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It was the revelation of these words and subsequent verses of
the Qur'an that changed the course of history. And it was these and
other words of the Qur'an which provided the intellectual impetus
and an epistemological orientation to the people who aceepted them
as Divine revelation. It centred around a unique congnitive percep-
tion of Allah as the One and Only Supreme Lord of the universe,
The Qur'an (meaning “the Reading” or “the Recitation™) is itself the
fountainhead of knowledge; and the One Who revealed it as
described in the Qurgn as the All-Knowing, the Aware, ete”

But Allah is not only All-lKnowing and Aware; He also parti-
cipates in the- affairs of man by teaching him the Truth through a
process of revelation. Thus we are lold:

31. As for that which We [z--?het 0 Lo o o fife-er™ G
inspirc in thee of the Scripture U\fﬂ‘d‘jf:"‘%‘f‘gruﬁ “-m.l-t*"JTL; b
ithl_ihthe Tn{;lh confirming that 4 PP [,,,; e b - fj'
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In other words, the All-Knowing Lord has manifested the Truth
in the Qur'gr, which becomes the fountainhead lor the search of the
same. Thus, very aptly, man, the created being, turns to his Lord
and Creator humbly, and seeks the knowledge which would advance
his steps towards the Uliimate Reality, and cries out. -

O T
My Lord! Increase me in knowledge * @'L'LEU,"J =L

Was this in fact the basis of the guest of the Muslim for
knowledge that drove him to the farthest corners of the earth? Or
was it some other factor that inspired the Arab of the Jahilivah to
lay the foundation of such a brilliant civilisation? Although the
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expansion of the Muslim lands and the exposure to the different
cultures and peoples had a vast contribution in itself, yet the basic
impetus and the constant driving force can be attributed to nothing
but the Qur'dn. The Quridn provided ample guidance and encourage-
ment, and the hedTth of the Prophet (P.B.H.) gave the command:

Search for knowledge is an obligation ‘»J-w-“df sz‘ ‘f"“-:'..)-’fu !‘-."J'L’
upon every Muslim male and female.’ £ olne 5

During the years following the Prophet (P.B.H.), we see centres
of learning springing up across the length and breadth of the Muslim
lands. As early as the rule of the Umayyads, Kiifah, Basrah, and
Damascus rivalled Makkah and Madinah in learning, We find major
figures among the sahabah (the Companions) and the tg@bi'iin (those
wha followed the Companions) in all these places and in others.®
It was a response to the Qur'anic guidelines and the hadith
injunctions,

Definitions of ‘Illm in the Early Period

One question that arises, and in fact did arise in the early
centuries of Islamic history, is the true definition of the term ‘ilm
that the Qur'dn and hadith refer to. ‘flm in its earliest definition
was knowledge of the Qur'an and the hodith, while all speculative
thought was lumped under figh or r@’y.” Figh (i.e. the science of
jurisprudence: as we understand it today) did not exist as a separate
science. During the first century of the hijrah, with the sah@bah
and tabi'in still on the scene, the need for a systematised science
of jurisprudence was not felt. In fact none of the sciences existed
as such. In the absence of the latter, the [actual side of all intellec-
tual activity was considered to be ‘ilm, while the speculative side was
grouped under figh. The science that was referred to in later years as
kalim and the speculative side of jurisprudence came to be known
as figh.

Towards the end of the first one hundred and fifty vears after
hijrah, we find ‘ilm acquiring a much broader meaning. Rather than
limiting itself to merely the factual or empirical side of intellectual
activity, it now incorporated all branches of knowledge. At the same
time we also observe the emergence of boundaries between the
various sciences, .

On the heels of these developments, during the second and
third centuries, numerous works from Greek and Persian languapges
were translated into Arabic that had a profound influence on the
direction of intellectual activity. On the one hand we have the
fugaha® (jurists) muhaddithn, (traditionists) and mufassirfin, (com-
mentators) whose sphere of activity remained purely within the
legacy of the Prophet (P.B.H.); but on the other hand we find
groups within the mutekallimin like the Mu‘tazilah and later the
Ash'arites and the Maturdites, who were deeply affected by the
introduction of the Greek and Persian philosophies. The secondary
effect of these translations was the emergence of a philosophical
school among the Muslims themselves, which provided the bridge
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between the ancient Greek and modern Western philosophy.

A major question of prime concern Lo us is the elfect of these
historical developments on the theory of knowledge as understood
by the Muslims. The muhaddithtin, the mufassirin, the fugaha’, the
philosophers, and the mutekallimun all grappled with the question
partially or in its totality. The concerns of the [irst three were very
limited though. While the mufassirin were interested only in those
sources of knowledpe that assisted them in their exegetical oxer-
cises, the muhaddithiin developed _their principles for the sake of
defermining the veracity of the hadith, its collation and its gradition.
The fugafa’ in their broader concerns, utilised the efforis of the
previous two to determine the rules governing the daily life of a
Muslim. The science of figh (jurisprudence) recognised the primacy
of the Quran and hadith and as the basis of knowledpe of the law
and day lo day affairs of man. Divine revelation was the source;
but figh recognised two other channels — ijma’ and giyas — as
sources of junsprudence on issues where the Qurian and hadith
remained silent, and as long as the former were in harmony with
the latter. Thus, the mufassirin, muhbaddithtin and the fugaha’
were limited in their concerns about the sources or concepts of
universal knowledge.

At the other end of the spectrum were the Muslim philosophers
who maintained the superiority of reason over revelation in all
epistemological concerns.®  For them all knowledge remained
subservient to reason,

Turning to the mutakellimiin, we find that we do not have a
consensus of opinion on the types or causes of knowledge., It is
this variety ol thought that we wish to examine in the light of the
perspective discussed so far. In the eighth century of hijreh (four-
teenth century C.E.), we have a man like al-Taftdzanl presenting
an elaborate theory of knowledge®  But where did it start, and
when did it get accepted in that form? We have seen that the basic
impulse derives from the Qur’an and Sunnaeh of the Prophet (P.B.H.)
At the same time, the form it assumed was a far cry from the
foreign philosophies which had lasting effect on Muslim thought;’®
but neither is it quite enumerated in the @urian or the Sunnah.
S0 let us then turn Lo the developments and observe them through
history.

The farly Mutakallimun:

The issucs that seem to have dominated carly kaliom were Tman
and kufr, gadr and jabr, sin, etc.; but the *theory of knowledge™
held  the least interest, if any, The carliest mention we lind, though
not as such, is in relation to Ghaylan al-Dimashdi (d. 125/743).'"
CGhaylan seems to have taught that human knowledge is of two Lypes
as shown in the charl below:

hnouilmhm

1

Priary filee elare) secoulary

anae haacd i through necessity |'|'|;J'Ejrh'r,l was acauirod f.lrmﬁ:fmnhj eg, Lhe Origd
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Whether this two-fold breakdown of knowledge was Ghaylan’s
own theory or was passed down to him cannoil be known. Bul this
division was to form the foundation of the development of the
theory of asbab al-‘ilm (causes of knowledge) and “types of
knowledge™.'?

Tritton is of the opinion that the term darliri (necessary) as
applied to knowledge starts with Ja‘d ibn Dirham (d. 125/743).!3
The reference he provides for this statement reads:

“From Ja‘d ibn Dirham ... they have adopted the thesis that
when deductive proof (al-nazar)leads to knowledge (al-ma‘rifah ),
that knowledge (alma'rifah) becomes an act ({al-fiY) without
an agent (fg'il) 14

This has no reference to dariirah. Neither does Ja‘d present a
typology or a theory of knowledge. Unless Tritton had some other
reference, or unless he has mixed Ja'd and Ghaylan due to the close
proximity of their deaths, we must discount his statement.,

After Ghaylin, we find a gradual growing interest in the theory
of knowledge, though mostly in Mu'tazilite circles. This could very
well be due to the increased speculative activity in the field of
kalam. The knowledge acquired through revelation and through the
Prophet (P.B.H.) could not be questioned; but the place of reason
per se had to be determined.,

During the second century, the only other mutakailim who §s
on record to have put forward a theory is Hisham ibn Ilakam
(d.c. 188/803). His teachings seem to have been based on Ghaylin’s
theory, and are summarised in the chart below,!5

knowloedge
|
I

necessary (dar i) ratioeinative (nazari)

casgt into the mimd by God acquired
withoul being acouleed.

e.g. Knowladge of God, i

proods of God's existence ote. (erieebrsiad dvp

reporls are Lrue

The Mu'tazilah, who flourished mainly during the third and the
beginning of the fourth centuries, seem to have taken considerable
interest. However, neither does there seem to have been a consensus
among them on this matter, nor was there a systematic development
of this theory. The division of knowledge remained two-fold, though
some of them seem to have elaborated further on this base. The
following charts show Lhe views of some of these people.

AbT Sahl Bishr ibn al-Mu‘tamir (d. 210/825-6), founder of the
Haghdﬁd 51:110‘01.16 krj.&w;lﬂ-:i]_':c

1

PeCessaty (:!anr_J'} acouitted

sifLse TERSON Eeneral reports accldents
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Hisham al-Fuwati (d.c. 218/833), of the school of Basrah.'”

knowlodie

[

necessatry (perception) secidents (reasoning and
doduction}

e, proofs of God's existence o the Qur'di

Abt’l-Hudhayl al-*AllEf (b, between 130/748 and 135/753, d.
between 226/841 and 235/850), of the Basrah school.'®

knowledge
_= ]

necezeary (dorue) acnuired

et knowledee about AllTh (ilhetiviari)

il proois of His being ]

through reason I T 1
report by 20 through through
witinesses, one SOILEE & FOas0

or more of whom

is o ‘man of

e aven® and Allah can make those
canndat Iie, TG CEERATY

Abu Ishag Ibrahim al-Nazzam (d. between 220835 and 230/845), of
the Basrah school '

knowledie
i
MECeREATY 4 facgulred)

throwpgh senses A
ratioeinalion anglogy

Ie rejected tawaiur completely.

Abli ‘Uthmian ‘Amr ibn Bahr al-Jihiz (160/776 - 255/869), of the
Basrah school.*®
He taught that all knowledge is necessary (darTui).

Abt ‘Al Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-WahHab al-Jubba'T (235/850 -
303/915), of the Basrah school.?!

knowledge
necessary (dariril acquired (mukfosab)
e knowledee of Alleh e.g. knowledge of Allih
based upon goneral veport based upon arfument

Abw'l-Qasim *Abd Allah ibn Ahmad al-Balkhi al-Ka'bt (d. 319/931),
of the Baghd#id school.*?

Enowledge

necessary (daruri} acnuired (muktosal}
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With the exception of al-Jihiz, wec see that all of the above
mentioned Mu'tazilites recognised the two-fold division. The sur-
prising factor is reason. Some seem lo consider it as leading to
‘lm daruri, while others regard it as the means to acquired
knowledge. We also have a person like AbU'-Hudhayl al-*Allal who
places it under both categories. They do not seem to have a coherent
explanation even within one school, i.c. Baghdad or Bagrah. It is
obvious that the Mu‘tazilah did not consider this issue to be of great
import or were too engrossed in other issues to adopt a unified or a
systematic approach to this question,

The post-Mu'lazilah period seems Lo have taken this theory to
its proper conclusion. Al-Ashfari (260/873 - 324/935), probably in
his reaction to the Mu*tazilah, has ignored this theory altogether;
but his contemporary al-Maturidl developed it in a manner that it
became the model and base for all further sysltemalic approaches.

al-Matitrid?

Ablo Mansur Muhammad ibn Muhammad ibn Mahmud al-
Mattridi (c. 238/853 - 333/944) ushers in a new era with his theory
of asbab al-‘ilm (causes of knowledge), by being *Lhe [irst
mutakallim to introduce the doctrine of sources of knowledge in a
book on theology such as Kitab al-Tawlitd and thereby made a
thorough attempt to build up his system on a sound philosophical
basis.*®  Earlier, Wensinck had eclaimed that ‘Abd al-Qazhir al-
Baghdad? (d. 429/1037-38) was the first to give an exposition Lo the
asbab al-'ilm.** Wensinck must have been aware of the fact that
al-Baghdadr himsell describes the theorics of some Mu‘tazilites in his
Kitab Usul al-Din. We now know that at least al-Maitiridy and al-
BagillanT {d, 403/1013) had produced claborate theories prior to
al-Baphdadi, With the absence of early Mu‘tazilile works and those
of other early mutakallim@n it is diffieult to say whether the asbab
al-‘ilm were a malter of mere discussion or were expounded as such
pricr to al-Mattridi as well,

The following chart describes al-Matfiridi’s theory 2*

means of aequiring
human knowlelge

al-‘awin Eliabar arl-fr azar
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AlMatiiridi does not regard i@ (inspiration) to be a source of
knowledge.?®  This denial was carricd through even by later
Mathridite muiakallimin like Abu lafs ‘Umar al-Nasali?7 Al
Maturidi severely criticises various groups for either denying that
senses do not lead to knowledge or that reason alone is sulficient;
bul he repards reason as the mosl important of all sources, “because
without its assistance sense and report can give no real knowledge
It is reason which distinguishes men [rom animals. Al-Malundi has
pointed out many cases where nothing but reason can reveal the
truth. This is why the Quran repeatedly enjoins man to think, to
ponder and to judge by reason in order to find out the truth.
Lefuting the idea of those who think that reason cannot give trae
knowledge, he says that they cannot prove their doctrine without
employing reason.’™®? B

On the other hand, al-Maturid? places reason within the frame-
work of revelation. Reason has its limits, and can be obscured due
to various factors, like desire, motive, habit, environment,
association, ete. Therefore, reason must be guided by Divine revela-
tion through a prophet.*®

Thus, in al-Mituridi’s scheme of Lhings, although the senscs and
reports seem to be bound by reason, the latler must operate within
the framework of Divine revelation. Therelore, we do not have a
place for revelation as such in the chart shown above.

One last comment with regard to al-Maturidi is that we note
the absence of the two-fold division of knowledge into darir? and
fletisadl (or ikhtivar, nazari, cte.); however, this division occurs as a
part of reason. Although it is nol stated as such by al-Maturidi, this
development also marks the beginning of the theory of asbab al-'ilm
(causes of knowledge) as distinct from the theory of the “types of
knowledge™.  The prior two-fold division considered merely the
“types” and not the “causes of knowledpe™. In his three-fold
division, al-Maturidl talks of the means for acquiring (or causes of)
knowledge. By incorporating the types of knowledge under one of
the branches of the “ecauses™, he seems to be assuming that the
theory of *types” is alrcady known.,

A Crecdal Statement of al-Maturid?

J.A. Williams has translated a crecdal statement?® -.which is
“derived from al-Maturidi’s teaching, and probably set down a
peneration  later.?'  Williams dates this creed as having been
produced around the middle of the fourth/tenth century. Compared
Lo al-Maluridi’s statement in Kitab al-Tawlid, this creed whiltles the
theory of knowledge down Lo a bare minimal skeleton, It remains
satisfied by merely menlioning the three means of acquiring
knowledge.

This leads us to speculate thal carlior mufaekallimun could also
have produced elaborate theories which gol reported later only in a
minimal {ashion. It is possible that systematic theories were postu-
lated prior to al-Maturidi, and were indeed incorporated into trealises
on kalam which are no longer extant, With Lhe absence of evidenee
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either way, onc cannot be positive; but the existence of this creed
sugpests such a possibility.

Figh Aklar 11T

We may also menlion here the so-called Figh Akbar of al-
Shafli‘T (d. 204/820), which Wensinck designates as Figh Akbar 111
and dates as possibly a beginning of cleventh century C.E.
document.®?  Article 2 of this ereed gives us a classification ol tvpes
of knowledge,

‘ilam
i
I |

qurﬁﬁ]nucumﬂryj moeliaeal (acguired)

Mecording to the creed, ‘ilm dorirl 13 Independent of the
spocial faculty of the knowing subject™, while ‘i multasab “is
dependent upon his judgements, opinion, and so forth™ *?

We see the same two-fold division that existed prior to al-
Maturidt, Wensinck seems lo have used two faclors in dating this
creed, the theory of knowledge and the question of istithmi’. Accord-
ing to his sources, al-Baghdadr was the first Lo present the three
“roots” of knowledge. Therefore, he concludes that this creed must
have been prior to al-Baghdadi, being more primitive in form,.
Considering the second [aclor, in Article 24, Figh Akbar states
“There is no objection to saying: We are faithful, if Allah will™.
This mention of the problem of istithng ' leads Wensinek to state that
this “proves the author is an Ash'arite”, since “the Maturidites
rejected the clause™ @ Henee, he concludes that the ereed must
have been written at least a pencration or lwo after al-Ash'an
(d. 324/935) and al-Maturidl (d. 333/944), bul belore al-Baghdadi
[d. 429/1037). ;

Our present study shows that al-Maluridi and notl al-Baghd&di
was responsible for the postulation of the three causes of knowledge.
Then does Figh Akbar Il in fact pre-date al-Maturidi? The
possibility increases when we consider the Tael that as far as the
second factor is concerned, Wensinck (while analysing the Wasivat
AbT Hanifal) himself says that the question of istithng® *is really
much older than al-Ash'ari and al-Maturidi”.** On the other hand
it may very well be arpued that al-Maturidl was not known to the
West; but al-Baqillanl and al-Baghdad?s theories (as described below)
mosl definitely bear the stamp of al-Maturidi’s theory, which must
have been known,

Therefore, we conclude thal Figh ARbaer I7T is in fact a much
carlier document than what Wensinck anticipates it to be, written
during the third/ninth century or earlier, In this light, a re-exami-
nation of the dating of Figh Akbar [II and also possibly Figh Akbar
fI might prove illuminating.

al-Bagillan

Among the Ash‘arites, Abu Bakr Muhammad ibn al-Tayyib ibn
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al-Bagillani was not only the “first major figure in the history of the
Ash'arite school” % but also seems to have been the first Ash‘afite
to incorporate an epistemology in his book on kalam 27  Al-Bagillam
goes a step beyond al-Matufidi in not only viewing the process of
acquiring human knowledge, but looks at knowledge as a whole, that
is including Divine knowledge. lle divides knowledge initially into
two Lypes:

‘il

Y |

I I
ires r;rm!?m vy el e th
(eternal knowledge) {ereated or temporal knowledge)
be. Giod's knowledie which Lo, kuowledie possessed by
is meither  Cifae dariaral creatures capable of copnltion
nor il istidla] such az angels, fina, man, cte.,

Complementing al-Maturidi, al-Bagillani expounds the theory of
the “types of knowledge” rather than the asbil al-‘ilm, which he
incorporates in his theory as we shall see. He divides ‘dm muhdath
further as follows:

ey myhdath

‘ilm darl rak iln nazar wwa fetid lal

(_m:céggary ar intuitive knowled ge) {diseursive hnowledge}

{ways through whieh ‘itm dariral ccents) {acquired through reason)
|

al-hawdss al-l hames s whed pe created rreae fe pElie

{the [ive senses) in the soul f¥om the statements

b eginmiin

A closer look at the scheme shows how the Ash‘arite legacy is
reflected here as against the Maturidite. Although the three cate-
gories defined by al-Maturidl exist in this scheme, yet Lthe place
allocated to cach is significant. Going against al-Matwid?’s emphasis
on reason, al-BagillinT defines ‘ilm nazar wa istidlal as knowledge
which entails inference (istidlal) and prolonged reflection (eafalfeur)
or in other words, it is knowledre which is based on ‘ilm al-hiss wa
darfirgh (empirical and necessary knowledge).?®  Thus, reason is
given a secondary posilion as against ‘iln darirah, which he defines
as knowledge inseparably attached to the creature, which can never
be separated from its possessor, and the possessor is not liable to any
kind of doubt or confusion in respect to it.**

In explanation of the extra category inserted by him regarding
“knowledpe created in the soul from the beginning”, he gives as
examples man’s knowledge of his own existence and his inner stales
or affections such as feeling of health and illness, pleasurc and pain,
joy and sorrow, capability and incapability, knowledge  and
ignorance, ete. It also includes the knowledge which occurs by the
volitions of the speaker, the truth and falsity of statements, etc.,
and knowledge of what makes shame shameful, fear fearful, ctc.t?

Miutawatir statements include the knowledge about geographi-
cal locations, history, ete., and also the appearance of prophets of
AllRh. This catepory also includes a “supernatural or extraordinary
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variely ol knowledge, which God infuses directly into the Soul,
without the help of intermediaries or sense organs™.*!

Al-Bagillini, by clevating ‘im al-gadim above m al-darurah
and ‘ilim istidlal has avoided classifying Divine revelation. In olher
words, Divine revelation encompasses ‘ilm muhdath in this scheme,
and thus al-Bagillant remains very much within al-Ash'aTs following.

al-Daghdadi

Abl Mangur ‘Abd al-Qadir ibn Tahir al-Baghdadi{d. 429/1037-
8) followed al-Bagillani in his outline of the theory of the “types of
knowledge™, bul expounded furlher on various aspects where the
latler was sient,  Besides, he [ollows al-Maturidi in oullining a
separate theory on the “causes of knowledge”. 1lis typology is as
follows:4?

"flare

J

“ifen ir;udTrrr ‘et i dath

(clernal knowledge )

ie, God'aknowlcdge —

abeolutc

[ I
dariri mu it fasah [or rmfar_i]
i [ I

di -t the S sensos e halar aeg [ shar'
12 u iz awdrd i {rcason) (Luw)
we b Ingt
Churtan, fradith,
and history

positive cg. self mepalive g,

conseiousness and kunowledpge that the

congciousness of abzgurd iz absurd, that

[eelings of pain, one thing cannot be

delight, hunger, ole, eteynal And tomporal, that a

porson cannot be dead and
nlive ol the same thme.

Although al-Baghdadi very clearly retains al-Bagillani’s typology
of ‘ilm, yet he also clearly states that the asbab al-‘ilm are Lhree,
namely the senses, hhabar, and reason. What is indeed remarkable
aboul al-Baghdadi is that he is able to clearly distinguish between
“types of knowledge” and *‘causes of knowledge”. Thus he removes
all confusion between the two, and following al-Bagillani, he states
that there are two types of originated knowledge, i.e. dariirfi and
muktasab, while at the same time he follows al-Maturldi in stating
that there are three causes of knowledge as mentioned earlier. In
this manner, he is able to reconcile the apparent contradiction
between al-Bagillam and al-Maturidi.

If we arc to regroup al-Baghdadi's cateporics shown in the
previous chart under asbab al-Yilm, we come up with the chart
as follow:*?
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Al-Baghdadi has most certainly expanded on al-Maturidi’s
theory, but on one point the Ash'afite-Mitufidite differences
remained, which continued down the line to al-Nasafi and
al-Tafldazant as we shall see, ie. whether iliam is a cause for “Ym
or not.**

Some comments on Wensicl's approcch and terminolo
np gY

In analysing al-Baghdadi’s theory, Wensinek's thrust of the
arpument is to show an apparent contradiction in what he calls the
“roots of law” versus ‘“roots of dogmatics”. The former is the
translation of wsit! al-figh, while he equates the latter to asbab al-
‘iln:.**  The apparent contradiction follows that while the former
are four — namely Qur'an, hadith, ifma* and givas — the latter are
three others — namely sound senses, reliable reports, and reason.
Is there any reconciliation here like saying perhaps the Qur'gn and
hadith are equivalent to the reliable reports, {ima‘ to  the sound
senses, and giyas to reason? Is there any correspondence between
the categorics whatsoever? Or is it a well-founded contradiction
where” one science would like to subordinate the position of the
other?

Belore answering any such gquestion  we must take issue with
the fact that Wensinck seems to have gone too far in understanding
asbab al-'ilm as the “roots of dogmatics™. In our reading, the epis-
temological concerns of the mutakallimiin in deriving the theory
of asbal al-‘ilm arc far broader than what Wensinck would have
us believe, Based on the data we have, we know thal when the
mutakallim was talking of ‘ilm, he did not take it in the limited
sense of ‘ilm al-kalam; for no mutabaliin could make a claim that
kalam included all the physical sciences like medicine, mathematics,
cte., all of history, the law and jurisprudence, and in fact all scicnees,
skills, etc. that lead to any form of knowledge. Yet we know that
m the theories of asbab al-‘iim or the typologies of knowledge, the
mutakallim concerned himself with §im in the broadest possible
sense, incorporating  all knowledge, including Allih's knowledge.
Besides, the postulation of the asbab al-‘ilm was NOT meant to
provide a methodology for approaching kaldm, whereas usil al-figh
has the limited scope of defining a methodology for juristic matters
only. The only methodological concern of kalam for which a place
was sought in the asbab al-‘ilm was the determination of the role of
reason. Therefore, ashab al-ilm cannot be taken to mean the “roots
of dogmatics™ in a limiled meaning.

To elaborate further, the mutakallimin developed theories of
epistemology in reaction to the philosophising element among the
Muslims — namely Philosoplers, the Mu‘tazilah, and other heretical
groups.  Virtually every rmutakallim is concerned about refuting
these groups who remained outside the mainstream of Islamic
thought. It was not a reaction to the fugeha'*® The pivotal point
always remained the reason., Whereas the mutakallim could not
deny reason since he himself used it extensively, he had to place it
within a scheme where it got its due respeet but not at the expense
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of the other asbab. A settlement of whether reason was subordinate
to revelation or not was also necessary. In this development we also
see the difference in opinion of the Maturidites and the Ash‘arites,
where the Maturidites remained within the Hanafi fighi (juristic)
position by giving far more importance to reason within the frame-
work of revelation.

Therefore, Wensinck's contrast between usial al-figh and
asbab al-‘ilm and the translation of the latter as “roots of dogmatics™
is not only erroneous but also fallacious. The two categories cannot
be compared. Hence, the questions raised carlier are also irrelevant.

al-Nasafi and al-Taftazani

Skipping over many o1 the mutekallimin who have written
aboul epistemological typologies, such as Ibn Ilazm (d.456/1064),
Imam al-Haramayn al-Juwayni (d. 478/1083), Abl Himid al-Ghazalt
(d. 505/1111), ‘Alf ibn Muhammad al-Tabari (d. 504/1110), Abu’l-
Mu‘in Maymun al-Nasaff (d. 508/1114), Fakhr al-Din al-agl
(d. 606/1209), Hafiz al-Din Abu’l-Barakat al-Nasafi (d. 710/1310),
and “‘Addd al-Din al-Iji (d. 756/1355),*7 we tumn to two prominent
personalities. The first is a Maturidite, namely Abt Hafs “Umar Najm
al-Din al-Nasaff {d. 537/1142); and secondly, the commentator of
his *Agidah, Sa‘d al-Din al-Taflazani (722/1322 — 791/1389), who
was an Ashfante,

The ‘Agidah of AbQ Hafs al-Nasafl became almost standard for
Maturidite kaldm, and has appearcd in numerous translations.*® The
Commentary of al-Taftdzini is indeed a masterpiece of scholarship.
He has explained al-Nasafi's creed in a very systematic manner.
Since the ‘Agidah is a very short document itself, it would be dilficult
to say whether the commentary does actually express al-Nasafi’s
point of view. It is very likely that it does in most aspects. We shall
elaborate upon both and sce where al-Taftazani builds upon al-
Masafi, and where he disagrees with him

Al-Nasali, unlike al-Baghdadi, opted to remain purely within
the Maturidite tradition, elaborating only upon the causes of
knowledge and not the types. He mentions the two types of
knowledge — daruri and muktasab — within this framework, as
does al-Maturidi. The following chart shows al-Nasafi’s scheme,*”

gehab wl-'ilm

{:l’.-{ts writs s al-selimal alithabar oladdiv ol an
{seennd senses) {true narrative ) ,;mn?o 0l
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Lring about brings about the whole of a
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Comparing this scheme with that of al-Maturidi, we see that the
two are virtually congruent. Al-Maturidi's word scems to have been
the first and the last in this regard with his school. Iaving looked at
the theories of al-Bagillani and al-Baghd@di, and the absence of one
in al-Ash‘afi, we sce that e Ashtarites remained open to various
options. We see the flexibility further when we look at al-Taltazani,
who [linds al-Nasafi’s position in most cases Lo be in harmony with
his own understanding. Al-Talldzini’s scheme is summarised as
follows.*® (See Chart Al

Al-Taftazani goes in great depth in deflining cach term, explain-
ing cach phrase, and answering objeclions raised by various groups.
His approach is very syslematic and scholarly, and one hardly finds
any polemics in it. We see that he basically follows al-Nasaff —
rather al-Maturidi’s scheme — instead of al-Bagillant or al-Baghdadi.
It may be pointed out though, that all of Lhem have a basic similarity
in essence.  Thus, it is very casy for al-Taflazani to adapt to the
Maturidite scheme. But true to the tradition of kalam, in its fluidity
with regard to epistemological concerns, he says in the end:

“ _ there is no reason for confining the causes of knowledge Lo
the three (causes mentioned). !

Comparing the charts we note that al-Taftazani, apart from
elaborating upon certain slages, adds iwo further causes — namely
taglid of mujtahid and the narrative of a single unprejudiced person.
Besides, he disagrees with the Maturidite position that ilhgm does not
lead to knowledge, The faglid of a mujtahid is also an addition by
al-Taftazani over all previous theories; but we do find a precursor
for the narrative of the single unprejudiced person in al-Baghdadi
who lists khabar ahad but denics that it leads to sure knowledge.

With regards to ilham, al-Taftazani circumvents criticising al-
Nasalff by saying that the latier says “ilham is not one of the causes
of cognition (al-ma'rifah) of the soundness of a thing'", rather than
saying “ilham is not onc of the causes of knowledge (“ilm) of a
thing”.** He points out that a lechnical distinction conlines ‘ilm to
compounds {almuraklkebat) or the universals (alkullivat), and
ma'rifah to simple things (al-basi’it) or to particulars (al-juz’ivat)

Before elaborating on  ihe asbiab al-'ibm, al-Taftizan also
mentions the types of knowledge. As a commentator and scholar,
he does nol produce a new theory; but since al-Nasafi does not
expound on the types of knowledge, he produces it I rom al-Bidayah
of Nur al-Din Ahmad ibn Mahmud ibn Abil Bakr al-Sabuni al-Bukharl
(d. 580/1184). He putls forward al-Sabuni’s theory as follows:*?
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al-tilm ol hadith
toriginated knowled go )

{!anrr? mukiasab
wlhich Allakh originated in Lhe {which Allah oripinates in the
Soul of the crealure without his ereature by means of his acouwisi-
acquisition and choice, like the tion, and this i= by means of
knowled pe of his exislenee aml Immed late causality in respect to
chanpe of states (el ko wlodge)

It is the same two-fold division. DBy recognising this typology, al-
Taffazanl basically falls within al-Baghdadi’s tradition although he
has opted for al-Sabuni's simplistic division rather than al-Baghdadi’s
elaborate theory, possibility to retain preater flexibility.

Concluding Remarks

Starting at least with Ghaylan aI:Dimushfgi (d. 125/743), the
mutakallimun classificd knowledge into two basic types, namely
daruri (necessary) and iktisabi (acquired)., The second category was
sometimes referred to as istidlali (deductive) or nazari (discursive),
cte. This classification seems to have originated out of a desire Lo
determine the role of reason. In some early instances, we see reason
being classified as a type of knowledge, and there does nol scem to
be a clear distinction between the types of knowledpe and its causes,
Although al-Baghdadil was the first to make this distinction clear, al-
Maturidi, a century earlier, was interesled mainly in the causes of
knowledge fesbab al-'ilm ), and was the lirst to include such a theory
in a treatise on haldm.

Starting with al-Matiirid], most mutakallimiin considered the
asbal al-‘ilm to be three — senses, report and reason, The elaborate
details  that supplant the lrees of the types of knowede and  the
asbab al-‘ilm differ with almost all the mutakalliniin, Interestingly
enough, the school within which there is the least movement towards
further developments is the Maturidite, which advocates reason
next only to revelation.,

One important conclusion that must be drawn is that the
phenomenon of the epistemological theories was an on-poing process
among the mutehallimin, Limiting reason to the realms of revela-
fion, it became more of an intellectual  exercise to determine the
place of the human faculties and the external factors in the process
of gaining knowledge. The broad outlines developed by the carly
mutakallimun remained the backbone of all further speculations
in this regard,
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