeing and hearing, it does not signify the 

assumption that he thinks of God as blind or deaf. 

Accordingly, God may not possess hearing and seeing as 

we conceive them but still not be regarded as deaf and blind. 

AI-Rfizi's objection to the last premise of the argument 

is that it is not certain whether the opposites of these 

two qualities are imperfection. For it is imperfection 

in our case not to have the senses of hearing and seeing, 

whereas it may be imperfection in the case of the divinity 

to have these senses. He then puts this into a formula: 

1. N. 'Uqfil, f. 140a. 
2. Arba'In, p. 172. 
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"fa-idh'an. rna huwa naqs fi . l-shahid laysa naqs 
-, 

fi l-gha'ib" 

"Thus what is a defect in the visible l 1-lorld J 

is not a defect in the invisible. ,,1 

If it were possible to predicate certain qualities 

for God through a comparison of His existence with ours 

then He should also have attributed to Him the qualities 

of smelling, tasting and touching, which cannot be ascribed 

to Him.
2 

This last argument was answered by al-Ghazali 

on the grounds that qualities such as enjoyment, suffering 

and desires if closely examined are imperfections in 

themselves, as they are means for perfecting human defects. 3 

Having rebutted the mutakallims' argument for divine 

hearing and seeing, al-Razi further maintains that if the 

mutakallims should attempt to substantiate their thesis by 

an alleged consensus (ijma'), then this consensus should 

depend on a prinCiple derived from the Scripture (e.g., 

"He said fear not. Lo~ I am with you twain, Hearing and 

Seeing". 20.46), and in this case referring directly to 

the scripture would be preferable to depending on the 

above-mentioned ambiguous and inconclusive demonstrations. 4 

However, in his Nihayat al-'Uqul he accepts consensus 

alongside the Qur'anic evidence as supplementary to the 

lattero 5 

10 N. 'UqUl, f. 141a. 

2. Ibid.; r.luhassal, p. 510 . .. 
3. Iqti~ad, p. 51. 

4. Arba'in, p. 172; r1u.f:.a¥~al, p. 1240 

50 N. 'Uqiil, f. 145a. 
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The second rational approach which was firs~ introduced 

Gh - _1 d ltd by al- azal~ ,an a er a vocated by al-Razi, is that 

seeing and hearing are the qualities of perfection, and 

that a person capable of these qualities is closer to 

perfection than a person who lacks them. Therefore, since 

God deserves all kinds of perfection, He must also be 
. d . 2 

hear~ng an see1ng. 

It can be noticed that this proof is in fact a part 

of the previous one. The distinctive feature here is the 

abandonment of the first premise of the former that 

every living body must possess these qualities or their 

opposites. However, as it is simpler and more explicit 

al-Razi defends it. Nevertheless, in his M~a~ral he 

rejects it by the argument that if God should possess 

these qualities only because they are qualities of 

perfection, then it would also be appropriate that He 

should possess qualities such as walking, as a walking man 

is better than the OPposite. 3 

Al-Razi also rejects al-Ghazali's claim that hearing 

and seeing are contributory to a better knowledge. 4 To 

refute this al-Razi argues that the complete knovTledge 

for keeping a delicate balance and harmony in the universe 

precedes the actual creation, and since seeing can be only 

after creation it has no part in the perfect divine 

knowledge0 5 

1. I~ya» , vol. 1, p. 96 ; Iqti~ad, p. 51. 

20 N. 'Uqul, f. 145a; Arba'in, p. 170; r.1a'alim, p. 450 

Cf. Iqti~ad, p. 51. 

3. Muhassal, 
d ., 

p. 124. 

40 Iqti~ad, po 51. - ., he accepts 50 N. 'Uqul, f. 143 b. However, in his Lawam1 

~ 1 =~h!:t7 .. al1 's theo~J (Lawami " p. 239) 0 
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Although this last statement justifies al-Razi in his 

refutation of al-Ghazali, nevertheless it is contradictory 

to his previous contention that knowledge is sUbordinate 

to the known a theory which he also applied to divine 

knowledge. l Furthermore, the same statement throws some 

doubts on the eternity of the attributes of seeing and 

hearing as they can function only after creation, since 

before it there is nothing to see or to hear. 2 Al-Razi's 

answer to this difficulty is that God's hearing and seeing 

are eternal as potential qualities, but their actual 

functions are in time. 3 However, al-Razi concedes that 

this answer can be countered by an argument that the 

potential and active qualities may differ, so that there 

will be many more attributes. This objection was not 

answered by al-PAzi. This tendency towards acceptance of 

originated divine attributes is more obvious when he replies 

to a question of the opponents regarding the originatedness 

of the two attributes at issue: 

"qawluh yalzam an yaki1n ma~aIla Ii l-~awadith 

quIna in 'anayta bi dhalik huduth hadhih I-sifat 
o • 0 

bi-dhatih ba'da an lam yakun haditha fYha, fa-· • 
hadha huwa l-madhhab fa-lima qultum annahu muhal.,,4 • 

1. Supra (Chapter: Divine power). 
2. Arba'in, p. 173; N. 'UqUl, f. l45a. 

3. Ibid. 
4. N. 'Uqul, f. 145a. "As for his argument that it is 

necessary that He should be the locus of temporal events, 
we reply that if you mean by that the tempoyality of 

this attribute which is subsistent in His essence having 
previously not been temporal in it, this is our approach, 

so why do you maintain that it is absurd?" 
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He answers another question of the same nature by 

this statement: 

"fa-lim 180 yajuz an yahduth_ fi dhatih 'ala ma 
o 

dhahaba ilayh al-karramiyya. ,,1 

This is a clear acceptance of the originatedness of 

the attributes of seeing and hearing, which is a sharp 

departure from the traditional Ash'arite school towards 

an anthropomorphic conception of divine attributes. It 

should be recalled that al-Razi claimed the co~tingency 

of divine attributes in general as was discussed in a 
2 previous chapter. However, here he does not find anything 

wrong with the assumption that hearing and seeing can be 

originated attributes ascribalbe to God's essence. 

As to the objection that hearing and seeing are sense 

perceptions and therefore cannot be true of the deity, 

al-R8ozi replies that as we declined the necessity of having 

biological organs for divine power and knowledge, so we 

shOUld decline the necessity of sense perception for 

divine hearing and Seeing.3 This is also al-Ghazali's 

position on the issue. 4 

In conclusion, it can be understood from the fore

going discussions that al-Razi could not produce a rational 

proof for the validity of the attributes of seeing and 

1. Ibid. ','So why is it not possible for them to happen 
[in time] in His essence as the Karramites believe?" 

2. Supra (Chapter: Divine Attributes). 
3. Arba 'in, p. 173; N. 'Uqul, f. 145a. 

4. Ihya~, vol. 1, po 96. 
ft 
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hearing and moreover, he shovTed dissatisfaction wi"th the 

arguments of his predecessors. The only evidence for him 

in this issue is scripture. However, in many places he 

claimed that in rational principles we cannot depend on 

traditional evidence or literal interpretation of 

. t I scrJ.p ure. It follows that al-Razits belief concerning 

these two attributes differs from the position held by 

the Ash'arite school and is difficult to accord with his 

rational approach. His sceptical attitude towards these 

two attributes which are closely associated with human 

characteristics is more noticeable in his statement 

that all the attributes of perfection are confined to the 

two attributes of power and knowledge, which is very 

similar to the r,fu' tazili te position. 2 

})ivine Living 

The Ash'arite argument for a separate attitude of 

living is that essences are all equal in respect of their 

existence. What makes one differ from the other is their 

association with the attribute of living, whereby some 

existent bodies are able to know and influence, whereas 

the entities devoid of this attribute such as the inanimate 

world have neither the quality of knovl1edge nor powero 3 Thus, 

the main features of a living body are knovl1edge and powero 

Any existent entity possessing these two qualities must be 

living as well. 4 

1. N. 'Uqul, f. 144b; Asas, p. 120. 

2. 
30 
4. 

Maf~tih, vol. 1, p. 71; ~rba'In, p. 1540 
• 

Ivlafatih, vol. 4, p. 180 
e 

lb · d --uh 1 121,· T·:a' alim, po 44. J. .; .. ~ e a??a , n. --
p. 47; ~amh~d, ~. 47. --
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Another definition was given by Abu ~usayn al-~asri: 
• 

living is the absence of the impossibility of kno1"ledge 

and pO\·ler. 'This was interpreted by al-Razi as the negation 

of impossibility which means the affirmation of a positive 

predicate. Therefore it is more reasonable to describe it 

positively which renders living an existential divine 

quality. 1 

The philosophic explanation of living, on the other 

hand, is that as a divine attribute it signifies that ~e 

should be endowed vli th perfect knowledge and absolute 

power (darrak, fa·'al).2 

Al-Razi's Ovm conception of living does not accord 

with any of the above-mentioned definitions. In Hafatih 
• 

al-Ghayb, he refutes the Ash'arite theory, maintaining 

that God is different from the rest of existent entities 

by His very essence. Thus, the essential difference is 

not due to essence having the attribute of living as 

al-Ash'ari claims. For if this thesis is accepted, then 

for the different levels of receptivity of essence to the 

attribute of living a determinant would be necessa~J, which 

would lead us to the impasse of infinite regression. 3 

Therefore, the Ash'arite argument for the validity of this 

thesis is weak. 

Al-Razi is also in disagreement with the philosophers' 

definition on the grounds that it does not distinguish the 

attribute of living from the attributes of knowledge and 

1. Mafatih, vol. 2, p. 3150 
• 

2. Ibid., vol. 1, p. 71 

3. Ibid. 
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power, as they equate the latter with the former. I.=ore

over, the attribute of living has no relation to the created 

world, whereas the divine attributes of kno1·rledge and 

power are real as well as relative qualitieso 

Al-Razi criticises the widely-used argument of the 

mutakallims that we can think of God's essence though 

unaware of His attribute of living and that therefore 

living is a separate attribute additional to the essence. 

Al-Razi's criticism is that we cannot comprehend God's 

essence substantially. If our thinking about God's nature 

cannot be conclusive, the mutakallims' theory that we can 

contemplate on God's essence while unaware of His 

attributes is unsound. For there is no definite 

explanation of how we think of God's reality and what 

conceptions with regards to this reality are involved in 

this process. 3ven if this process is described it 

cannot be a proof for any assertion. l 

In fact, this refutation seems to be a self-contra

diction, because as has been observed in the foregoing 

chapters he used the same argument to establish the validity 

of separate divine attributes of knowledge, power and will.2 

The same argument was also employed in proving the duality 

of God's nature -- essence and eXistenceo 3 However, 

al-Razi's position here can be evaluated as the abandon

ment of his former view, as the tafsir where the latter 

1. Maf~ti~, vol. 1, p. 71 
2Q Supra (Chapter: Divine Attributes). 

30 Sunra (Chapter: God's 3xistence). 
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view is expressed is among his latest toachin~s 
""' (5 0 

It follows that al-Razi, unlike his predecessors of 

his school, is not of the opinion ~hat living, lil:e o-:;her 

divine attributes, is an independent quality. His attitude 

in the tafsir 't'lhich suggests the present comment can be 

supported by al-Razi's report of a question by Abu Husayn 
o 

al-Ba~ri "Tho conceived living as a notion inseparable from 

God's essence. Al-Razi regards the question as pertinent 

and leaves it unanswered. l In this, he appears to be 

justified, since living, like eternity, is a substantial 

quality, the non-existence of which adversely affects all 

the divine attributes. Knowledge and p01ver cannot be 

conceived without the presupposition 0: a living existent 

entity. Therefore it is not groundless to say that living 

is an implicit inseparable notion in the very conception 

of the Necessary Beingo 

Another differentiating point is that the effect of 

this attribute is not manifest in the created world, since 

the lives of all the living bodies are rightly ascribed 

to God's power and knowledge, not to His living. The 

fact that the qualities of knowledge and power will not 

function without a preassumed living is paralleled by 

another fact, that all divine attributes cannot function 

without an existing essenceo If living has no manifesta

tion in the created world and is a notion close to the 

concept of existence, then what is the point in ascribing 

this quality which is common to all livine bodies to the 

Supreme 73eing? 

1. Arba'in, p. 1550 



182 

AI-Razi presents three different answers to the 

question in three different places: in Lawami' al-3ayyinat, 

he interprets divine living as implying immortality; 

therefore it differs from the limited lives of mortals as 

the latter have been regarded as dead in the Qur'an even 

during their life-times: 

"Innaka mayyi tun wa-innahum mayyi tiin ,,1 

"Lo thou wilt die, and lo~ they will die" 39.30 

The second answer has been given in the first 

volume of his tafsir where he maintains that being alive 

(~ayy) by itself is not an attribute of praise and can 

only be taken in conjunction 1dth the divine name qayyUm, 

the combination of which signifies absolute knowledge and 
2 power. The third answer has been given in the second 

volume of the tafsir where he interprets living (al-~ayat) 

as absolute perfection, and maintains therefore that, in 

this sense, it becomes an epithet of praise for the deity.3 

lhe Divine Attribute of Speech and the Controversy 

Over the Nature of the Qur'an 

The divine attribute of speech has been a more 

controversial iisue between the Ash 'ari tes and the :'·:u ttazili tes 

than the other attributes, as the views on this issue are 

also the basis for belief concerning whether the ~ur·an 

was created or not. One of the essential differences between 

the Ashtarites and the r:Iu'tazilites is their divergence 

1. Lawami', p. 3030 
2. rVIafatil1, vol. 1, p. 71. 
3. Ibid., vol. 2, p. 315. 
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in their conception of speech (kalam)o ~he latter are of 

the opinion that speech consists of arranged letters and 

combinations of letters vlhich are articulated by the 
1 

tongue. Thus if such a process is attributed to God it 

cannot be an eternal quality, since the pronouncements of 

statements or orders and prohibitions have more to do 

with temporality than eternity. Yet as the Mu'tazilites 

were anti-anthropomorphists they had to disassociate all 

temporal events from the deity. Thus they suggested that 

in order to communicate with His creatures, God creates 

words and sounds in a body, whereby the prophets are 

instructed as to how they should guide their fellow-men. 2 

In fact, this view of the r·lu' tazili tes is in disharmony 

with their general principles of divine attributes which 

are not regarded as separate from Godrs essence, whereas 

the idea that God speaks through~eation of words and 

sounds in a body cannot be identified with His essence. 

It is nearer to the conception of being a separate qualityo 

Moreover, as al-Razi pOints out the explanation of God's 

speech in this way would lead us to accepting that 

temporal events may take place in Godrs essenceo 3 

On the other hand the Ash'arites are of the opinion 

that the real speech is the mental speech and that the 

10 Mu 4tazila, p. 77; Arba'in, p. 176; N. 4Uqiil, f. 123a. 

20 N. Iqdam, p. 279; Arba'in, p. 176; N. 'Uqul, f. 123a; 

rwIa 'alim, p. 54; Muhassal, p. 1240 
• • I 

3. Ma 4alim, p. 54; Mafati~, vol. 4, p. 402 ( Sharafiyya 

ed. used throughout this chapter). Cf. N. Iqdam, p. 280. 
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words and sounds are the means to express it. The mental 

speech is different from will and knowledge. This is also 

their definition of God's attribute of speaking which is 

eternal as it is not words or sounds. l In order to prove 

the thesis of mental speech and to differentiate it from 

will and knowledge al-Razi argues that: 

i) The nature of mental speech does not change in 

respect of time and place, whereas the words denoting 

this mental process change. 

ii) As the words are only the means to express the mental 

speech, what they are is not what they imply (al-dalIl gayr 

al-madlul). 

iii) The intentions and meanings implied by words are 

invariable as to Circumstances, whereas the ways these 

meanings are expressed are circumstantial and variable. 2 

This mental speech is also different from God's will 
, 

as He may will what He does not say, or say what He does 

not will. To the latter al-Razi gives as an example the 

fact that God has ordered the disbelievers to believe, 

whereas He knew from eternity that they will not believe. 

So, since the contrary of His knowledge is an impossible 

occurrence, it is also impossible that God should want 

the disbelievers to believeo 3 

To this aI-Baghdadi adds other examples such as: 

God asked Abraham to slaughter his son while in fact He 

1. Iqti~ad, p. 54; Mu~a~~al, p. 124; Arba'in, p. 177; 

N. 'Uqul, f. 146a. 
2. Arba'in, p. 174; N. 'Uqul, f. 123a; Iqti~ad, p. 54; 

N. Iqdam, p. 2990 

3. Arba'in, p. 175. 
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did not want this from him; and also that God ordered 

satan to prostrate himself, but in fact He did not will 

it. To illustrate this further another example has been 

given which can be found in the works of al-Ghazali and 

al-Razi. This is that a person guilty of beating his 

servant without a legal reason, would, if called upon to 

prove the legality of his action, order his servant to do 

something, while in reality he would want the opposite, 

i.e. he would want the servant not to obey his orders, as 

this would justify his action to the court. It follows 

that mental speech (al-~ukm al-dhihni) is different from 

willo 2 

Al-Razi also disassociates mental statements from 

knowledge and belief, maintaining that fanciful ideas 

occurring to the mind which can be expressed in language 

are neither knowledge nor beliefs, as we neither gain 

information from such ideas nor do we hold them. 3 

By drawing these distinctions between articulated 

speech, will and knowledge al-Razi is establishing the 

existence of something different (which is mental speech) 

from what the Hu'tazilites are negating with respect to 

God (verbal speech). Although al-Razi agrees with the 

Mu'tazilites that verbal speech cannot be ascribed to God, 

nevertheless he advocates the Ash'arite thesis that God 

possesses this intellectual speech which like other divine 

attributes is also eternalo 4 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

aI-Baghdadi, Kitab U~Ul aI-Din, p. 104. 
Ibid.; N. 'UqUJ., f. 124a; Iq ti~ad, p. 550 

Arba'in, p. 176. 
Muhassal, p. 124; Mafatih, vol. 4, p. 280; Arba'in, p. 177. . .. , 



186 

The arguments which al-Razi advances above and which 

were also used by his predecessors do not seem to be 

persuasive. It can reasonably be claimed that speech is 

the expression of will and knowledge. If what are 

pronounced meaningfully can be categorised as statements 

and orders and prohibitions, the former are the expression 

of knowledge in mind, and the latter the expression of 

will. The distinction that al-Razi tried to establish 

between mental speech and will is in fact not obtainable 

unless so· .. called mental speech is expressed in words, in 

which case the difference between what is thought and 

what is articulated can be proved. Otherwise, an 

unexpressed mental speech is not distinguishable from 

prescriptive or informative considerations which are the 

basis of will and knovTledge. It follows that speech is 

only identifiable by its physical operation as the vehicle 

for the expression of ideas which are either subjective or 

objective. Therefore, what the mutakallims try to establish 

as mental speech is not other than will and knowledgeo 

The example of master and servant shows in fact that 

sometimes words can express false desires, and that the 

real intention has not been expressed with corresponding 

words. The disguising of the real will by false state

ments is the product of another will which intervenes 

between the expression and the real will. However, there 

is an agreement between the intervening will and the 

expression. Thus real expressions define real in~entions 

f . t t' ns ~.1·O claim and false expressions define alse In en lO • 
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that false expression can be independent of will is to 

claim that mind is incapable of false intentions. Horeover, 

even if the validity of such an example is conceded in :he 

case of human beings it cannot be claimed that it is also 

applicable to God, since He is free from such human 

characteristics. 

Al-Razi's claim that God does not want belief from 

the disbelievers, as He by His eternal knowledge knows 

that the disbeliever will not believe, would lead to very 

serious consequences if pursued to its logical conclusion. 

For if He only intentionally enjoins belief upon those 

who are going to believe, then what is the purpose of 

revealed religion, and what difference does it make to 

the disbeliever who is previously known not to be going to 

believe? A further point is that the Ash'arites claim 

that God's speech is eternal in which case it can be 

asked how eternal knowledge can precede an eternal 

command. If we accept that God's knowledge precedes His 

speech then we are compelled to agree with the Mu'tazilites 

on the temporality of God's speech and the createdness 

of the Qur~an. Consequently, the arguments of the 

Ash'arite school for a mental speech separate from will 

and kno1vledge has not been convincingly established. 

Having rejected the theory of mental speech and 

upheld verbal speech, the Nu'tazilites do not agree that 

the divine speech is eternal which also led them to the 

necessarJ corollary that the ~ur)an is created. 

concept of the Qur~an depends on the visible revealed 

book which consists of words and sounds and their 
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implications. ':he Hu 'tazili tes advance the follo~ling 

proofs for the thesis that the ~ur~an is created: 

i) The verse "ttatta yasma'a kalam allah" (9.6) indicates 

that God's speech can be heard. yfuat is heard by human 

beings cannot be eternal. 

ii) The ~ur·an is a miracle and miracles are not eternal. 

iii) The Qur)an is formed of chapters and verses and is in 

Arabic, therefore it is limited and cannot be eternal. 

iv) As human beings are created in time, if the commands 

and prohibitions in the Qur~an were from eternity then it 

would mean that these commands and prohibitions existed 

when there was no man to obey them, which is absurd. 

v) There are various verses in the ~uraan referring to 

events which took place in time, for example: 

"And we verily sent Noah unto his folk ••• " (23.23) 

"Lo we revealed it on the Night of power" (97.1) 

The verbs in these verses are used in the past. Therefore 

the Qur~an is temporal. 

vi) If the verses of the Qur'an were eternal, then there 

would not be abrogation in the Qur'an, whereas it is 

generally accepted that some verses of the Qur~an were 
1 abrogated by other verses. 

In reply to these difficult questions al-Razi resorts 

to an analogy between God's knowledge and His speech. 

Just as God knew everything from eternity, and knowing 
, 

temporal events in eternity does not cause any change in 

His knowledee, so is the case with His eternal speec~, 

1. .Arba'in, p. 180; r .. :a 'alim, p. 55; 
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the temporal manifestation of ~vhich does not imply t::'e 

temporality of this attribute. He also compares Goe's 

speech to His pOiofer which was efficient in eternity but 

with effect in time. l 

Al-Shahrastani's answer to these argumen~s is that 

God's speech is one and eternal, but it can take different 

manifestations in respect of time and space, for example 

God's order to Moses "take off your shoes" was in form of 

a future predicate before I·roses was created. However, 

during Moses' lifetime it denoted an order in present 

t " 2 
~me. Furthermore, before Adam's creation mention was 

made of his regency in future. Thus one speech in 

eterni ty can take various forms, and it is this mental speech 

which God possesses. 3 The analogy between God's knowledge 

and His speech was also an argument used by al-Shahrastani. 4 

In fact al-Razi is in agreement wi th the r'Iu 'tazili tes 

on the arguments for the temporality of the visible 

features of the Qur)an, and he also agrees that God may 

express Himself though creation of words and sounds in a 

substance, but where he differs from the Eu'tazilites is 

his acceptance of an eternal mental speech as possessed by 

God. In the view of this assertion one may ask the 

question: If you concede that God communicates by 

creating speech in a substance then is this type of speech 

created or not? If it is created, iofhich he seems to admit 

1. Arba'in, p. 184. 
2. N. Iqd§m, p. 298. 

3. Ibid. 

4. Ibid., p. 304. 
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when he states "This is what we say and admit"l is this 

creation the effect of an eternal mental speech, or of 

eternal divine power? As 1'le do not find answers to these 

questions, it seems that al-Razi's attempt at reconciling 

the views of the Ash'arites with those of the Hu'tazilites 

is not conclusive. 

Al-Razi's Mu 'tazili te tendency is more visible vThen 

he attacks the Hanbalites because of their claim that the o 

words and sounds of the Qur~an are eternal, or that when 

the Qur)an is recited what is, heard is eternal. According 

to al-Razi if the words of the Qur~an and their expression 

were eternal then when one recites them he woUld be 

2 acquiring this eternal quality which is absurd. 

As to al-Ghazali's position on the issue it is not so 

clear. He maintains that the Qur~an is evidence for the 

eternal attribute of mental speech, as the world is 

evidence for the eternal attribute of powero This would 

naturally lead us to the conclusion that as the world is 

created so too should be the 0ur~an, both being evidence 

for their eternal backgrounds. HovTever, this conclusion 

is not what al-Ghazali arrives at. By contrast he claims 

that if by the Qur1an what is recited is meant it is 

eternal and uncreated. 3 Al-Shahrastanirs conclusion is 

somewhat similar. It is that the words of the ~ur)an are 
4 

created but their implications are not. 

1. Arba'in, p. 177. 
2. Ha'alim, p. 56. 
3. Iqti~a:d, p. 58. 
40 N. Iqdam, D. 311. 
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It is not so difficult to understand that t~e ar~~e~ts 

used by al-Ghazali and al-Shaharastani are not conducive to 

the views they assert, for the arguments can only prove 

the eternality of God's attribute of mental speech. 

However, they did not claim that the Qur~an is God's 

mental speech; what they claimed is that it is eVidence 

for the existence of an eternal attribute of s~eech in 

the same way as the world is evidence for God's attribute 

of power. Ho'\vever, this does not necessi tate the eterni ty 

either of the world or the Qur'an. 

Al-Razi on the other hand did not arrive at the same 

conclusion. From his concession to the ?In 'tazili tes and 

his attack on the Hanbalites it can be inferred that he • 

did not think that the Qur'an is uncreated. This inference 

is further strengthened by his refutation of the Ash'arite 

argument that the verse 16.40 "innama qawluna Ii shay~in 

idha aradnahu an naqilla kun fa yaki1n" is a proof for the 

eternity of divine speech. To al-Razi the word "kun" is 

temporal, because it is formed of two letters of which the 

kaf must of necessity be articulated before the nun and -
is therefore prior to it, thus the word cannot be eternal. 

Furthermore, if the argument is accepted God '\'lould have 

to say "kun" to everything He creates including the word 

kun itself which would lead us to the impasse of infinite -
. 1 

regress~on. 

There is also an objection by ~he ~u'tazilites :~~t 

if God had an eternal speech this speech would be various, 

1. Mafatih, vol. 5, p. 310; vol. 7, n. 117. ~f. Ioana, 
• 

p. 21. 
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as speech is formed of statements, orders and prohibitions.l 

To this al-Razi replies that all kinds of speec~ is 

reducible to subject-predicate statements. ~hus t~e real 

meaning of an order is "if you do it you will be rewarded. ,,2 

Al-Razi mentions four proofs of the mutakallims for 

the validity of the eternal divine speech: 

i) God is living, therefore, He must have this 

quality. otherwise, He would be characterized by the 

opposite quality. 

ii) Commands and prohibitions in the revealed books 

are evidence for a speaking God. 

iii) As God is the Sovereign He should instruct men 

how to obey Him. 

iv) There is a consensus that God possesses this 

quality. 3 

None of these arguments was acceptable to al-Ghazali 

who was satisfied only with his general principle that as 

far as an attribute is a quality of perfection it must be 

ascribed to God. The reason why he rejected consensus 

(al-ijma') is his view that consensus must depend on a 

Qur ~ an rule or an authentic hadith the source of 1'Thich is 
• 

the Prophet. HOvTever, the veraci ty of a prophet cannot 

be established unless God's attribute of speech is accepted. 

Therefore, the above-mentioned arguments are insufficient 

for the validity of this attributeo 4 

1. I1a'alim, p. 570 
2. Ibid., cf. N. Iqdam, p. 29C. 

'UqUl, f. l45b. 3. Hu{:a~~a1, p. 124; _N_e_----
4. Iqti~ad, p. 53. 
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By contrast to al-Razi the authenticity of prophet

hood does not depend on the validity of God's attribute 

of speech. This is because the main evidence for a 

prophet's veracity is a miracle which can take place 

without the function of speech. Therefore, consensus is a 

valid proof. l 

In conclusion, as far as the rational exposition 

of the arguments is concerned the Mu'tazilite thesis looks 

more plausible than that of the Ash'arites, as the latter 

presents various difficulties and forces one to the 

metaphorical interpretation of some Qur'anic verses. 

Although a clear-cut conclusion cannot be obtained from 

the dispute as to whether speech is the expression of will 

and knowledge or the expression of an essential (mental) 

quality residing in God's essence, nevertheless, the 

revealed books as the embodiment of this quality are not 

identifiable with such an eternal attribute. In as much 
~,~ 

as they are for human beings and contain the events/took 

place in time their being temporal is nearer to a rational 

analysis of the issue. The fact that the Qur·an is a 

more explicit source for divine intentions than other 

divine manifestations, e.g. the creation of the world, 

should not lead us to the idea that it is co-eternal with 

God. The difference between God's act of communication 

and other divine acts should not be in terms of time. 

One is a direct revelation covering all degrees of the 

mind, the other an indirect manifestation of divine existence 

1. Ma'alim, p. 47; N. 'Uqul, f. l45b; Arba'in, p. 179. 
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and His purposeful creation. However, both phenomena share 

the common quality of being apprehendable by human intellect 

which lacks the capacity and the knowledge of eternity. 

Human intellect cannot know realities independent of time 

and space but it cannot disprove the existence of an 

entity devoid of time and space. It is only this recognition 

of limitations by reason that enables us to think of an 

existence different from ours, and eternity is the principal 

differentiating attribute for such an existence. Thus 

the idea of eternity is only a mental possibility the 

full knowledge of which is incomprehensible to the human 

mind. Any object which can be sensed and defined in a 

certain way cannot be independent of time and space and has 

the disadvantage of being apprehended by the conditioned 

human intellect, and therefore, cannot be eternal. It 

follows that the notion of eternity can be ascribed only 

to the Supreme Being whose nature is also unknown to the 

human mindo 

The Visibility of God 

One of the doctrinal principles which differentiates 

the Ash'arite school from the Mu'tazilite is the former's 

acceptance of the visibility of God. The main ground for 

such a belief is the existence of two verses in the :,ur~an: 

7.143 and 75.23. Apart from these two verses there are 

other verses (for example, 10.26, 2.46, 18.105, 18.108, 

32.10, 33.44, 76020) where this point can be inferred by 

demonstrative interpretation. 
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The Ash'arites have also worked out rational 

proofs to strengthen this interpretational possibility. 

These proofs chiefly rely on an analo~J between the 

visible and the invisible. They argue that the common 

feature in all visible entities is either originatedness 

or existence. It cannot be the former, because origination 

is preceded by non-existence ('adam); therefore, it cannot 

be a cause for a posi ti ve effect (vision). It follovTs 

that there is no property other than existence which all 

visible things can share. If existence is the main ground 

for visibility and since God exists then it should be 

possible to behold Him. l 

Although it is not clear what every Ash'arite scholar 

means by beholding God, some of the great exponents of this 

school like al-Ghazali, al-Shahrastani and al-Razi do not 

imply physical visibility but a sort of perception whose 

relation to God is like the relation of seeing to the 

visible. It has also been described as a further knowledge 
2 

or intuition (inkishaf). 

This Ash'arite thesis has been rejected by the 

Mu'tazilites on the grounds that a supernatural supreme 

being cannot be perceived by human senses and this would 

contradict all the absolute divine attributes ascribed to 

Him. 

1. N. 'UqUl, f. l54a; Mafati~, vol. 8, p. 284; Arba'in, 

p. l~O; Muhassal, p. 137; Ha'alim, p. 590 . ,0 
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To establish their thesis, the ~':u 'tazili tes first 

interpret the verses which denote God's visibility in their 

own way; secondly, they point out the verses which clearly 

support their point; and thirdly, they advance rational 

arguments against the Ash'arite position. 

Before examining the thesis and the antithesis in 

the light of scriptural proofs, al-Razi1s treatment of 

the above-mentioned argument (from existence) of the 

Ash'arites should be presented. 

As an Ash'arite scholar al-Razi differs from the rest 

of the proponents of this school by maintaining that the 

vision of God cannot be demonstrated through rational 

arguments. His position on the issue is that of Abu 

Man~Ur al-r~turidi who relied only on scripture for the 

validity of the visibility of God. l 

In order to show his dissastisfaction with the 

Ash'arite argument that existence is the only property 

which makes things visible and therefore that since God 

exists He too could be seen -- al-Razi advances various 

objections to this reasoning which can be summed up as 

followso 

Firstly, he does not accept the first premise that 

there can be only two properties common among all visible 

things namely originatedness (~uduth) and existence (wujud) 

(the first of which is eliminated because of its being 

preceded by non-existence). He claims that contingency 

(imkan) is another property which is common to all visible 

1. Arba'in, p. 198; N. 'Uqiil, f. l57b; I·~a 'alim, :9. 6C. 
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entities. Therefore why should contingency not be the 

basis for Visibility?l It is clear that by making 

contingency the most essential quality o~ all visible 

things al-Razi wants to eXclude the Necessary Being from 

the conclusion of the syllogism. 

Secondly, the combination of existence with 

contingency can be the main reason for visibility. 

He is also dissatisfied with the assertion that 

originatedness cannot be an essential property of the 

visible because of its being preceded by non-existenceo 

For to be posterior to non-existence is not a negative 

effect. 

Thirdly, even if it is granted that existence is the 

main cause for the visibility this cannot enable us to 

establish that God can be seen because He exists. For 

God also shares the quality of living with us while He 

does not share many consequences of a living creature 

such as sufferings, pleasure, deSires, etc. Therefore, 

sharing one quality does not entail similar judgements 
2 in particular aspects. 

This refutation of al-Razi clearly shows the weakness 

in the Ash'arite thesis. The error can also be illustrated 

in logical terms. The thesis depends on a very comprehensive 

genre (existence) for the verification of a proposition 

which in fact is peculiar only to a species of the genre. 

1. Arba'in, p. 195. 
2. N. 'Uqiil, p. 154a; Arba'in, p. 195; Ha 'alim , D. 60. 
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For example if we take living as the main cause for 

walking then all living entities should be \valking ~'lhich 

is absurd, because there are living entities like ~lan:s 

which do not walk. Therefore, the property of walking 

should contain less members than the concept of living; for 

example the possession of legs in the living bodies or a 

more accurate common quality among the walking bodies 

which in any case will be less comprehensive than the 

conception of living. 

Now let us discuss the scriptural proofs for the 

visibility of God as explained by al-Razi: 

1. The verse"rabbi arini anzur ilayka" 7.143 • . 
In this verse Hoses asks God to let him see His reality. 

The Ash'arites interpret the verse as evidence for the 

possibility of God's vision. To them it is impossible for 

a prophet not to know if the vision of God were impossible. 

However the negative answer "Ian tarani" does not mean 

that He is not visible, but it means that He could not be 

seen in this world, because if God had meant that He was 

invisible He would have said "1B: ura", "I am not visible". 

On the other hand, the Mu'tazilites interpret this 

verse differently. They advance these possible interpre

tations for the verse: 

a) Moses did not know that to see God was impossible; 

that is why this request was rejected by God. 

b) He asked this question not because he did no~ 

know i~ was impossible but because his followers i~si3ted 

that they should see Jod and he wanted to certify this 

impossibility by God's own wordso 
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c) He did not ask for vision but for a ~e~~ect 

, 1 d ~ d" " "t 1 Know e ge o~ lVllll y. 

It can be commented here that since the ~uestion has 

been replied to negatively it cannot be a persuasive ~roof 

for the visibility of God. The inference that the negation 

is valid only in this world can be validated only by a 

clear grammatical proof which cannot be obtained from the 

construction "Ian tarani" since the partical Ian categorically -
negates an action in the future as well as the present. 2 

2. The verse: "wujUhun ya'-"'lInaidhin nadiratun ila. 
• 

rabbiha. nariratun" 75.22, 23. 

All the discussions with regard to the interpretation 

of this verse have been centred on the verb "nazara" with 
e 

the particles ila. According to the supporters of 

visibility it implies "seeing" whereas to the M\l.'tazilites 

it implies turning of the eyes towards something to see. 

Thus it is not seeing. 

1. Mafa.ti~, vol. 4, p. 283; N. 'Uqul, f. 158b; Arba'in, 

p. 197; Ma'alim, p. 630 
2. Al-Ghazali in his al-Iqtisad claims that if the vision 

e 

of God were impossible this must have been knovm to 
I-Toses, \'lhile he admits that as the request was rejected 
this request did not come at the appropriate time, 
because he may have not known this fact. ~he ~rophets 

know only what has been revealed to them. One can 
object to this explanation maintaining that if :':oses 
did not know the appropriate time for the question, he 

also may have not knO,\ffi that the request ,,,as possi ole 
since by essence the latter is more di::icult t~an the 

former (Iqti¥ad, p. 34). 
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30th sides have gone into lengthy linguistic e:c;:lc.::2.

tions to justify their positions. Al-2azi after discussing 

different pOints of both sides concludes that "nazara ila." 
• 

means to turn the eyeball in a certain direction in order 

to see. Therefore as it is the first step and in fact 

the cause (sabab) of vision by convention it can be used for 

the verb "to see" (ra'a).l 

3. The verse: "li-lladhina al1sanu l-~usna wa-ziyada" 

10.27. 

According to al-Razi the word ziyada here implies 

vision. In order to prove this al-Razi refers to other 

verses: 

wa-idha ra)ayta thumma ralayta na'iman wa-malikan 

kabira 76.20 

He interprets the word ~usna in the first verse by 

naciman in the second,and the word ziyada by malikan 

respectively. 

On the other hand Abu I_cAli al-Jubba~i,a leading 

TvIu'tazilite scholar,interprets fusna as the deserved 

reward and ziyada as what God bestows additionally to what 

is deserved. 2 

4. The verses like 18.105, 110; 32.10; 33.44, in 

which meeting with God (liqaa) has been mentioned. 

According to al-Razi although liQa l does not mean vision, in 

conventional usage it has been used as a metphor for vision. 3 

1. r.Iafati{,l, vol. 8, p. 284; Arba' in, p. 201; I.~W;_a¥¥8.1, 

p. 139. Gf. K. Luma', p. 32; ~~. Iqdam, p. 369. 

2. IvIafatih, vol. 4, p. 560; :,12. 'ali!:'l, "8. 62. 
e 

3. Mafat il;1, vol. 5, p. 509; r.:a 'alim, p. 63. 
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The Hu'tazilite Arguments from Scripture 

In order to ~rove tha~ the vision of God is impossi81e 

the Mu'tazilites refer to these verses: 

1. la tudrikuhu l-ab~ar. (6.104) This verse clearly 

shows that eyes cannot see Him. l 

AI-Razi interprets this verse as meaning that eyes 

cannot contain Him or comprehend His reality. Thus it 

negates a complete vision but not vision in absolute sense. 

Secondly, the article al in front of the word absar denotes 
• 

that some definite eyes will not see Him -- which is 

true as God says in another verse that all eyes will not 

see Him. Thirdly, even if it were as the I-Iu'tazilites 

understand it has been modified by the verse "wujUhun 
2 75.22. All of these nadiratun ila rabbiha nazira" . . 

interpretations were also advanced by al-Ghazali. 3 

2. "Ian tarani". If God gave this negative answer 

to Moses who was a prophet it should be equally valid for 

all mankind. 

The counter-interpretation of this verse by the 

Ash'arites has been given above. 

3. wa-ma kana li-basharin an yukallimahu ilIa \Va~ya 

42.51 

This verse denotes that at the time of speaking to 

God nobody can see Him. If therefore seeing is impossible 

on this most suitable occasion it should be impossible at 

other times too. 

1. Arba'in, p. 210. 
2. \rba'in, p. 215; r'1l0a~1al, p. 193; l,~a 'alim, p. 64. 
3. Iqti~ad, p. 35. A1-Ash'ari claims that the ~eani~~ of 

this verse is valid only in this world (K.Luma', D. 35). 
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4. In various places in the Qur'an whenever pro;hets' 

request of divine vision is mentioned, this has been 

regarded as presumptious and irrelevant by God. 

divine vision must be impossible. 

The relevant verses are: 

r"""lb erc;~o""'e _. ~.l. _ , 

"And when ye said 0 r10sesJ ;,'[e will not believe 

in thee till we see Allah plainly; and even while 

ye gazed the lightning seized you." 2.55 

It ••• They asked a greater thing of Eoses aforetime, 

for they said: Show us Allah plainly. The storm 

of lightning seized them for their wickedness •• " 

4.153 

"And those who look not for a meeting with Us 

say: Why are angels not sent down unto us and 

(Why) do we not see our Lord? Assuredly they 

think too highly of themselves and are scornful 

with great pride." 1 25.21. 

Apart from these proofs from scripture the Mu'tazilites 

also advance rational arguments for their thesiso These 

arguments originate from a comparison between visible 

objects and the divine existence which can only be 

comprehended by the intellect and not by the senses. They 

assert that for an object to be seen it should fulfil 

various physical conditions such as that it should be a 

body in space. As these kinds of finite conceptions cannot 

t b .. bl 2 be predicated of God, He canno e V1S1 e. 

1. hrba'in, p. 2150 
2. Arba'in, p. 212; Mu{la.~fal, p. 139; r1a 'alim, p. 6~. 
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On examining the positions taken by the proponents 

and the opponents of the thesis, it can be suggested that 

the assertion that God can be seen is in disharmony with 

the absolute conceptions ascribed to Him by both the 

theologians and the philosophers. If He is in no way 

similar to the created and superior to any imaginable 

greatness, then visibility should not be one of the 

possible properties of such a supreme being. 

Secondly, even if this controversial possibility is 

granted, the realisation of this possibility can further 

be questioned. If God were to be seen by us, it would 

be either in His absolute reality or in another way. He 

cannot be seen in His absoluteness since the sense of 

vision cannot comprehend such an object: what contri

bution therefore would it make to a better knowledge of 

Him? The second alternative is again fallacious, since 

His reality cannot be limited to suit our senses. If 

however, the vision whose existence is speculated is 

different by essence from that experienced in this world, 

and is a sort of intuition or a further degree of knowledge 

as maintained by al-Ghazali and al-Razi then why should 

it be called vision? In fact it is this disharmony 

between the term and its arbitrary employment for alien 

meanings that caused such lengthy discussions, since the 

opponents of the visibility of God have not rejected any 

more than others, the idea that a clearer conception of 

God or a better knowledge of Him in the next world is 

Possible. 
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Thirdly, the existence of the Supreme Being can only 

be perceived intellectually, based either on ontological 

or cosmological reasonings. This intellectually perceived 

existence cannot be demonstrated by experience though this 

may not diminish the reality of such an existenceo All 

the qualities that we ascribe to Him are absolute and 

indeterminate and have nothing to do with perceived 
. - ~~. ---- I 

determinate qualities of the sense-world. Thus, if we 

go further and attach determinate qualities such as 

visibility -- which can be demonstrated only by experience 

to the Supreme Being whose existence is only intellectually 

established, that would be similar to an attempt to 

describe a theoretically existent planet, which has not 

been observed by any human device. 



CHAPTER V 

FREE 1tlILL AND PREDESTINATION 

One of the most controversial issues both in 

philosophy and theology is whether human beings are free 

in their acts or whether their acts are determined by 

factors beyond their power. The biological functions of 

the body and hereditary characteristics are exemnted from 
.t; 

the controversy, as their being predestined is unanimously 

agreed, even though the effect they produce on deliberations 

is a crucial part of the issue. 

Unlike some of the problems dealt with in previous 

chapters, the difference of opinions on the question of 

free will and predestination is not only due to the 

divergence between dogma and free thinking, but it is 

rather due to the intrinsic difficulty in the nature of 

the question itself. The chief reason for this unsur

mountable difficulty is the fact that our so-called free 

actions are not the product of a single, definite factor 

so that one can attain the simplicity of explanation along 

the lines of the principle of cause and effect. If one 

act is caused by many factors, which may be both internal 

and external, then the difficulty arises in asseSSing 

the role of each single factor in the production of that 

act. These ambiguities are inescapable when the necessi

tarian thesis is applied. However, the libertarian 

argument, in its most moderate form, by adding free will 

205 
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as a factor in the exercise of a human act, instead of 

removing some of the difficulties already recognised in 

the necessitarian position, makes the problem more 

complicated. For whereas the causal factors as the deter

minanats of a specific action in the deterministic view 

can be identified to a certain degree, especially by the 

application of the principle of universal causality,the 

role of will, and its control over other factors, can 

never be measured. This is due to the fact that no rule 

or regularity can be applied to Will; as it is by 

definition a spontaneous and independent factor. 

The problem is rendered yet more paradoxical when the 

logical consequences of either of the theories are fully 

examined. On the one hand, responsibility and punishment 

are denied as the consequence of the theory that all 

human behaviours are determined by uncontrollable factorso 

On the other hand, responsiblity and punishment are 

extended to the actions in which free will may have an 

extremely minimal role when compared with that of 

unavoidable determining factors. 

The treatment of the problem by the I'luslim theologians 

has not yielded a conclusive solution, but has rather 

testified to the enormous ambiguity latent in the nature 

of the question. The Mu'tazilites who adopted a 

libertarian approach adduced various arguments both from 

scripture and free speculation in defence of the thesis 

that human will is independent and not determined and 

thus man is author of his actions. The Jabriyya and some 
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of the Ash'arites adopted the necessitarian approach and 

put forward many arguments in support of the thesis that 

human actions are predetermined by external factors which 

are referred backward to the First Uncaused Cause. l 

Before discussing al-Razi's view on the issue it is 

useful to present his classifications of various lines 0: 
thought on the controversy of free will and predestination. 

He divides those who hold that man is not independent in 

his actions into four branches: 

a) Those who believe that the occurrence of an 

action is dependent on a causal factor (al-da'i) which in 

the event of union with human power makes the exertion of 

the action necessary. AI-Razi includes Abu Husayn al-Basri • • 

in this group, although as a Mu'tazilite scholar he 

defended the view that man is self-determined in his 

actions. This is because he acknowledged the role of the 

causal factor (al-da'i) in the production of an action. 

This position has been held by the majority of the 

philosophers. 

b) Those who believe that an action is the result 

of both divine and human power. This was the position of 

Abu Ishaq al-Isfara)inio 
• 

c) Those who hold that all actions whether bad or 

good are created by God. However, what makes an action 

bad or good is man's initiative. This view was advocated 

1. Milal, p. 60; al-Baghd~di, Kit~b U~ul al-JIn, p. l3J; 

I'ti~~dat, pp. 27, 103. 
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d) Those who hold that man has no influence eit~er 

in creation of an action nor in modification of it. 

is God who creates the action and the human power which is 

related to it. Al-Razi ascribes this view to ~bu l-2asan 

A h ' - 1 al- s arJ.. 
o 

The r1u'tazilites who claim man's independence in his 

actions are divided into two: a) Those who maintain 

that the knowledge of man's freedom of action is self

evident (darUri); and b) those who believe that this • 

knowledge is demonstrative. 2 

Al-Razi's choice as an opponent of the r·1u' tazili tes 

is the first view of necessitarianism which holds that 

not only is man determined by various internal and external 

factors, but he is further irresistably forced to act in 

the direction of these factors. The main ground of his 

argument is the key factor of al-da'i, on which he lays 

heavy emphasis, as the prime agent of every human action. 

His fully developed argument which is also the summary of 

his necessitarian approach, and which is repeated several 

times in many of his theological works runs as fol1ovls: 

1.Vhen a person has decided to act it is either possible 

for him not to act or it is impossible. If it is possible 

for him to abandon an action once it has been decided 

upon, then this must be due to a determining factoro 

ASsuming that the role of this factor makes the abandonment 
, 

of an action necessary, this would prove the necess~~tarian 

1. 2 f 2 b . ~ , T - G 111, f. 3 C b • Arba'in, p. 227; r·la~alib, vol. ,. ; _.:.._. __ u....;;. __ 

2. Ibid. 
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position. If on the other hand it is not necessa~J out 

coincidental, occurring at one time but not anotheY, this 
. 

would again support necess~tarianism, because coincidence 

is not acceptable to the idea of free action. 

The necessity of a determined action originates from 

the idea that when performing an action and not performing 

it is in the balance, i.e. one is not preferred over the 

other, it is not possible to do either of them.'l:hus, 

when one is preferred over the other it is impossible for 

the abandoned alternative to occur and the occurrence of 

the preferred alternative is necessary. 

As to the origin of the determining factor which 

al-Razi calls al-da'i, it cannot be within human capacity. 

For every determinant would need a previous one for its 

origination and so on ad infinitum. As the endless chain 

of causes is a fallacy, they should stop at a Necessary 

Cause which is divine power. 

It follows that, as man cannot act without a decision 

and this decision is motivated by a causal factor which 

cannot come from human capacity but originates from divine 

power, it is an imperative conclusion that man is determined 

in his actions by factors beyond his power and totally 

lacks freedom of Will. l 

AI-Razi puts forward other proofs to support this 
. 

necess~tarian argument: a) If man were free in actions 

1. Eafati~, vol. 1, p. 492, vol. 3, p. 12, p. 250, vol. 5, 
p. 211; N. 'Uqiil, f. 78a; r;ra~alib, vol. 2, f. Lib; 
"rba' in p 228· Nuhassal D. 1.10; ~/a 'alim, ~. '73; 

."1.. --,. , • e. , 

Eabahith, vol. 2, p. 516 • . 
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and these actions were self-deternu'ned, +h h ld 
\a en e liOU 

necessarily possess the knowledge concerning any particular 

aspect of his actions, viz. the number of steps he takes 

every day. As he is ignorant of these particulars he is 

not the real author of his behaviour. l 

b) The idea that man is independent in his actions 

leads us to the assumption that when an action is wanted 

by man and not wanted by God, there will be no preference, 

as both powers are able to exercise their powers equally 

on that specific action. However, if God's will prevails 

over man's will, then this is the denial of the freedom 

of man's will. 

Nasir aI-Din al-TUsi counters this argument, which is • • 

also widely used for proving God's one-ness, by maintaining 

that when such a contradiction of wills occurs divine will 

must dOminate, since there is no equality in the two wills. 

1. Nasir aI-Din al-TUsi who comments on al-Razi's Muhassal o. • •• 

argues against this proof, stating that knowing the 
particulars of actions is not a necessary condition 

for being the real author of them. Thus, the sun's 
heating and lighting effects are not produced with 
its knowledge but still the sun is the source of these 

effects. 
This objection is refutable by the fact that t~e 

sun's heating and lighting are comparable to the 
involuntary actions of human beings, not the voluntary 
ones, a$ the sun does not produce these e=fects at 

will.:'herefore, the parallel is invali i. C·: ut-ar ~al, 
p. 141; Ma~~lib, vol. 2, f. 36ag) 
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If so, the comparison is unacceptable. l 

As a determinist al-Razi faces many objections raised 

by the I-Tu 'tazili tes such as that if man is dete~i:r ... ed by 

factors beyond his control and does not possess freedom 

of will then what is the point in divine obligations? 

~,(hy should the believer be praised for his belief and 

the unbeliever be condemned for his unbelief if it is God 

who forces them so to believe? i.vhat would be the criteria 

for reward and punishment in the next wo:rld? ','lhat is the 
2 position of prophets in the necessitarian theory? To 

avoid these difficulties he has recourse to the Ash'arite 

theory that duties can be demanded of man 'tvhich are beyond 

his power (taklif ma la yu~aq). This amounts to saying 

that although man has no power to act according to his 

free will, and everything he does is predetermined by 

divine power, he is yet ordered to perform certain actions. 

For example a person who is predestined not to believe may 

be asked to believeo 

The Mu'tazilites do not accept this argument on the 

grounds that it would lead us to regard unbelief, and all 

sort of crimes as divine actions, and regard the unbeliever 

and the criminal as innocent, whereas God is far above 

such attributions. This position has led the r·Iu' tazili tes 

1. r.lu{la~~al, p. 141 (beneath text); Arba'in, p. 232; 
TvIa tali b " vol. 2, f. 33b; Eafati{l, vol. 5, p. 192. ~f. 

aI-Baghdadi, Kitao U?Ul al-Jin, p. 136. 
2. 'Abd al-Jabbar, al-U~lil1 al-Khamsa, p. 396; al-l·:u'tazila, 

~. 97; r.Tafati{l, vol. 4, p. 25; :;. 't;qul, f. 79b; 

TJIa 'alim, p. 76. 
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to believe that bad actions cannot originate fro~ God, 

and that God always acts in the most favourable 1>la"'r 
J 

(a¥la~) • 

In order to prove that the principle of the imposition 

of unf~fillable duties is valid, al-Razi advances these 

arguments: 

1. God, by His eternal knowledge, knows that the 

unbeliever will not believe, but yet He asks him to 

believe, which he is unable to do, since if he believes, 

it would mean that God's knowledge was false which is 

unacceptable. 1 

2. In the ~r~an, God has stated that Abu Lahab, a 

contemporary of the Prophet, will not believe, whereas 

he was requested by the Prophet to believe in the Qur-an, 

which also contains the statement that he would not 

believe. Thus, he was asked to believe that he would not 

believe which is a contradiction. This proves that he 

was required to perform the impossible. 

3. Nan's belief depends on propositions (or judgements) 

which are dependent on conceptions. Conceptions do not 

appear in the mind at will, and are not a human product; 

the propositions are dependent on conceptions which are 

1. Na~a.lib, vol. 2, f. 17a; he also alludes to the verses 
" ••• They fain would change the verdict of Allah ••• " 
(48.15) and "As for the disbelievers whether thou 
warn them or ~hou warn them not it is all one for them; 
they believe not." (2.6) as the~url~nic proof for 

this argument (r'latalib, vol. 2 f. 18b). ..~rba 'in, 

p. 233; f.'Ia 'alim, p. 83; :I. 'Uqul, f. 84a; ~.=afa:ti:;, 

vol. 1, p. 179. 



213 

beyond our power, then they are also deteroined dispositions. 

Therefore, man's belief and unbelief is beyond his con:rol. 1 

4. As a matter of fact what all the disbelievers 

ask for is the right belief and certain knowlege, whereas 

the opposite, i.e. unbelief and ignorance are facilitated 

for them. If unbelief and ignorance are traced back to 

previous causes this leads us to the impasse of infinite 

regress. To avoid this difficulty it should be accepted 

that ignorance and unbelief are created by Godo 2 

AI-Razi also draws upon environmental and hereiitary 

factors in determining man's convictions. These are 

customs and traditions, the faith in which he is instructed~ 

education, psychological structure, mental ability, 

biological characteristics, etco 3 

When asked if, despite all these circumstances which 

affect our behaviour, we can still feel that we are free, 

and are able to abandon an enforced decision to act in a 

certain way, aI-Rail's answer is that the condition of a 

determined action is that the causal =actor (al-da'i) 

should not be contradicted by an opposite one. If it is 

challenged, or neutralised by an opposite factor, this does 

not mean that this new situation is of our free choice. 

It is in fact the outcome of some other determinants from 

which we are powerless to deviate. 4 The idea that we are 

1. Na~alib; vol. 2, f. 15b, 42ao 

2. I·Iafatih, vol. 2, p • 348; vol. 4, -0. 139, 141, 23C; 
• 

~1atalib , vol • 2,f. 45a. 
• 

3. '\~ t-l" b vol • 2, f. 14bo .. a a ~ , 
• 

4. Ibid. , vol. 2, f. 16b. 
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free in our actions is a mere delusion. l ~lthough we feel 

we are able to act according to what ''Ie will, we cannot 

in fact will to will. 2 

In his Mu~a~~al where he discusses the Ash'arite 

theory of acquisition, he comes to the conclusion that 

"it is a word for a concept without meaning. ,,3 "J 1 .... e a so 

refutes al-Baqillani's view that human will characterizes 

actions as obedience to, or rebellion against, God. The 

basis of his refutation is that if man has no pOvTer to 

create or prevent the causal factor (al-da'i) which 

incites actions, he is also unable to characterize these 

actions. 4 

As another explanation for the predetermination of 

human actions al-Razi equates human actions with divine 

actions. For they are all contingent and for their emergence 

are in need of a determinant factor (murajji~). from this 

premise he proceeds to the conclusion that if necessitarianism 

is rejected God's existence cannot be proved0 5 

There seems to be a great degree of similarity between 

the views of Jahm b. Safwan, the founder of the necessitarian 
o 

(mujabbira) school, and those of al-Razi. This judgement 

can further be supported by their common view that 

obligations, prohibitions, reward and punishment are also 

1. Ma~alib, vol. 2, f. Sa. "Inna al-Insan Jlud--:;arr fi 
e e 

- mukh tara" 0 sura 
• 

20 Ibid. 
Cf. K. • 43. 3. rllu.tla¥~al , p. 1430 Luma , p. 

4. l~. 'Uqul, f. 85a. 

50 ~Ta tali b, vol. 2, f. 5b, lIb; Ha bc§:hi t D , 701. 2, D. 516. 
I 8 



215 

determined and imposed upon man. 1 Despite these p2rallel 

vieivs it seems unlikely that al-Razi was influenced by 

the dogmatic views of Jahm b. Safwan. 
o 

~fuen al-Razi addresses himself to the solution of 

this paradoxical problem of absolute determination on the 

one hand and obligations on the other, he replies that the 

answer is not to ask such a question and then he refers to 

the following verses: 

" ••• Allah doeth what He will" 2.253 

" L ••• 0 Allah ordaineth that which pleaseth Him" 

"He will not be questioned as to that vlhich he 

doeth but they will be questioned" 21.23 

as the Qur~anic evidence for the impossibility of an 

answer to the question. 2 

There is the objection that if we accept the theory 

of determinism, the occurence of human actions becomes 

imperative as they are decreed by divine power. If this 

necessity of occurence is applied to other divine actions, 

it would lead to the conclusion that God is a Necessary 

Agent rather than being a Free Agent. 

Instead of giving a direct answer to this question 

al-Razi points out a more serious difficulty in the 

libertarian position,that by rejec~ing the role of al-d~'I 

the liber~tarian risks the denial of God's existence. 3 

1. r1aba~ith, vol. 2, 516; r·:ilal, n /" O· ::a=ati~l, 701. p. 'J. ~ , .. 
n • 250. .. 

2. Arba'In, p. 236. 
3. Ea~a:lib, vol. 2, f. 48b. 

3, 
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Another important point relevant to the questio~ cf 

free will is whether man's ability ~o act (isti}a'a) is 

before action or simultaneous ",.li th it. The Hu 'tazili tes 

hold that it is before action, whereas the As~'arites 

claim that it is simultaneous with the action. This 

difference is the necessary corollary of their diffe~e~t 

approach, as it is evident that an ability to act before 

action is in harmony with the libertarian position, 

while the simultaneity of ability with action is the denial 

of man's freedom of action. 

AI-Razi's stand on this particular point is that the 

ability regarding the potentiality of the body for action 

is before the action, but as far as the deliberation of 

the action which involves ~ an external causal factor is 

concerned, it is simultaneous with the action. l 

Apart from the speculative demonstrations discussed 

above, both the Mu'tazilites and the Jabarites have referred 

to the Qur~an to substantiate their points of view. 1,'lhen 

the Qur~an itself is examined in respect of freedom of 

will and the questions connected to it, it can easily be 

realised that it does not offer a solution. There are on 

the one hand, many verses (2.225, 2.79, 12.18, 52.21, 40.17, 

20.15, 27.90, 17,94, 13.11, 4.123, 37.30, 6.164, 55.60, 

3.101, 7.12, 20.92, 84.20, 6.148, 18029, 41.40, 86.29, 

18.55) which support the libertarian approach. These verses 

suggest that human beings are free to choose between 

belief and unbelief, and are responsible for their actions. 

1. r"Ia 'alim, p. 80. Cf. '~bd al-Jabbar, al-r:;>ul al-?:1.2.::lSrl., 

p. 396. 
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Punishment and reward are necessary in the next ~orld. 

The mission of the prophets is to clear the rig~t pat~ 

for huma~ty so that the believers and the unbelieve~s can 

be distinguished from each other. On the other hand, 

there are verses (13.6, 6.125, 11.107, 37.96, 45.23) w~ich 

suggest that God is the creator of man and his actions , 
that it is He who facilitates belief for the believers 

and unbelief for the unbelievers and that the ultimate 

decision has already been taken for future events, etc. 

As will be recalled from previous chapters, a similar 

picture was presented by the Qur~an for the issues of the 

divine a ttri butes, and the creation of the l"forld. 

In the face of such a paradoxical situation al-Razi 

gives the following explanation for the scriptural evidence: 
. 

The traditional (sam'i) evidence cannot produce certainty 

regarding such matters as this. This is, firstly, because 

they are transmitted by human beings who are subject to 

error. It is also not certain what they really meant by 

the words they transmitted. Secondly, omissions (t2dh!.), 
superfluous words (za·id), reversal of the normal word 

order (taqdim wa-ta·khir), restriction (takh¥i~) or generality 

('amm) of implications which are used abundantly in the 

Qur'an are not governed by unanimously agreed principles. 

Thirdly, one has to take into account the existence of 

metaphors (majaz) and ambiguous verses (al-mutashabihat). 

All these features are obstacles for an accu~te under-

standing of the words and sentences which thus oecome 

liable to various interpretations, a fact which some:L'":leS 

enables :he exnonents of different views to rely on :he 
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same verse. This analysis shovTs that the meanings drawn 

from these verses can only serve as preferred assumptions 

(al-~ann al-ghalib) but not as convincing postulates. l 

This conclusion is ~ the same as the one he arrived 

at when he discussed the position of the anthropomorphiC 

verses, coming to the conclusion that they could not describe 

the deity in their literal meanings. What he did on this 

occasion was to metaphorically interpret these verses on 

the basis of anti-anthropomorphic verses. 2 :;Jhat he does 

now is to interpret the verses which express libertarian 

views on the basis of those which support the necessa~itarian 

approach. 3 

In conclusion, it can easily be understood from the 

above-mentioned discussions that as an extreme determinist 

al-Razi mainly substantiated and diversified the necessitarian 

aspects which are already acknowledged by the moderate 

libertarians. He is realistic in explanation of various 

circumstances which affect man's faith and behaviour. 

His comments on the nature of dogmatic evidence and its 

role represent a profound line of thought, the like of 

which can hardly be found in previous theologians. This 

fact demonstrates persuasively that al-?azi was a genuine 

free thinker 'vi thin the framework of the values "ivhich were 

1. Ma~alib, vol. 2, f. 46a. 
20 Supra (Chapter: Ambiguous Verses). ~is work Asas 

al-~aqdis was written exlusively for this purpose. 
3. In this field al-R~zI goes to the extreme degree of 

denying the role of Satan in the misoehaviour of 
2 8 1 ~ 114.: human beings. (I.IafatIl1, vol. 3,~. .1, vo • I, T'. . 
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available to him. However, he could not produce a 

convincing answer to the major questions of the libert2ri2~S. 

Instead of explaining away the difficulties presen:ed to 

him, he reiterates his own questions, maintaining that 

his questions were more difficult to answer. Although he 

elaborates on the conditions which determine man's 

decisions and actions, he does not penetrate into the 

nature of will itself. In one place he states that by 

introspection everyone can tell that he is determinedl , 

but does not seem to accept that by introspection one can 

also come to the conclusion that despite the existence of 

certain determinants one is still free to choose between 

the alternatives. Necessitarianism, as has already been 

observed, is the application of the universal principle 

of causality. This principle when applied in the physical 

sphere is explicit and valid, since the phenomenon of 

cause and effect is an observable fact. When it is 

applied to the mental sphere the outcome is not decisive 

as neither stage of the principle can be satisfactorily 

explained. This is one of the most fundamental difficulties 

in the necessitarian position. It is necessary to examine 

the interrelations between intellect, dispositions and will 

in order to substantiate such a claimo Presumably the 

reason why al-Razi neglected such crucial points in the 

question of free will and predestination, was the lack of 

an advanced science of psychologyo 

1. IVIa tali b, vol. 2, f. l6a • . 



CHAPTER VI 

PROPHETHOOD 

Al-Razi considers various approaches to prophethood. 

Those who refuse to accept the validity of prophethood 

base their arguments on different grounds. Apart from the 

rationalists and the determinists who question the 

principles of prophethood, there are those who deny it 

only because they doubt the occurence of miracles which 

are the major evidence for a prophet's veracity, or the 

transmission of such past events to our present timeo l 

In his definition of prophethood al-Razi regards 

three conditions as essential for the truthfulness of a 

prophet. The first is that he should assert his own 

prophethood, the second is that he should justify this 

assertion by a miracle, the third that this miracle should 

not be invalidated by a challenge. Only by the combina

tion of all three conditions can prophethood be establishedo 

For they may occur independently or two of them may occur 

simultaneously but still this will not be regarded as 

fulfilling the requirements for prophethood. Therefore, 

the supernatural performances of a magician or a saint 

are insufficient for such a claim, as they lack either 
2 

assertion of prophecy or immunity from a challenge. 

1. Ma~alib,vol. 2, f. 257; N. 'UqUI, f. 196a; Arba'in, 

p. 303. 
2. Arba'in, p. 387; Nafati1;, vol. 5, p. 4. 
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In his rebuttal of the rationalists who maintain 

that reason is sufficient in guiding man to the knowledge 

of what is good and what is bad, al-Razi states that there 

are cases in which reason can act independently, e.g. our 

knowledge of the need for a creator of this universe, and 

cases in which reason cannot act independently. In 

respect of the first revelation functions to consolidate 

reason, in the second, it supplements reason's shortcomings. 

The second covers rituals, punishment and reward, certainty 

about the existence of the next world, and prescription 

of good and evil in fields in which reason hesitateso 

Strangely enough al-Razi includes in the field of the 

religious revelation our knowledge of what food is 

wholesome and social transactions in society which are 

in fact in the domain of reason and human experience. l 

In reply to the determinists who maintain that,as 

man has no free will and all his convictions and p~s 

behaviour are predetermined,the concepts of prophethood 

and obligation (taklif) are pOintless, al-Razi states, 

In our opinion the main purpose of obligation 
is to inform us of the reality of punishment 
and reward. If actions are in accordance 
with obligation, this will be an indication 
of future reward. If one fails to act in 
accordance with commands this will be the 
sign of punishmento No o~e has the right to 
take issue with God the Highest as to why He 
specifies one action for reward and the other 
for punishmento 2 

10 Mufa~~al, p. 156; Ma~alib, vol. 2, f. 262; ~rbacin, 

p. 328. 
2. Arba'in, p. 328; Ma~alib, vol. 2, f. 259ao 
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Bearing in mind the fact that al-Razi himself is a determinist 

the implicit conclusion in the above statement is that the 

prophet's mission which is prescribed by divine revelation 

is not to direct people to the right path and influence 

them, but to inform them of what kind of consequences 

follOw their actions over which they have no real control. 

In al-Razi's opinion, as the chief evidence of a 

prophet's veracity, miracles are extraordinary events 

which on challenge are not invalidated. l He classifies 

miracles into two main branches: a) the perceptional and 

b) the rational. The first type are the supernatural 

events which can be sensed by the spectatorso The second 

are general observations of a prophet's position, e.g. 

the illiteracy of the Prophet M~ammad.2 As to the 

relevance of perceptional miracles to those who have not 

themselves seen them al-Razi claims that these events 

have been reported ot us by a large number of people; 

therefore, there is no reason why they should not be 

trustedo After ~iscussing various objections of the 

opponents who do not accept the validity of the transmission 

of these events al-Razi agrees that these reports cannot 

reach the point of tawatur (the widely transmitted reports).3 

There is another objection of the opponents which 

arises from the Ash'arite theory that God's actions do not 

1. ~~~al, p. 151. 
2. Arba'in, p. 309; Ma'alim, p. 910 
30 Arba'in, p. 305; r1a~2.1ib, vol. 2, f. 280a; :'~ac5.1im, 

p. 930 
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aim at any purpose, "inna af'a1 Allah ghayr mu'allala 

bi-l-aghrag.". This theory gives rise to the objection 

that if no purpose can be attached to God's actions and 

a miracle is manifested by God, then how can it be claimed 

that the purpose of the manifesting of this miracle is 

to justify a prophet's veracity? For God may create a 

miracle on the request of a liar as He is the Creator 

of good and evil. 

Al-Razi's answer to this question is consistent with 

the Ash'arite theory. He admits that God's creation of 

a miracle is not in order to verify a prophet's claim, 

but he pOints out that there is an obvious difference 

between a cause and instructive evidence (al-~lu 'arrif). 

Although the justification of a prophet by a miracle is 

not a cause of the occurrence of such a miracle, it is 

instructive evidence for God's act of justification. Thus 

in the occurrence of every miracle there is a necessary 

knowledge that a prophet's veracity is established. l 

As a matter of fact, this answer does not seem to be 

in harmony with the Ash'arite theory that God's acts do 

not depend on any purpose. For it is an indirect confirmation 

of the antithesis that God's actions are purposeful, as 

the performance of a miracle is to produce a necessary 

knowledge of a prophet's veracity though this may not be 

the main cause for such a performance. Thus, a1-Razi's 

answer is not satisfactory. 

10 Arba'in, pp. 322, 324; Nuva~~a1, p. 156; =,~a'alim, 

p. 103; ~,Ta ~a:li b, vol. 2, f. 288bo 
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Al-Razi adopts tvTO main approaches in his analysis 

of the position of a prophet in a communi~y. ~n his 

al-Naba{,li th al-IvIashriqiyya he fOllows the same line taken 

by Ibn Sina. In this philosophical approach the first 

matter discussed is how a civilised society is established. 

Intercommunal relations in the society necessitate a 

code of conduct which can only be prescribed by a leader 

who possesses high qualities. The three main qualities 

according to al-Razi are the following: 

a) Intellectual superiority. Possessing this quality 

the leader has the capacity of quick reasoning by which 

he arrives at accurate judgementso 

b) Superiority in the imaginative faculty, by which 

he can see angels while awake, hear God's words, and report 

the events of the past and the futureo 

c) Dominance (muta~arrifa) by which he can cause 

changes in the natural phenomena such as miracles 

mentioned in the Qur·an. l 

Commenting on a Qur~anic verse in his Tafsir, he 

suggests that the prophets must be different from the 

rest of the people both in bodily and spiritual capabilities. 

He then classifies the bodily capabilities into the faculty 

of understanding (al-i1udrika) which includes the five 

senses, intelligence and memory and the faculty of 

acti va tion (al-mulJ.arrika), e. g. the Prophet :'=ulJ.awrn.ad' s 

ascension to Heaven (mi'raj). 

1. Maba~ th, vol. 2, p. 523; :Taj at, p. 3C3o 
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The spiritual capabilities consist of per:ection i~ 

all virtues relating to the refinement of the soul. .:.. t 

this point al-Razi puts forward the rather strange vie~o[ 

that the holy prophetical soul is different by essence 
, 

from other souls -- a view which is suggestive of the 

idea that the prophet may be a superhuman being. l 

Al-Razi classifies human beings into three main 

groups: 1) The Imperfect (al-naq~~), which consists of 

common people; 2) The Perfect (al-kamil) who is nevertheless 

unable to perfect others. These are the saints (awliya~). 

3) The perfect who perfects others (al-kamil Vla-l-mukammil). 

Only divinely assigned prophets represent this group.2 

Among the qualities they possess is the lack of interest 

in material pleasureso 3 He states: "The art of prophecy 

consists of diverting people from indulgence in worldly 

affairs to the service of the Almighty and from preoccupa

tion with this world to the next. ,,4 

In proving the Prophet ~ammad's veracity al-Razi 

discusses three approaches: 

a) Miracles, among wr~ch the Qur~an is the most 

outstanding. The inimitability of the Qur)an is either 

due to its intrinsic values, such as an extraordinary 

style, its psychological influence on the readeTs, its 

accurate narration of the stories of ancient times, and 

the foretelling of future events, or it is due to the 

1. Hafatii;, vol. 2, p. 4390 

f. 289b; _. '-1· p. 960 2. J.Iatalib, vol. 2, l'la a 1m, 
I 

3. Ivla tali b, volo .. 2, f. 29la. 

40 Ibid., .L' 295ao ~. 
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fact that God prevents the opponents 

reproduce the like of the :'"'ur ~ a-n ~ . " '. -- a ~'cu "'Cazili t e -:!le ory 

which is knovTn as sarfa. 
e 

b) The prophet's personal behaviour, his decent 

life, pure morality and good manners, is a stronger 

evidence for Hu~mmad' s truthfulness in his claim that he 

was a messenger appointed by God. Al-Razi ascribes the 

same view to al-Jahiz. 
• 0 

c) The third evidence is the foretelling of his 

arrival in the Bible. l 

The Infallibility of the Prophets 

There are many aspects in which the infallibility 

of a prophet has been discussed: 

a) Concerning the essentials of the religion, 

there is unanimous agreement that they are infallible in 

this field. 

b) Concerning the rules for the practical life 

(al-sharaai'), the agreement is also unanimous on this 

point. 

c) Concerning a prophet's judgement on a particular 

case (al-fatwa). Making a mistake deliberately is unanimously 

rejected, but there is disagreement whether they err 

unintentionallyo 

10 Mu{la¥~al, p. 151; Arba' in, p. 309; r·~a' ~li::J., p. 90; 
:IJ. 'Uqul, f. 220a; Hatalib, vol. 2, f. 289a; CI Q 

Iqti~ad, p. 88; N. Iqdam, po 4460 
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d) Concerning their actions and behaviour. ,..,. 
~::..e 

difference of opinion is wider on this r;oint.~he 

==u 'tazili tes believe that pro~hets do not com.mi t grave 

sins, but they may commit minor ones. l The ~ashawiyya 

(extremists) believe that they can commit both grave and 

minor sins. Other views on this point are that they can 

commit minor mistakes only inadvertently, or that they 

are liable neither to great sins nor to small ones, 

deliberately nor otherwise. The last view' has been 

held b~.r the 8m Ci tes (Rafi<;.a) 0 2 

Al-Razi argues against those who claim that the 

prophets are not infallible: 

a) If they could be sinners their position in the 

next world would be worse than that of their followers. 

This is contrary to the fact that divine revelation is 

the highest degree of God1s benevolence to mankind. 

b) If they were sinners they could not be accepted 

as witnesses in a court, as indicated by the verse: "0 

ye who believeJ If an evil-liver bring you tidings verify 

i~ lest ye smite some folk in ignorance and afterward 

repent of what ye did." 4906 

c) The idea of the fallibility of the prophets 

is contrary to the following verses! 2.143, 33.57, 3.31, 

72.23, 61.2, 2044, 15040, 21090, 38.470 

1. 
2. 

'Abd al-'Jabbar al-Usu1 al-Khamsa, p. 575. , . 
Arba'In, p. 329. See also ~2f~trh, vol. 3, p. 252, 

308, vol. 4, p. 49, 84, vol. 5, p. 32C, J20, 497, 5420 
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Al-Razi is of the opinion that there should be four 

qualities in a prophet as far as his infallioility is 

concerned: 

1) A distinctive quality which prevents ~im from 

sins; 2) perfect knowledge of what is good and what is 

bad; 3) the reinforcement of this knowledge by revelation; 

4) divine warnir~ when he fails to choose the best 

alternative or when he forgets. l 

In his treatment of the verses in which there is 

either the mention of a sin forgiven by God, or a warlung 

against a certain action al-Razi interprets these verses 

according to his own thoughts. An example of this is the 

verse 94.1,2: 

"wa wada'na 'anka wizraka alladhi anqada zahrak" 
• e • 

"Have we not caused thy bosom to dilate, and 

eased thee of the burden" 

In this verse sin (wizr) has been ascribed to the 

prophet. Al-Razi's interpretation is as follows: This 

sin should be understood as referring to a sin committed 

before his divine mission, or as the neglect of the best 

alternative, but not the opposite of the good. Further

more, the T,vord wizr means "burden" in which sense it can 

be interpreted as his immense sorrows due to his people's 

insistence on polytheism, and moreover the prophet and 

his followers were oppressed. So when he accomplished 

his cause that burden 'vas lifted. :2he lifting 0::: the 
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burden in this verse should be taken as an allusion to 

those facts.l 

As to the verse: 

"li-yaghi'ira Allahu rna taqaddama min dhanbika wa-ma 

ta~akhkhar" 

"That Allah may forgive thee of thy sin that which 

is past and that which is to come o •• " 48.2 

al-Razi gives this intepretation: The mentioned sin 

(dhanb) in the verse should be conceived as the abandon-

ment of the best, or the expression "dhanbika"should be 

understood as "the sin of your people" or the interpreta

tion is: "Thanks to your grac·e God has forgiven your 

people I s sins in their ill treatment of you". 2 

Another important aspect of the problem of prophethood 

is whether the prophets are superior to angels or 

inferior to them. 

In one of his earlier works, ~~'alim U~Ul al-Din, 

al-Razi argues that the angels are superior to the 

prophets. The proofs he puts fO~Nard are: 

a) The angels are spiri~~al beings. Their essences 

are free from any kind of corruption, and they are 

qualified with high~tributes such as constant obedience 

and worship, whereas human beings are subject to various 

deSires, anger, etc. Therefore the angels are superioro 

1. Arba'in, p. 363; IvIafati{l, vol. 8, p. 455. 
2. Arba • in, p. 366; I,:afa:ti~, vol. 7, p. 382. 
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b) The verses 78.37, 2.285 suggest that the angels 

have been put in a higher rank by divine revelation. 

c) The heavens (aflak) are the bodies of the angels 

and the stars are their hearts when compared with human 

bodies and the hearts thereino l 

Al-Razi in his later works changes his position and 

claims that the prophets shoUld be superior to the angels 

in deserving more reward (thawab) from God, but in respect 

of power and authority the latter might be superior. This 

latter view has also been hel~ by the Sbi'ites and by 

al-Baqillani among the Sunnites. Al-Razi's proofs for 

the superiority of the prophets are: 

1) The angels w'ere ordered to prostrate themselves 

to Adam: 2.340 

2) Adam was more learned than the angels: "And He 

taught Adam all the names" 2.310 

3) The angels act according to instructions given 

to them and they do not exerciSE free will by which choosing 

the right option is more difficulto 

4) Human beings are subject to the deception and 

incitements of Satan, whereby the right belief becomes 

more difficult for them. Therefore, if they reach the 

right belief their reward should be more than that of 

the angelso 

Finally al-Razi suggests that the angels have reason, 

but no desires (shahawat), the brute animals possess desires 

but no reason, and that human beings possess both reason 

1. IvTa 'alim, p. 1050 
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and desires. Accordingly if man prefers reason over 

desires he deserves to be superior to the angelso l 

Al-Razits views on prophethood are not so different 

from the traditional attitude taken by other major 
2 Ash'arite scholarso However, apart from elaborating on 

the views of his predecessors his main contribution in 

this field is the adoption of a philosophic line of 

thought, which was exhibited in his al-Ivlabal;i th 

al-IJIashriqiyya and al-!>1a ¥ali b al-' Aliya. 3 

1. Arba'in, p. 369; Mafatif, vol. 1, p. 289; M~a~~al, 

p. 1620 

20 Cf. aI-Baghdadi, Kitab U~ul aI-Din, pp. 153-84; 
N. Iqdam, ppo 417-505; Iqti~ad, p. 880 

3. Maba~ith, vol. 2, p. 523; Ma¥aIib, vol. 2, f. 290b. 



CHAJ>TER VI I 

RESURRECTION 

One of the basic principles of most religions is the 

belief in man's existence after death. The possibility 

of the continuation of life after death is also a significant 

issue in philosophy. As our experimental knowledge cannot 

extend beyond the point of death, all information about 

life after death found in religious books has no rational 

basis for assertion of certainty. They can be accepted 

either on the understanding that dogmatic tenets are not 

to be contradicted by reason and that their certainty 

is not open to speculative scepticism, or by the notion 

that although these beliefs cannot be established by 

reason, they equally cannot be also disproved by it, and 

that the criterion for the credibility of such assertions 

is something other than reason. This second position 

seems to underlie Ibn Sina's assertion that perceptual 

resurrection can only be claimed by religion, whereas 

rationally only spiritual resurrection can be establishedo l 

Although this is not a denial of bodily restoration, as 

there is no indication that Ibn Sina rejected the dogmatic 

evidence, it has generally been underst ood by the l·Iuslim 

theologians that the Muslim philosophers did not believe 

1. Najat, po 291; Ibn Sina, Risale-i Nafs, p. 77. 
al-Sahykh N~ammad 'Abduh, Bayna l-Falasifa 

wa-l-Kalamiyyin, vol. 1, p. 607. 
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~n bodily resurrection. l Th • e o~~y evidence on which :he 

theologians can base this accusation is the fact that the 

philosophers have over-emphasized the intellectual existence 

and spiritual happiness and its superiority over perpetual 
2 

pleasureso Therefore, there is no clear eVidence that 

they denied bodily resurrection. Moreover, in summarising 

the philosophers' position on the issue, al-Ghazali seems 

to have referred only to Ibn Sina's Najat which itself is 

not conducive to such an allegation, while other philosophers' 

views have not been representedo 3 

While discussing the problem of resurrection, 

al-Razi himself is of the opinion that the philosophers 

believed in the permanent existenc-e of the soul, but that 

as to the body, it cannot be recovered after death. 4 In 

his analysis of the question al-Razi first deals with the 

definition of Selfo What is meant by the first singular 

pronoun "I"? In his Risala he suggests that Self cannot 

be defined, since we can feel only its effects, but as to 

its nature we cannot know it. Moreover, everybody is 

aware of the fact that he is distinct from others, as this 

knowledge is self-evident and therefore does not need a 

1. Tahafut, p. 268. 
2. Najat, p. 2910 
3. Cf. Tahafut, p. 268, and Najat, p. 2910 The editor 

of Tahafut quotes al-Fanari as saying that al-?arabi 

believed in the resurrection of the body either by 
b -+-1., t· the restoration of the previous one or y v .... e crea lon 

of a new one (Tahafut, po 281, footnote)o 

4. Mu~a~¥al, p. 163; IvIafati~, vol. 5, p. 435. 
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definite explanation.
l 

In other works, he presen~s these 

views on the nature of man: According to philosonhers ... 

such as Plato, Aristotle and Ibn Sina man consists of the 

soul, while the body is the instrument of the soul. On 

the other hand the majority of the mutakallims hold that 

man consists of only visible bodYo2 AI-Razi argues as 

follows against the latter View, maintaining that by a 

human being what is referred to is not the body but the 

soul: 

i) When someone thinks of himself he is usually 

unaware of his material existence. No part of the body 

is taken into consideration in self-contemplation. Thus, 

man should consist of the soul, but not the bodYo3 

ii) The body is exposed to various external influences 

and it is in constant change and alteration. No component 

of the body and its organs is permanento This is contrary 

to the fact that we always feel that we are the same 

persons throughout long periods of time. Therefore, the 

body as it is every-changing cannot be man's essence. The 

permanent nature of self-cognition is based on the existence 

of the immaterial soulo 

1. Risala, p. 106. 
2. Risala, p. 106; Ivlu~a¥~al, p. 163; r.=afa:ti~, vol. 5, 

p. 429; I1a'alim, p. 114; Haba{lith, vol. 2, p. 222. 

3. AI-Razi is of the opinion tha t ~.vhile unawareness of 
physical' existence in self-conter:::plation is not a 
proof for the incorporeality of the soul, one's 
consciousness of that he is the same person as he ~.;as 

a moment ago is a proof for the incorporeality of 

soul (~~ba:tith, vol. 2, po 226)0 

tl:e 
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iii) The place of sensations, understandings ~i 

deliberations cannot be the body itself, for from man's 

capability of analysis and synthesis it can be unders~ood 

that all these intellectual experiences are performed by 

a single non-composite entity, and this cannot be other 

than the soul. 

iV) It can be inferred from our experiences that what 

is perfection for the spiritual existence is weakness for 

the body. For example deep contemplation, abstention from 

sleep, old age, and mystic experiences weaken the position 

of the body, whereas they increase the strength of the 

soul and its influence. l 

Although al-Razi is in agreement with the philosophers 

on the existence of the soul as the essence of a human 

being, in some of his works he differs from them on the 

nature of the soulo According to the philosophers the 

soul is incorporeal and abstracted from space and thus 

it is an immaterial entityo2 In order to prove this claim 

they argue that the intellectual perceptions are 

indivisible, and that the SUbstratum of these perceptions 

should therefore also be indivisible. As an example our 

knowledge of the divinity is one and indivisible; if it 

were perceived by a part of the body or the body as whole 

this would bring about difficulties, e.g. only a part of 

1. Ris~la, p. 114; Mafati~, 

volo 5, p. 438; Ea'alim, 

p. 224; Hatalib, vol. 2, 

p. 167; Kitab al-Nafs, p. 

Ma~51ib, vol. 2, f. 179a. 

vol. 2, p. 37, vol. 3, po 
po 114; I::ab51}i th, vol. 2, 

pp. 179a-184a; L.A;:?.~~al, 

27; Lubab, p. 1090 

94, 
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the body would be knowledgeable and the other parts 

ignorant, or the total of the parts of the boiy ~'louli be 

knowledgeable, both of which are absurd. I'~oreover, as all 

the parts of the body are divisible, they are not suitable 

to be the substratum of an indivisible knolvledge. Thus 

the substratum of the knowledge is not the body but it is 

the soul which is abstracted from all the bodily propertieso l 

AI-Razi counters this argument on the grounds that 

the conceptions of unity, relations and the theory of the 

atom show an indivisible notion can occupy a divisible 
2 

locus o Therefore, there is no necessity that the soul 

be immaterialo He also maintains that if the soul were 
~,A ~~c{ ~ b ~ J~ 

immaterial ~ would use the body as its instrument,\since 

immaterial entities influence directly and ~ the human 
,'s ~ CAS(! 

soul would have a greater field of influence than what js 
11\;z 

knouJ:lr. Thus,.Ahuman soul cannot be immaterial, but is a 

noble material similar to light which penetrates into the 

body and uses it as its instrument0 3 

In Hafatih when commenting on the verse 17.85 he 
• 

regards the philosophic thesis that the soul is imnaterial 

and incorporeal, and his view that it is a heavenly material 

similar to light as equally valid. 4 

1. Ma'alim, p. 119; Risala, p. 114; 

p. 455; Mu~a~¥al, p. 164; Lubab, 

f. 220a., 

Mafatih, vol. 5, 
• 

2. r·Tutta~~al, p. 164; Na' alim, p. 1190 

3. Ma'a1im, p. 1180 

4. Mafa:tr~, vol. 5, pp. 435-390 
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In al-r.:a ~a:lib al- 'Aliya he modifies his posi -tion 

claiming that the human soul is of the saoe nat~re as 

that of the angels, and that the efficient causes in its 

creation, which cause the emergence of knoHledge and 

intuitions in the soul, are immaterial and produced by 

the Intellects. All the attributes of the soul are also 

the effect of the intellectual powerso Its relation to 

the body is on the basis of the subjugation of the body 

to the soulo However,this relationship between the soul 

and the body is of the weakest degree in existence and it 

is a kind of accident to w'hich the soul is susceptible. 

Termination of this relationship bet";V'een the soul and the 

body is the death of the body, but as to the soul, as the 

intellectual incorporeal powers are still effective in i~s 

nature and its properties' it will persist in time and it 

will remain permanent due to the permanency of its causes. 1 

At this stage al-Razi shows more inclination towards the 

philosophic thesiso His belief in full dominion of the 

soul over the body caused him to differ from Ibn Sina on 

the question of the soul's knowledge of particulars. 

According to al-Razi Ibn Sina's writings are suggestive of 

the idea that the soul cannot know the particulars directly, 

but through bodily organs, whereas as the universals have 

1. Mat§lib, volo 2, f. 182a. 
claims that the relation of 

through the heart; thus the 

...... -b 1 'T f' l -- -In his Kiva a -.:.;2._ S2...:..-:,\.a2l 

the soul to the body is 

heart org3.n 

to have connection with the soul. The other ~n~ts of 

the body are dominated by the soul throuG~ vhe ~~art 

(K. al-Nafs, po 51). 
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nothing to do with the sense world, they are apprebended 

by the soul without any intermediary. Al-Razi's objec~ion 

is that if the soul learns scmething through a sense organ 

it does not mean that these sense organs have the capacity 

of sensation, e.g. the eye and the ear do not have the 

ability of seeing and hearing. Therefore, the soul's 

knowledge of particulars is not dependent on any bodily 

instrument and it remains capable of knowing them after 

its departure from the bodYol 

AI-Razi is also at variance with the Aristotelian 

view that all human souls are one by essence. He thinks 

that since there are different performances of the souls 

such as intelligence and ignorance the souls must be 
2 different by essence from each othero It is also the 

Aristotelian thesis that maintains the originatedness of 

the soul. This is because if the soul were eternal it 

would either be one in eternity or many. It cannot be 

1. l''Iatalib, vol. 2, f. 192b; Risala, p. 110; Eu~a~¥al, 
p. 167. Na~ir aI-Din al-fUsi while commenting on 
al-Razi's views on the soul, accuses al-rtazi of 
making false allegations against the philosophers 
that they do not believe in the soul's cognitions of 
the particulars. However, this accusation of al-;usi 

can be rejected on the ground that al-Razi does not 
pretend to be sure of 'tV'ha t Ibn Sina says on this 
issueo ;'lhat al-Razi says is that "It can be inferred 
from Ibn· Sina I s words that ••• " (r'1ufa¥~al, p. 167; 

Ma~~lib, vol. 2, f. 192b). 
2. J.isala, p. 117; 1'/Ia'alim, p. 127; ~.=ab2:~ith, vol. 2, 

p. 387; Hulakhkha~, f. 241a. 



239 

one, for then, what you know' woUld be als 0 k..."1o\.;n O? 

If on the other hand, it is many, it can only be so after 

union with the body. Therefore, as the body is te~poral 

so too is the soul. Although al-Razi accepts tne originatedness 

of the soul he does not accept the arguments presented 

for this purpose, since according to him these arguments 

depend on the homogeneity of the human soul, and as he 

rejects this, he also rejects the arguments based on this 

principle. His argument for the originatedness of the 

soul is that if it were eternal i,ie woUld be able to remember 

various events in the past, before the soul's union wi~h 

the body.l However, in al-Naba:tUth al-Nashriqiyya he 

regards this argument as a weak oneo 2 

The Immortality of the Soul 

The philosophers claim that the soul ~s immortal, for 

if it were receptive to non-existence, this would be an 

essential quality of the soul, but as the soul exists it 

cannot possess a quality opposite to existence. An entity 

cannot have the quality of existence and non-existence at 

the same time. Thus, if the soul's possession of 

susceptibility to non-existence were true it would be 

manifest only through its annihilationo It follows that 

an existing entity is more capable of continuation of 

existence than going into non-existence. 'l'herefore, the 

soul is immortal. 

1. 

2. 

Arba'in, p. 296; Ha'alim, p. 120; I'Iul,1a¥?al, 

Ris~la, p. 120; ~a~~lib, vol. 2, f. 17Ca. 

I~la bahi th, vol. 2, p. 396. . 

D. 166; 
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Secondly, if the soul were mortal it should consist 

of matter and form, but it is already proved that i~ is 

incorporeal, and abstracted from position, and thus it is 

not receptive to non-existence. l 

In al-Arba'in al-Razi refutes this argument with the 

Qur)anic verse that everything except God will be annihilated. 

The arguments and counter-arguments on this issue are 

related to those on the question of whether the world is 

eternal or created in time. According to al-Razi every

thing other than God is capable of non-existence. This 

capability is an essential property of all the contingent 

t · t· 2 en 1. leSe In fact al-Razi's purpose in objecting to the 

philosophic arguments here is to show that the soul is 

susceptible to decay, but not that this will actually 

happen. In other words he does not believe like the 

philosophers that the soul is necessarily permanent. 3 

1. r.1a~alib, vol. 2, f. 188a; Arba'in, p. 279; Na'alim, 
p. 123; M~a~~al, p. 167; ~~ba9ith, vol. 2, p. 399; 

Lubab, p. 110. 
2. Arba'in, p. 279. 
3. Ibid., pp. 279, 283. Al-Razi is of the opinion that 

although it is possible for the soul to disappear, 
the question of ,whether this possibility will actualize 
can be answered only through the literal meaning 
of the Qur)anic verses. However, general rules of 
the Qur)an can be restricted by evidence (Arba'in, 

p. 292) e. 
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Resurrection of the body 

There are certain philosophical t argumen s reproduced 

by al-Ghazali and al-Razi against the restoration of the 

body after death. They can be summarized as follows: 

i) \(.hen the body perishes it becomes non-existent , 
and to resotre a non-existent entity is impossible, and 

it cannot be subject to judgement 0 

ii) If the dead body is restored it will be either in 

the shape and size which it possessed when it died, or 

will include all the components and variations it possessed 

in its life-time. If, taking the first alternative, a 

disabled person were to be resurrected in a defective 

form this would be absurd, \vhile in the second case, the 

person would be recreated with various qualities of mind 

and body, e.g. if he was previously a disbeliever, then 

became a believer, which case would be dominant in the 

resurrection? 

iii) All the parts of the body are in constant alteration 

and renewal. There is no definite SUbstance for recreation. 

Moreover, if someone eats another person's flesh and 

absorbs the latter's body, when both are to be revived 

how can their bodies be discerned from each other? 

iv) A genuine resurrection can be only through tl:.e 

recreation of the deceased with all the related circumstances 

in time and 'place which if applied to the human body would 

t " 1 
mean a replica of the first creation not a resurrec ~o~. 

1. Arba'in, pp. 277-89; Maba\lith, vol. 2, p. 433; :<q_a~ral, 
p. 1680 Cf. Tahafut, p. 282; Eulakhkha~, f. 68bo 
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In answer to the first argument al-Razi suggests 

to recover a perished body is possible through divine 

knowledge and power, and that there is no necessity for 

the real existence of a matter in order for it to be 

subject to judgement. Moreover, the statement that the 

dead body cannot be restored is also a judgement. l 

The second argument has been answered by al-Razi on 

the grounds that there is a permanent sUbstance in man's 

nature, and it does not change. Change and alteration 

occur only to the secondary parts of the body. Thus this 

permanent substance in man's body survives all circumstances 

and even death. '{hen asked how this can be harmonized 

with the Qur)anic verse that everything except God will 

perish, he replies that sometimes general rules can be 

modified. He regards this counter-argument as an answer 
2 also to the third philosophic argument. 

As to the fourth argument, al-Razi claims that the 

creation of time and other circumstances is not necessary 

for the resurrection. Resurrection cannot be equated 

with the first creation, since the former is preceded by 

a previous state, whereas the latter is not. 3 

Al-Razi refers to many verses of the Qur~an to 

SUbstantiate bodily resurrection. He also gives credence 

to the view that the death of the body is the disintegration 

1. Ma'a1im, p. 128; Mul1a?¥al, p. 168; Arba'in, p. 276 

r.Tu1akhkha~ , f. 68b. 

2. Ma'alim, p. 131; Arba'in, pp. 290-920 

3. Arba'in, p. 278. 
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of its parts and resurrection is the reassembling 0: ~l~ 
dispersed components back into a body. ~hus, he does no~ 

consider the verse "Think not of those who are slain in 

the way of Allah as dead. Nay they are Ii vingo ',ii th their 

Lord they have provision" (3.169), as implying the life 

after death, but to him it implies that those who are 

killed for the sake of God are alive at the present time. l 

He is also of the opinion that the integration of the body 

and its unity is not a condition for life since God is 

able to give life to the scattered pieces of the body 

without assembling them. 2 

He maintains that rejecting bodily resurrection is 

contrary to the literal meaning of the Qur)an. 3 He refers 

to the following verses as evidence for the restoration 

of the body after death, 10.34, 17099, 36.78/79, 29.19, 

56.50/58/59/63, 75.40, 8608. He adduces two rational 

arguments for this purpose. First, the right and the 

wicked should receive their due rewards and punishment. 

Therefore, there should be life after death. Secondly, 

the purpose of creation is either for pleasure or for 

suffering or for neither of these. It cannot be for 

. . + suffering or for neither suffering nor pleasure S1nce 1~ 

is contrary to the wisdom of God. Thus, it should be 

for getting satisfaction. However, this purpose does not 

seem to be fulfilled in this world, because many so-called 

1. T1afatih, vol. , 3, p. 93; K. -.T +' 
~I 43. .;..je..J.. S , ~. 

2. ~Tafati!;, vol. 2, p. 36. 
3. Arba'in, p. 288. 
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pleasures are in fact the avoidance of suffering, therefore, 

there should be a next world where full satisfaction can 

be fully enjoyed.
l 

It is also impossible in this world 

to combine the pleasures of both the soul and the body, 

since when one is indulged in sensory pleasures he is 

unavTare of spiri tual pleasures and vice versa. 

when the soul abandons the body in this vTorld and :;ets 

stronger through heavenly powers and attains perfection, 

after that if it occupies a new body, spiritual and sensory 

pleasure can fully be enjoyed. _U-Razi calls this view 

the combination of philosophy with faith. 2 This is also 

al-Ghazali's position in his Tahafut where he maintains 

that restoration of the decayed body or creating a new 

body for the soul is possible :t'or God, and such re-existence 

is superior to the individual existence of both the soul 

and the body. Thus perfection is attained by the restora

tion of both the soul and the body.3 

However, this last argument can be contested on the 

grounds that what philosophers are aiming at by holding 

spiritual happiness to be superior to the perceptual is 

also to secure full satisfaction of the human soul. for 

to them, sensory pleasures are defective and preventive 

to real spiritual happiness, and when the soul leaves the 

body it will have the full capacity of full satisfactiono 

1. ~ b ."':-l.r a l.n, p. 294. 
2. Ibid., p. 300. 
3. Tahafut, pp. 276, 285. 
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That is why even in this world intellectual joyfulness 

has been regarded as more worthwhile than perceptual 

comforts. l It follows that what philosophers like Ibn 

Sina reject is not the perfection of happiness, but t~a~ 

what they reject is the idea that having sensory 

pleasures alongside with the spiri~ual is perfection. 

Therefore, the disagreement can be reduced to differences 

in the definition of perfection. 

1. Najat, p. 294. 



CONCLUSION 

Any clear-cut evaluation of al-Razi's place in tne 

history of Islamic thought is rendered difficult by so~e 

of the major characteristics of his writingso The 

vacillation between philosophy and religion which he 

exhibited throughout his academic life produced one of 

the best examples of speculative investigation that 

human intellect is capable ofo His aim was neither to 

elevate the cause of kalam nor that of philosopr~. In 

order to satisfy his quest for truth he did not hesitate 

to destroy any philosophic or dogmatic principle which 

stood in his 1'lay, for he possessed a sceptical as well as 

a discursive mind. As far as his role as a theologian

philosopher is concerned his contribution is not through 

his allegiance to a particular school of thought, but 

through the elaboration of the faculty of speculation 

in generalo In this respect al-Razi deserves a universal 

recognition as one of the best examples of a critic2l 

and incisive mind. 

His works are characterized by his willingness to 

question received and accepted opinions. Although his 

main source in philosophy was Ibn Sina, he disagree d ,-Ii th 

him on such major issues as existence, epistemolo~J, 

and the creation of the worldo Al-Razi conceived 

existence as, a comprehensive concept covering all 

entities equally, but for him differences among the 

existent entities are due to differences i~ their 

246 
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essences -- a theory whic~ he also ap~lied to the rea:i:y 

of God. Thus, like contingent entities God consist3 of 

existence and essence. On the other hand, Ibn Sina 

believed that although this theory is applicable to 

the contingent world it is invalid in the case of God, 

since the absolute one-ness of the deity necessitates 

the notion that He is pure existence which unlike the 

existence of the contingent is not susceptible to 

essence. In understanding God as existence and essence, 

al-Razi followed the same argument put forward by his 

predecessors al-Ghazali and al-Shahrastani, although 

he furnished it v1i th further arguments. 

In the problem of the creation of the world 

al-Razi adopted an eclectic approach by using both 

philosophical and theological arguments. By giving 

precedence to contingency (imkan) as the more credible 

principle for the createdness of the \'lorld and its need 

for a creator, v[hile upholding the theological argument 

based on originatedness (~uduth), he placed hinself in 

a difficult position and could not escape contradictionso 

However, in his last work al-na~alib al-'Aliya, his 

ideas on this particular problem are of great interest, 

for here he reviewed his previous position and chose 

to suspend judgement on the issue as he felt that t~ere 

was no explicit guidance from the scriptures, and no 

conclusive evidence from speculationo 



248 

In proving God's existence he follo~ved t:::e same 

eclectic approach using philosophical and theological 

arguments together and giving them more elaboratio~. 

Al-Razi presents very complicated theories on the 

question of the Divine Attributes. He predicated 

knowledge as a special relationship between the kno~{er 

and the thing known, a theory by vThich he differed 

from both the philosophers and the theologians. However, 

he did not mention any characteristics of this relation

ship to differentiate it from other kinds of relation

ships. His concept of the Attributes fluctuates bet'toTeen 

Ash'arism, ~m'tazilism and the philosophical approach 

with a considerable change of mind and intellectual 

evolution in his various works. 

He is an extreme determinist, his main argument 

being the theory based on the motivative factor (al-da'i) 

in the exercise of human will. Nan's choice of an 

action over non-action or one of possible alternatives 

is not the result of a free will, but all human decisions 

and actions are the product of divine ,rill. By adhering 

to this theory he encountered major difficulties in 

dealing 'vi th the question of obligation and prophethood. 

However, in his wa~iyya, al-Razi abandons his 

speculative assertions and states a preference for 

faith over reason and regards the role of the latter in 

the investigation of truth as unproductiveo 
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Al-Razi exercised a tremendous influence on Cis 

contemporaries and posterity. His influence is notice

able even on his maj or critics such as Ibn 'i'a-~; -;-~a 
- J ~J J • 

His works were so popular that we are told by his 

biographers that being fascinated by his books the 

scholars ignored the works of his predecessors. 

One of the major sources for al-Razi's thoughts and 

his influence is his magnum opus l1afatil1 al-Ghayb, the 

t th ~ ~-commen ary on e ,.!ur an. His broad approach to the 

interpretation of the Quraan with the presentation of 

various alternative comments on each verse is a source 

of inspiration for all even for the present generation 

of commentators. In his tafsir al-Razi was influenced 

by al-Zamakhshari's al-Y~shshaf for the linguistic 

explanation of verses, and by Abu Huslim al-I~fahani 

in some theological disputes. However, this does not 

denote a lack of originality in al-Razi, for he is 

original both in his unique method of treating a verse 

and in producing new solutions or postulating a logical 

preference for one of those of his predecessorso 

Unfortunately al-Razi's originality is often submerged 

in the daunting volume of detail with which he presents 

each issue. This is also a general characteristic of 

his major works which are marked by effusion of 

unnecessary detail which forms a barrier to the 

appreciation of his original mind for all but the most 

determined readero 
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One can only conclude a study of al-Razi by 

observing that he is a thinker worthy of far ~ore 

scholarship than he has so far received. A great deal 

of research into al-Razi's thought still needs to be 

carried out before a definitive assessment of his 

place in the history of IslamiC thought can be under

taken. It is hoped that the present study 'rill be a 

useful contribution to such an assessmento 
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