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the works of several theologians from this era, including the continuous Juwaynian
impact, the rising engagement with Aristotelian logic, and the early reception of
al-Rāzī’s works in the Maghrib.
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1. Introduction
The well-known historian Ibn Khaldūn (d. 808/1406), who was born in 732/1332 in the
North African city of Tunis, provided in his Muqaddima an account of the historical
development of Ashʿarī kalām that has significantly shaped the school’s perception in
modern scholarship. In fact, this account is also to some extent echoed in the title
and approach of the present volume on “later Ashʿarism”. Ibn Khaldūn divided the
school’s historical development along a methodological shift into two main periods.
Among the representatives of the “methodology of the earlier” Ashʿarīs he counts the
generations from the school’s founder al-Ashʿarī (d. 324/935–6) down to al-Juwaynī (d.
478/1085). In Ibn Khaldūn’s narrative, these generations were instrumental in estab-
lishing the school as the most influential strand in kalām. Yet, Ibn Khaldūn continues,
the arguments of these early Ashʿarīs were methodologically weak: because of their
opposition to falsafa, they rejected the powerful reasoning of syllogistic logic. This
eventually changed with al-Ghazālī (d. 505/1111), the first of Ibn Khaldūn’s representa-
tives of the “methodology of the later ones”. They appropriated syllogistic logic in their
teaching, and their increasing engagement with falsafa finally lead them to disagree
with the arguments of the “earlier” Ashʿarīs. Al-Ghazālī was followed by Fakhr al-Dīn
al-Rāzī (d. 606/1210)—who, according to Ibn Khaldūn, played an outstanding role in
the rise of logic. He and the following generations of Ashʿarīs combined falsafa and
kalām, to the extent that the two disciplines were no longer distinguishable.1

Also in theMuqaddima, Ibn Khaldūn briefly narrates when and how the writings
of one of themajor representatives of the “later methodology”, namely Fakhr al-Dīn al-
Rāzī, were transmitted to the Islamic west. According to his account, they first entered
his homeland Ifrīqiya (a territory that corresponds roughly tomodern-day Tunisia, the

*This work was funded by the People Programme (Marie Curie Actions) of the European Union’s Sev-
enth Framework Programme (FP7/2007-2013) under REA grant agreement no. 624808 and the Spanish gov-
ernment’s Ramón y Cajal programme (RYC-2015-18346). Some aspects of this study were presented at the
conference Philosophical Theology in Islam: The Later Ashʿarī Tradition at SOAS, University of London (1–3
September 2014), the Islamicists’ Seminar at the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton (22 January 2016)
and the conference Classification of Knowledge in the IslamicWest at CSIC, Madrid (28–29 December 2016).
I would like to express my gratitude to Caitlyn Olson and Ayman Shihadeh for their invaluable suggestions
and comments on an earlier draft of this paper.

1Ibn Khaldūn, TheMuqaddimah, 3:49–54, 143–46.
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eastern part of Algeria and thewest of Libya) over the course of the seventh/thirteenth
century and were then transmitted over several generations to Ibn Khaldūn’s own
teacher, Muḥammad b. ʿAbd al-Salām (d. 749/1348).2 For Ibn Khaldūn, the discipline
of kalām was no longer useful when he wrote in the eighth/fourteenth century. As he
writes in hisMuqaddima, it had completely lost its relevance for the Muslim commu-
nity. For him, kalām hadmerely the function of defendingMuslimbeliefs against inno-
vators and refuting heretics by adopting their speculative arguments and turning them
against these groups.3 But its own success, Ibn Khaldūn says, eventually rendered the
science of kalām obsolete:

In general, it must be known that this science—the science of specula-
tive theology—is not something that is necessary to the contemporary
student. Heretics and innovators have been destroyed. The orthodox reli-
gious leaders have given us protection against heretics and innovators in
their systematic works and treatments. Logical arguments were needed
only when they defended and supported (their own views with them).
Now, all that remains of them is a certain amount of discussion, frommost
of whose ambiguities and inferences the Creator can be considered to be
free.4

Ibn Khaldūn’s picture of the apologetic nature and dialectical methodology of
kalām has survived in seminal modern studies on kalām. This contributed to the
claim that kalām soon entered a long phase of stagnation, in which scholars only
reiterated what earlier generations had said long before. Recently, however, this
picture has been increasingly questioned by scholarship that attempts to show that
kalām was in fact a demonstrative rather than a dialectical science and never lost its
intellectual creativity.5

Ibn Khaldūn’s account of the irrelevance of kalām in his day might also have in-
fluenced an earlier attempt to draw a general picture of kalām in Ifrīqiya under the
Ḥafṣids, that is, the dynasty that ruled during Ibn Khaldūn’s lifetime. In his seminal
history of political, social, cultural and intellectual developments in the Ḥafṣid state,
R. Brunschvig describes scholarship in kalām as a marginal and somewhat irrelevant
field:

[The study of theology], which was never encouraged by the Mālikīs, was
restricted to a small elite; they primarily used the Imām al-Ḥaramayn [al-
Juwaynī’s] Irshād, theMustaṣfā by his prominent student al-Ghazālī and
the more recent works by Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī.6

2For the passage in Ibn Khaldūn’sMuqaddima, see below fn. 78.
3Ibn Khaldūn, TheMuqaddimah, 3:34, 155.
4Ibn Khaldūn, The Muqaddimah, 3:54 (the transliteration of Arabic in Rosenthal’s translation has not

been adapted to this volume’s system). As A. Shihadeh has argued (Shihadeh, “From al-Ghazālī to al-Rāzī”,
142–48; Shihadeh, “Al-Ghazālī and Kalām”) the mere dialectical and apologetic function of kalām had been
affirmed before Ibn Khaldūn by al-Ghazālī. Yet the significant difference between the two is that al-Ghazālī
still felt the need to defend what he considered “orthodox” doctrines against their detractors and attempted
to develop a form of theology that is superior to earlier kalām works. So, if al-Ghazālī considered kalām to
have a limited function, he did not regard it as obsolete.

5See El-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History, 173–75 with further references.
6Brunschvig, La berbérie orientale, 2:365.
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And some pages later he appeals to the narrative of the stagnation of kalām:

Theology […] did not play a significant role: medieval Ifrīqians were
only little enthusiastic about theological speculation, specifically after
the disappearance of the “unitarian” [i.e. Almohad—JT] doctrine; one
of the rare works to be mentioned on this subject is without doubt the
commentary on the Irshād of Imām al-Ḥaramayn [al-Juwaynī] by the
13th century Tunisian ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz b. Ibrāhīm al-Qurashī, or Ibn Bazīza.7

In this paper, I will attempt to reassess the activity in the field of kalām in the
Ḥafṣid era. The rise of this dynasty coincided with the end of a peculiar period in
the history of the Islamic west. They were preceded by the Almohads, a Berber move-
ment that had established a caliphate over the entireMaghrib and al-Andalus and that
had claimed political and religious authority. They propagated their theological doc-
trines in forms of short creeds—attributed to the movement’s founder, the infallible
and rightly guided mahdī Ibn Tūmart (d. 524/1130)—and every believer was obliged
to memorise them.

Much work needs to be done to improve our understanding of the position and
role of Ashʿarī theologians under the Almohads. What can be said is that, despite sig-
nificant doctrinal differences with official Almohad teachings, Ashʿarī theology flour-
ished in this period alongside the much better known contemporary philosophers.
One of the period’s most outstanding representatives, the philosopher Ibn Rushd (d.
595/1198), even critically engaged with Ashʿarism, for example in his refutation of al-
Ghazālī’s attack against falsafa, entitled Tahāfut al-Tahāfut, and in several shorter trea-
tises.8

The end of the Almohad caliphate also abolished the political unification of the Is-
lamic west, which disintegrated into four independent states. The south of the Iberian
peninsula was governed by the Naṣrids of Granada, the west of North Africa was ruled
by theMarīnids with Fez as their capital, Tlemcen became the capital of the ʿAbdalwā-
dids and the Ḥafṣids ruled over Ifrīqiya. The Ḥafṣids were Berbers and descendants of
a close companion of Ibn Tūmart and therefore claimed to be the legitimate succes-
sors of the Almohads. They established their new capital in Tunis, and the city soon
eclipsed Ifrīqiya’s traditional intellectual centre, the city of Kairouan, where the history
of Maghribi Ashʿarism had begun. Tunis attracted an important number of Andalusi
immigrants, who fled from the Castilian Reconquista.

In the following, I will outline the teachings and writings of some Ashʿarī theolo-
gians who worked in Ḥafṣid Ifrīqiya. I do not claim to map the activities of Ashʿarī
scholarship in Ḥafṣid times in an exhaustive fashion. My approachwill consist primar-
ily in discussing a selection of kalāmworkswritten in Ifrīqiya between the seventh and
eighth/thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.9 On the basis of these texts, I will query

7Brunschvig, La berbérie orientale, 2:376.
8These texts include al-Kashf ʿan manāhij al-adilla fī ʿaqāʾid al-milla, Faṣl al-maqāl and Risālat al-ihdāʾ.
9This means that I will rarely draw on biographical reports. In fact, an important number of seminal

studies on Ashʿarism in the Islamic west rely almost exclusively on such biographical reports, and more
specifically, on reports about the transmission of texts. This is not unproblematic, because the mere fact
that a specific scholar studiedAshʿarīworks reveals only little about this scholar’s own theological teaching—
andmay even be insufficient to establish his adherence to Ashʿarism. As a starting point for my selection of
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Brunschvig’s picture of kalām as an irrelevant and stagnating scholarly discipline. Iwill
argue that Ifrīqiyan theologians engagedwith a significant range of intellectual strands:
to a rather limited extent, with specifically western Islamic traditions; with “earlier”
Ashʿarīs like al-Bāqillānī and al-Juwaynī; with the “Avicennized” form of Ashʿarism pro-
mulgated by al-Rāzī and his followers; and I will finally point to some examples that
show an increasing interest in Aristotelian logic.

2. Ashʿarī Scholarship in the Ḥafṣid Period
The earliest authors whose works will be discussed in this paper still experienced the
endofAlmohad rule and the rise of newdynasties in the Islamicwest. One of themwas
Muḥammad b. Abī l-Khaṭṭāb b. Khalīl al-Sakūnī, whose kunya is given either as Abū
ʿAbdallāh or Abū l-Ḥusayn.10 Hewas born in al-Andalus and belonged to an important
family, the Banū Khalīl, that originated from the city of Niebla (Labla in Arabic). His
family was based in Seville. Following the Castilian conquest of the city in 646/1248,
Muḥammad al-Sakūnī left the Iberian peninsula and emigrated to North Africa. He
eventually settled in Tunis, like many other immigrants from al-Andalus.

One of Muḥammad al-Sakūnī’s kalāmworks, a relatively short treatise entitled Ar-
baʿūnmasʾala fī uṣūl al-dīn, can be dated after his arrival in North Africa.11 It is written
as an introduction into the basic principles of theology and—as the title indicates—it
is divided into forty “questions”. Many of these are introduced as beliefs he encoun-
tered in discussions with “common people” (al-ʿāmma) or “ignorami” (al-juhhāl, al-
jahala).12 Obviously, the work was not written for an expert audience, but rather was
intended to educate these ʿawāmm and dissuade them from heretical beliefs. Muḥam-
mad al-Sakūnī’s motivation to do so becomes clear from the work’s introduction and
its first chapter. Here he addresses the question of why it is not sufficient for a be-
liever (muʾmin) to openly profess that there is no God but God, that Muḥammad is
His messenger and then to fulfil God’s obligations. Rather, he claims that engaging
in theological reasoning (uṣūl al-dīn) is a necessary exercise. Relying on al-Bāqillānī
and al-Ashʿarī, he posits that ritual practices are no way to attain certain knowledge
(maʿrifa) of God, and that the outward profession of faith cannot replace knowledge
either (man yaqūlu bi-lisānihi wa-laysa bi-qalbihi ʿilm). Yet, Muḥammad al-Sakūnī
continues, all authorities agree that certain knowledge of God is obligatory upon any
morally responsible person (mukallaf ), and since such knowledge of God can only
be acquired rationally, our first obligation consists in reflecting about what is neces-
sary, possible and impossible with regard to God (mā yajibu wa-yajūzu wa-yastaḥīlu fī
ḥaqqihi subḥānahu).13

Ashʿarī theologians, specifically up to the period of al-Ghazālī, generally agreed
Ashʿarī texts from theḤafṣid era, Maribel Fierro kindly providedme access to her still unpublished database
project Historia de los autores y transmisores del Occidente Islámico (HATOI).

10For his biography and work, see the editor’s French introduction in al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-
munāẓarāt, 22–25; A. Rodríguez Figueroa’s article “Ibn Jalīl al-Sakūnī, Abū ʿAbd Allāh” in Biblioteca de al-
Andalus, 3:599–602 (no. 679); Zahrī, al-Maṣādir al-Maghribiyya lil-ʿaqīda al-Ashʿariyya, 1:203–15.

11For the dating of the work, see the editor’s introduction to al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn masʾala, 13.
12al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn masʾala, 59, 61, 69, 71–72.
13al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn masʾala, 53–56.
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that rational reflection was the only valid means to acquiring certain knowledge of
God, but they disagreed over the precise implications of this doctrine. Specifically,
they asked whether the obligation to engage in rational reflection should be consid-
ered as an individual obligation. The discussion rose out of the concern that people
without sufficient intellectual capacities—and this could possibly include any non-
expert in kalām—would have to be treated as an unbeliever.14 Since Arbaʿūn masʾala
was written in response to heretical beliefs that Muḥammad al-Sakūnī found specifi-
cally among such non-experts, it would seem that he rather tended to regard rational
reflection about God as every individual person’s duty rather than a collective obliga-
tion. However, his main concern is not to declare others as unbelievers (takaffara)15
(and this stance actually reflects the general carefulness among Ashʿarī theologians re-
garding takfīr), but rather people’s fate in the afterlife. Relying again on al-Ashʿarī and
al-Bāqillānī, Muḥammad al-Sakūnī claims that one can either be knowing or ignorant,
and that whoever dies without knowing God will be doomed at the Last Judgement.16
The function of Arbaʿūn masʿala would thus seem to be to save the common people’s
afterlife bymaking them acquainted with the necessary foundations for acquiring cer-
tain knowledge of God, so that they can fulfil their obligation.17

A somewhat remarkable feature for a text of this introductory level is thatMuḥam-
madal-Sakūnī introduces someelementary considerations about analogical reasoning
(qiyās). He highlights that drawing inferences from the visible realm to the unknown
(ṭard al-shāhid ghāʾiban)—that is between the created world and God—is a major
foundation of theological reasoning (qāʿida ʿaẓīma). Yet he also warns that several for-
mal conditions have to be fulfilled in order to draw valid conclusions.18 Further on
in his treatise, Muḥammad al-Sakūnī briefly treats these formal aspects by introduc-
ing several technical terms to describe logical relations.19 Although these terms be-

14For this discussion see Frank, “Knowledge and Taqlîd”.
15See al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūnmasʾala, 72, where he refuses to declare the “Qadariyya” as unbelievers

because of their heretic beliefs.
16al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn masʾala, 57–59.
17The text thus examines how the existence of God can be proved from the createdness of the world

(al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn masʾala, 56–57), and it treats such topics as God’s omnipotence (al-Sakūnī
al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn masʾala, 59–60), His will (al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn masʾala, 61–62), whether or not
He has a location (al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūnmasʾala, 62–63), beatific vision (al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn
masʾala, 63–64), the eternity ofGod’s speech (al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī,Arbaʿūnmasʾala, 64), whether or not saints
(al-awliyāʾ) are infallible (al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn masʾala, 65–66), determinism (al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī,
Arbaʿūn masʾala, 66–67), occasionalism and the term of God’s “habit” (ʿāda) (al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn
masʾala, 69–70) or the meaning of corporeal and spatial descriptions of God (al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn
masʾala, 70–71).

18al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn masʾala, 64–65.
19More precisely, he discusses the terms “proof” (dalīl), “condition” (sharṭ), “cause” (ʿilla) and “definition”

(ḥadd) and describes them as follows: Whenever A is said to be the dalīl of B, the universal affirmative is
also true, and the dalīl is “invariant” (muṭṭarid). However, the proposition does not convert to a universal
affirmative (ghayr munʿakis) (e.g. all acts necessitate an agent to be present, but vice versa the existence of
an agent does not make it necessary for him to act). Whenever A is the condition of B, the affirmative is not
universal (ghayr muṭṭarid), but it converts to a universal affirmative, so conditions are said to bemunʿakis
(e.g. some livings are knowing—or not all livings are knowing—but all knowings are living). Whenever A is
either the ʿilla or definition for B, the proposition A is B is a universal affirmative (muṭṭarid) and it converts
to a universal affirmative (munʿakis) (e.g. whoever possesses knowledge is knowing andwhoever is knowing
has knowledge; all knowledge is maʿrifa and all maʿrifa is knowledge). See al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, Arbaʿūn
masʾala, 73.
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long to the analytical framework of themutakallimūn’s traditional analogical (that is,
non-syllogistic) form of reasoning, one is reminded of the project of the highly influ-
ential ninth/fifteenth-century Ashʿarī theologian from Tilimsān, Muḥammad b. Yūsuf
al-Sanūsī (d. 895/1490): for him theuseof demonstrative syllogistic argumentswas fun-
damental even in the shortest of his educational creeds, and he asked his non-expert
audience to knowat least oneproof per article of doctrine.20 Indeed, the fact that these
two theologians insisted not only on every adult’s religious duty to demonstrate God’s
existence rationally, but also on teaching sound methodologies of demonstrative rea-
soning to establish God’s existence in texts specifically addressed to ordinary people
might be sheer coincidence, unless it could be conclusively shown that al-Sanūsī relied
in some way on the work of Muḥammad al-Sakūnī.

Another short work that was most probably written by Muḥammad al-Sakūnī and
that is available in print is a commentary on the short creed—Murshida or Tawḥīd
al-bāriʾ—attributed to the founder of the Almohad movement, Ibn Tūmart.21 The
commentary provides no evidence as to when it was written, and so it is possible that
Muḥammad al-Sakūnī wrote it in late Almohad Seville. Yet it is no less improbable
that he composed it only after his arrival in Ḥafṣid Tunis: as mentioned above, the
Ḥafṣids did not break radically with the Almohads, but rather claimed to be their le-
gitimate successors. Muḥammad al-Sakūnī interprets theMurshida as a creed that is
fully consistent with Ashʿarī doctrines. It is consequently a work that simply makes
sense in aMaghribi context, where Ashʿarī theologians had to cope with the doctrines
of a supposedly infallible spiritual leader that were not entirely compatible with their
own teachings. To be sure, unlike Ibn Tūmart’s longer ʿAqīda, theMurshida does not
contain any theological claims that are difficult to harmonise with Ashʿarī doctrines.22
Accordingly, Muḥammad al-Sakūnī interprets the Murshida as a profession of God’s
oneness, His life, eternity, omniscience, His “necessary existence” (wājib al-wujūd) and
omnipotence. The latter principle, Muḥammad al-Sakūnī claims, was violated by the
Muʿtazilīs with their belief in human free will. Further on, we find in the commentary
the principle of theological voluntarism, of which the Ashʿarīs also approved: God im-
poses obligations uponman and judges him for fulfilling or not fulfilling them, but He
Himself is not subject to commands and prohibitions. Finally, Muḥammad al-Sakūnī
characterises Ibn Tūmart’s creed as a balanced position between the corporealism
(tajsīm) of the anthropomorphists and the doctrine of those who deny any attributes
to God (taʿṭīl): this, Muḥammad al-Sakūnī says, is expressed in the Murshida by the
denial of divine location, the claim that God is timeless and transcends man’s imagi-
nation in that He in no way resembles His creation.23 It is only at the beginning of the
text that Muḥammad al-Sakūnī points to a subtle disagreement—or rather offers pre-

20El-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History, 175–88; El-Rouayheb, “Theology and Logic”, 425–26; Olson,
“Early Modern Theology in the Islamic West”.

21For a discussion of this text’s attribution to Muḥammad al-Sakūnī, see the editor’s introduction to al-
Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, SharḥMurshidat, 5–6; Zahrī, al-Maṣādir al-Maghribiyya lil-ʿaqīda al-Ashʿariyya, 1:214–15.

22The longer ʿAqīda does not appeal to the Almohad theory of the imamate, which radically broke with
Sunni practice. However, it includes other doctrines that were opposed to Ashʿarī teachings, such as the
denial of co-eternal attributes in God, or the claim that any investigation into the nature of God’s attributes
and of beatific vision must be avoided (i.e. the so-called bi-lā kayf approach); for relevant passages in the
ʿAqīda see Luciani, Le livre de Mohammed Ibn Toumert, 337–39.

23al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, SharḥMurshidat, 9–21.
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cision with regard to theMurshida’s claim that it is every morally responsible person’s
obligation to have certain knowledge of God (wājib ʿalā kull mukallaf maʿrifat Allāh).
In fact, the Murshida actually leaves open what appears to be of central concern to
Muḥammad al-Sakūnī: namely the question what man’s first obligation consists of,
precisely. In accordance with the position already found in Arbaʿūn masʾala, he iden-
tifies this obligation with rational reflection (naẓar), which leads to knowledge of God
and consequently must be a legal obligation (farḍ) incumbent upon any adult.24

Muḥammad al-Sakūnī furthermore wrote a commentary on a versification of al-
Juwaynī’s Kitāb al-Irshād by Abū l-Ḥajjāj Yūsuf b. Mūsā al-Ḍarīr (d. 520/1126)—a the-
ologian of Andalusian origin who lived in Marrakesh—entitled Sharḥ al-Tanbīh wa-
l-Irshād fī ʿilm al-iʿtiqād or Sharḥ Manẓūmat al-Ḍarīr fī l-tawḥīd. The work, which
has survived in several manuscripts, makes substantial use of al-Bāqillānī’s Hidāyat
al-mustarshidīn.25 He consequently contributed to a large body of Maghribi commen-
taries on al-Juwaynī’s theological summa.26 There is further evidence for Muḥammad
al-Sakūnī’s close familiarity with al-Bāqillānī’s multi-volume theological work: an in-
ventory of the library of Kairouan’s Great Mosque, dated 693/1293–4, records a com-
mentary of al-Bāqillānī’s al-Hidāya by Muḥammad al-Sakūnī.27 The commentary it-
self appears to have been an important work of 16(?) volumes. Considering that this
work is not known to have survived—and this is also the case with the author’s unfin-
ished refutation of Jār Allāh al-Zamakhsharī’s famous exegetical work al-Kashshāf—
I would be wary of giving a more general characterisation of this author. Our avail-
able information suggest that he developed his theology primarily in the framework of
the doctrines of such fourth to fifth/tenth to eleventh century Ashʿarīs as al-Bāqillānī
and al-Juwaynī—whose teachings were indeed not homogenous, but nevertheless re-
mained distinct from the methodology of Ashʿarīs who, from the sixth/twelfth cen-
tury onwards, increasingly engaged with Avicennian philosophy. From Muḥammad
al-Sakūnī’s short treatises, it appears that it was of central concern to him to teach the
non-experts some basic notions of kalām, something that appears consistent with his
insistence upon every mukallaf ’s obligation to acquire knowledge of God by sound
rational reflection.

Another immigrant from al-Andalus who should be treated here is Abū Jaʿfar Aḥ-
mad b. Yūsuf al-Lablī al-Fihrī (d. 691/1292), originally from Niebla.28 He received

24al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, SharḥMurshidat, 10.
25Three MSS of the text are listed in the article “Ibn Jalīl al-Sakūnī, Abū ʿAbd Allāh”, in Biblioteca de al-

Andalus, 3:600. I consulted a fourth manuscript, described by Zahrī and Būkārī, Fahras, 2:519 (MS Rabat,
al-Maktaba al-Ḥasaniyya, no. 12995; I thank Caitlyn Olson for providing me with a copy of this manuscript),
who point to the frequent quotations of al-Bāqillānī’s al-Hidāya. Abū l-Ḥajjāj al-Darīr’s al-Tanbīh is pub-
lished.

26Earlier Maghribi commentaries on al-Juwaynī’s Irshād include Abū ʿAbd Allāh Muḥammad b. al-
Māzarī’s al-Mihād fī sharḥ al-Irshād, ʿAlī b. Muḥammad al-Fazārī’s (d. 557/1162) Minhāj al-sadād fī sharḥ
al-Irshād, Ibrāhīm b. Yūsuf Ibn Dihāq’s (or Ibn Marʾa) (d. 611/1214–5) Nukat al-Irshād. Later on, Maghribi
scholars continued to write commentaries; see also below Ibn Bazīza’s comentary entitled al-Isʿād fī sharḥ
al-Irshād. For an overview of Maghribi commentaries on al-Juwaynī’s Irshād, see also Iḥnāna, Taṭawwur
al-madhhab al-Ashʿarī, 185–96.

27Shabbūḥ, “Sijill”, 369 (under the title Talkhīṣ al-kifāya min Kitāb al-Hidāya); see also GAS 1:609, no. 7,
and Hassan Ansari’s article “al-Bāqillānī” in Encyclopaedia Islamica, 4:359–60.

28For his biography see Maḥfūẓ, Tarājim, 4:202–6, no. 486; A. García Sanjuán’s article “al-Lablī, Aḥmad”
in Biblioteca de al-Andalus, 6:460–63, no. 1501.
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his early education in his homeland, before he came via Ceuta (Sabta) and Bijāya to
Tunis. He did not remain in the Ḥafṣid capital, but travelled further east. First, he
studied in Alexandria with the Shāfiʿī scholar Sharaf al-Dīn Ibn al-Tilimsānī al-Fihrī (d.
658/1260), whose kalāmworks include commentaries on al-Juwaynī’s al-Lumaʿ and al-
Rāzī’s al-Maʿālim fī uṣūl al-dīn.29 Later, Abū Jaʿfar al-Lablī continued his studies with
one of Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī’s students, Shams al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Ḥamīd al-Khusrawshāhī
(d. 652/1254),30 in Cairo and Damascus. We do not possess any substantial original
work in kalām by Abū Jaʿfar al-Lablī. He himself mentions that he wrote a refutation
of the famous Ẓāhirī scholar Ibn Ḥazm (d. 456/1064), who happened to come from
the same town as al-Lablī.31 The work that contains this information, the Fihrist, is
of some relevance in our context, as is the case with his second work, the Fahrasa.32
The two books are autobiographical descriptions of al-Lablī’s education (the genre of
fahāris is very common in the Islamic west and has a similar function as ijāzāt [“li-
censes to transmit”] in the Islamic east). The two fahāris contain significant informa-
tion aboutAbū Jaʿfar al-Lablī’s studies in kalām. Since he returned to theḤafṣid capital
and taught there until the end of his life, the two works are a valuable source for the
transmission of kalām texts in seventh/thirteenth-century Tunis, including those by
Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī. Abū Jaʿfar al-Lablī also wrote a short creed. Yet, the authenticity
of a published version of a creed attributed to him is not certain, because the identical
text was also attributed to a contemporary theologian from Tunis, Abū Muḥammad
ʿAbdallāh b. Muḥammad al-Marjānī (d. 699/1300).33

Athird authorwhoexperienced the endof theAlmohads and the rise of theḤafṣids
was Abū Fāris ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz b. Ibrāhīm al-Qurashī, known as Ibn Bazīza (d. 662/1264),
who was from Tunis.34 Ibn Bazīza wrote works in several disciplines, including kalām.
In this field, he wrote a commentary on al-Juwaynī’s al-Irshād entitled al-Isʿād fī sharḥ
al-Irshād. With some occasional references to such scholars as the mystic Ibn Bar-
rajān35 or the philosophers Ibn Ṭufayl36 and Ibn Rushd, the Isʿād appears to be one
of the rare sources from the Ḥafṣid period that still engages—at least marginally—
with specifically western Islamic intellectual strands.37 Ibn Bazīza quotes Ibn Rushd
in the context of his denial of God’s corporeality, and more specifically his position
in al-Kashf ʿanmanāhij al-adilla fī ʿaqāʾid al-milla, a polemic against the methods and
doctrines of themutakallimūn and particularly the Ashʿarīs.38 Ibn Rushd claims in his

29The two works are edited: see Ibn al-Tilimsānī, Sharḥ Ibn al-Tilimsānī ʿalā Lumaʿ al-adilla and Ibn al-
Tilimsānī, SharḥMaʿālim.

30On al-Khusrawshāhī, see Endress, “Reading Avicenna in themadrasa”, 406–7.
31Schmidtke, “Ibn Ḥazm’s Sources on Ashʿarism and Muʿtazilism”, 383, quoting al-Lablī, Fihrist al-Lablī,

82–83; the work was entitled Risāla fī l-radd ʿalā Ibn Ḥazm and was specifically directed against Ibn Ḥazm’s
Kitāb al-Fiṣal.

32al-Lablī, Fihrist al-Lablī and Fahrasat Abī Jaʿfar al-Lablī.
33The creedhas beenprinted in FahrasatAbī Jaʿfar al-Lablī, 129–31 (as awork of al-Lablī) and inḤammādī,

Maqālāt ʿulamāʾ al-bilād al-Tūnisiyya, 75–83 (as a work of al-Marjānī). For al-Marjānī, see Maḥfūẓ, Tarājim,
4:300–1, no. 514.

34There are variations regarding Ibn Bazīza’s death date; I am following the conclusion of Basrūr and
al-Suhaylī in their introduction to Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 15–16. For Ibn Bazīza’s biography see furthermore
Maḥfūẓ, Tarājim, 1:127–29, n0. 39.

35Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 551.
36Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 505, with mention of Ibn Ṭufayl’s Ḥayy b. Yaqẓān.
37Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 225–26.
38Maḥfūẓ, Tarājim, 1:128 concludes from this passage (wa-lahu fī kitābihi l-ṣaghīr alladhī sammāhu
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text that corporeality in God should neither be denied nor affirmed.39 His main con-
cernwas that themutakallimūn’s denial ofGod’s corporeality and spatialitywould con-
ceal, rather than clarify, the truth and therefore lead the common people into heresy.
Ibn Bazīzawrote an additional—apparently lost—work related to this topic, where he
interprets anthropomorphic descriptions of God in a figurative sense. One can only
speculate whether or not he further engaged critically with Ibn Rushd’s al-Kashf ʿan
manāhij al-adilla in this work. The question cannot be resolved on the basis of some
few quotations in al-Isʿād, which cite the work in a longer (entitledMinhāj al-ʿawārif
ilā rūḥ al-maʿārif ) and a shorter version (entitled Īḍāḥ al-sabīl ilā manāḥī al-taʾwīl).40

Ibn Bazīza’s commentary is not uncritical of al-Juwaynī’s theological positions in
al-Irshād. By way of example, I mention here Ibn Bazīza’s opposition to the so-called
theory of aḥwāl (literally “states”).41 This theory was an attempt to explain the on-
tological status of the properties of beings (such as the property “blackness” of the
entity “black”), and it had implications on various levels of al-Juwaynī’s teaching, in-
cluding metaphysics, epistemology and also his treatment of the problem of God’s at-
tributes. Fundamentally, the theory posits that properties are not “entities” or “things”
(ashyāʾ or dhawāt; “entities” or “things” include only God, atoms [jawāhir] and ac-
cidents [aʿrāḍ]). Nonetheless, the theory conceives of properties as metaphysically
real, but this reality is not described by either existence or non-existence (because
existence only applies to “entities” or “things”). In his al-Irshād, al-Juwaynī settled
on the theory of aḥwāl, but the doctrine was never undisputed among Ashʿarī theolo-
gians. In the Islamic east, only two Ashʿarī theologians are actually reported to have
been proponents of the theory: apart from al-Juwaynī, al-Bāqillānī also approved of it
in later works.42 Unlike in the east, the theory of aḥwāl appears to have been more
widely accepted in the Maghrib. For example, a highly influential and significantly
later Maghribi proponent was al-Sanūsī.43 In addition, some of the texts discussed
below also endorsed the theory of aḥwāl. In his discussion of the aḥwāl, Ibn Bazīza
mentions al-Shahrastānī’s (d. 548/1153) critique and also cites the counter-arguments
advanced by an Egyptian commentator of al-Juwaynī’s al-Irshād, the Alexandrian Taqī
l-Dīn al-Muqtaraḥ (d. 612/1215): his main objection is that the aḥwāl are undefinable
and have therefore to be denied. The reasoning behind this is that al-Juwaynī’s theory
itself claims that the definition of objects consists in a ḥāl (namely the object’s specific
characteristics that distinguish it fromother things [khāṣṣiyyatuhuallatī yatamayyazu
bihā ʿan ghayrihi]), and so defining a ḥāl by a ḥāl would result in an infinite regress—
Manāhij al-adilla mawāḍiʿ nabbahnā ʿalayhā) that Ibn Bazīza wrote a separate refutation entitled Tanbīh
ʿalā mawāḍiʿ min Manāhij al-adilla; see also Iḥnāna, Taṭawwur al-madhhab al-Ashʿarī, 192, 214; Zahrī, al-
Maṣādir al-Maghribiyya lil-ʿaqīda al-Ashʿariyya, 1:202.

39The passage quoted by IbnBazīza is found in IbnRushd’s al-Kashf ʿanmanāhij al-adilla (Müller, Philoso-
phie und Theologie von Averroes, 60).

40Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 231, 233, 363, 388.
41The discussion is found in Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 302–18.
42For al-Juwaynī’s theory of aḥwāl andhis opponents’ arguments see Benevich, “TheClassical Ashʿari The-

ory of aḥwāl”. It should be noted that opposition to the theory of aḥwālwas also expressed by commentators
of al-Irshād in the Islamic east, including al-Juwaynī’s own student Abū l-Qāsim al-Anṣārī (d. 512/1118).

43Olson, “Early Modern Theology in the Islamic West”. An early example of an aḥwāl proponent is a
fifth/eleventh-century commentary upon al-Bāqillānī’s al-Tamhīd by the Maghribi scholar ʿAbd al-Jalīl al-
Dībājī (see Ansari and Thiele, “Discussing al-Bāqillānī’s Theology in the Maghrib”, 147-54).
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an argument that F. Benevich has called the problem of “ontological explosion”.44
Ibn Bazīza’s body of works also includes a still unedited commentary upon

al-ʿAqīda al-burhāniyya, a popular short creed by a scholar from Fez named Abū ʿAmr
al-Salālijī (d. 564/1169, 574/1179 or 594/1197–8). Al-ʿAqīda al-burhāniyya is a work
that depends heavily on al-Juwaynī’s al-Irshād—some pre-modern scholars even
described it as a brief summary (mukhtaṣar) of al-Juwaynī’s work.45 Furthermore,
an apparently lost work entitled Sharḥ asmāʾ Allāh al-ḥusnā should also have been
relevant for Ibn Bazīza’s activity in kalām. Like his contemporary Muḥammad
al-Sakūnī, Ibn Bazīza engaged with al-Zamakhsharī’s al-Kashshāf, which he compares
with Ibn ʿAṭiyya’s (d. 542/1147) al-Muḥarrar al-wajīz, in a work entitled al-Bayān
wa-l-taḥṣīl al-muṭliʿ ʿalā ʿulūm al-tanzīl.46

A quite prolific author of kalāmworks from the following generation was Muḥam-
mad al-Sakūnī’s son Abū ʿAlī ʿUmar al-Sakūnī (d. 717/1317). The place and date of his
birth is unknown, and so it remains unclear whether hewas born in al-Andalus or only
after his father’s departure from the Iberian peninsula. Historical sources only confirm
that Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī lived and died in Tunis.47

His surviving texts draw a picture of a scholar who was primarily concerned with
the field of kalām. As was the case with his father, several of his works were written
for common people and had an educational purpose: in a number of his texts we can
read that hewrote them in an attempt to present the doctrines and rationale of Ashʿarī
kalām in an accessible fashion.

One such text is a short work entitled Laḥn al-ʿawāmm fī-mā yataʿallaqu bi-ʿilm al-
kalām.48 It consists of a collection of sayings and common beliefs, which, according to
Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī, echo the teachings of suchheresies as the falāsifa, themystics or the
Muʿtazilīs, and consequently show how deeply their misbeliefs are rooted among or-
dinary people.49 Examples for these supposedly widespread heretical beliefs include
the belief in God’s corporeality and spatiality; conceptions of God that are either an-
thropomorphism or agnosticism; the belief in causality, be it in form of causal chains
or of natural causality (for example the saying “God creates for everything a cause
[sababan]” would imply the existence of secondary causes and an infinite regress of
causes, something that contradicts Ashʿarī occasionalism); the idea—associated with
the falāsifa—that the world is eternal; or the claim—associated with the Muʿtazila—
that man possesses creative power, something that violates the principle of God’s om-
nipotence.

Thework endswith a list of books that his audience should avoid andothers that al-
Sakūnī recommends for further instruction. According to Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī, all those

44For the parallel section see al-Muqtaraḥ, Sharḥ al-Irshād, 1:306–43.
45See al-Salālijī, ʿAqīda, 51, quoting Ibn Rushayd al-Fihrī al-Sabtī (d. 721/1321) (Milʾ al-ʿayba, 2:226);

Fahrasat Abī Jaʿfar al-Lablī, 88; Thiele, “Facing the Mahdī’s True Belief”.
46The work has survived in manuscript form in Fez, Qarawiyyīn library, no. 28 (non vidi); see the descrip-

tion in al-Fāsī al-Fihrī, Fihris makhṭūṭāt, 1:72–73. For a more exhaustive list of Ibn Bazīza’s body of work in
various disciplines of knowledge, see the editors’ introduction to Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 19–20.

47For his biography, see the editor’s French introduction to al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 25–
29; Maḥfūẓ, Tarājim, 3:47–51, no. 244; and A. Rodríguez Figueroa’s article “Ibn Jalīl al-Sakūnī, Abū ʿAlī” in
Biblioteca de al-Andalus, 3:602–6 (no. 681).

48The work was first edited by S. Ghurāb (Ghurāb, “al-Sakūnī: Laḥn al-ʿawāmm”).
49For an overview of the topics covered by this work, see Latham, “The content of the Laḥn al-ʿawāmm”.
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works whose authors claim to have access to secret or even revealed knowledge are
forbidden. He therefore criticises scholars giving their works such titles asMafātīḥ al-
ghayb (“The keys to thehidden”—it is not clearwhether or notAbū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī refers
to Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī’s homonymous exegesis of the Qurʾān). The remaining books
that fall into this first category appear to have been rejected by Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī be-
cause of their mystical inclination: he advises against sections from al-Ghazālī’s Iḥyāʾ
ʿulūm al-dīn, his Nafkh [al-rūḥ] wa-l-taswiya, and the opening section of al-Munqidh
min al-ḍalāl; Abū Ṭālib al-Makkī’s two works Qūt al-qulūb and al-Hidāya; the books
of the Andalusī mystic Ibn Masarra (against whom Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī recommends
the refutation of the Mālikī jurist Ibn Abī Zayd al-Qayrawānī [d. 386/996], whose au-
thority was confirmed by al-Bāqillānī); and the books of another famous Andalusī
mystic, namely Ibn Barrajān. The works of Mundhir b. Saʿīd al-Ballūṭī (d. 355/966)
and of al-Zamakhsharī are rejected by Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī because of their Muʿtazilī
inclination—the association of the former with Muʿtazilism is historically question-
able, but nonetheless frequent in the Islamic west.50 Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī then advises
against a quite heterogeneous list of authors and works: the Epistles of the Brethren of
Purity; the books of the “atheist philosophers” (al-falāsifa al-mulḥidīn); a group that
comprises such early Muʿtazilīs as al-Jāḥiẓ (d. 255/869), Ibrāhīm al-Naẓẓām (d. be-
tween 220 and 230/835 and 845), the fourth/tenth century Ibn al-Rāwandī (whom the
Muʿtazilīs themselves declared a heretic), “al-Nāshiʾ” (that is, Abū l-ʿAbbās ʿAbdallāh
b. Muḥammad al-Anbārī [d. 293/906]), the philologist and presumable Khārijī Abū
ʿUbayda Maʿmar b. al-Muthannā (d. 209/824–5); then the books of the philosopher
al-Kindī and sections of the books of some “later philosophers”; Khalʿ al-naʿlayn by the
sixth/twelfth-century mystic Ibn Qasī; the books of Ibn Ḥazm (who, according to Abū
ʿAlī al-Sakūnī, wrote about theologywithoutmastering the field); theworks ofAverroes
(Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī adds that Averroes’ grandfather, Ibn Rushd al-Jadd [d. 520/1126],
was, however, a respected authority); the works of the Andalusī mystic Ibn al-ʿArabī
(d. 637/1240), such as al-Futuḥāt al-makkiyya, al-Fuṣūṣ and many of his Qaṣāʾid; the
poet Ibn al-Fāriḍ (d. 632/1235), because he adopt the Ṣūfī doctrines of “union” (ittiḥād)
and “incarnation” (ḥulūl); works by Ibn Sabʿīn (d. 669/1271); and in general the works
of atheists, the proponents of the doctrines of “union” (ittiḥād), “incarnation” (ḥulūl)
and of anthropomorphism (tashbīh).

After hiswarnings against these “heretical”works, Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī also adds a list
of authors and works from which his readers should seek guidance: al-Ashʿarī—Abū
ʿAlī al-Sakūnī refers to titles he found in Ibn ʿAsākir’s list of al-Ashʿarī’s works, and so
it is questionable whether he himself had actually access to them—and other author-
ities of the Ashʿarī school, including Abū ʿAbdallāh b. Mujāhid (d. 370/980–1), Abū
l-Ḥasan al-Bāhilī (d. c. 370/980), al-Bāqillānī (“author of the Hidāya and al-Daqāʾiq”),
Abū Isḥāq al-Isfarāʾīnī (d. 418/1027) (“author of the two Jāmiʿs”), Abū Bakr b. Fūrak (d.
406/1015) (“author of the two al-Mushkils”) and al-Juwaynī (“author of the Irshād and
al-Shāmil”).51

What was the precise purpose of this list of works that common people should
avoid or, on the contrary, are encouraged to consult? It is hardly likely that Abū ʿAlī al-

50Schmidtke, “Ibn Ḥazm’s Sources on Ashʿarism and Muʿtazilism”, 381; Stroumsa, “The Muʿtazila in al-
Andalus”, 83.

51For the list of works see Ghurāb, “al-Sakūnī: Laḥn al-ʿawāmm”, 208–16.
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Sakūnī really believed that his readers would actually follow his advice. One can safely
assume that many of the “harmful” books on his list were not available in his time—
such as the abovementioned third/ninth-century Muʿtazilī works—and did therefore
not represent any dogmatic challenge to late seventh/thirteenth-century Ashʿarism in
North Africa. On the other hand, Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī only recommends to his readers
texts of an advanced level of learning, and so one has to wonder what the actual pur-
pose behind suggesting them to a non-expert audience was—or was he perhaps ad-
dressing students, whom he considered unworthy of the title of “scholar”?

A second kalāmwork by Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī, called ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, is of signif-
icant length.52 Yet Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī also claims in this text that it has an educational
purpose, that he wants to address a non-specialist audience and therefore wrote it in
an easily accessible and attractive style.53 The book is divided into 160 “disputations”
(munāẓarāt) over controversial theological questions, and it covers the entire range
of topics we typically find in a theological compendium, including the proof of God,
His attributes, prophethood, and man’s acts and ethics.54 Unlike in his father’s texts
or his own Laḥn al-ʿawāmm, the pedagogical effort is less obvious here. Rather, Abū
ʿAlī al-Sakūnī enters into more sophisticated discussions. His proof of the existence of
God is a variation of the so-called proof from creation. He offers a long and detailed
argument, which uses a rather technical vocabulary. The argument starts from the
premises that accidents (aʿrāḍ) do exist, that they are created, that bodies—which are
composed of indivisible atoms (jawāhir)—carry accidents, and that no atom can be
free of accidents, in order to conclude that whatever cannot be devoid of, or precede,
what is created must likewise be created. Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī adopts al-Juwaynī’s revi-
sion of this traditional kalāmproof and adds the argument thatwhatever is created has
“a first”. This addition was an attempt to neutralise the objection that bodies could still
be eternal, if they carry an infinite series of created accidents.55 Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī’s
discussion further continues on a quite sophisticated level. After the proof of the cre-
atedness of the world, he introduces the term “possible existence” or “contingency”
(jāza ʿalayhi l-wujūd wa-huwa l-muʿabbar ʿanhu bi-l-mumkin), which he equates with
the notion of createdness (ḥudūth). The conclusion of his proof of God’s existence
is then framed in the terminology of al-Rāzī—something that I will discuss below in
more detail: namely that the world as a contingent being requires a “preponderator”
(murajjiḥ), who must be God.56

In a related section, Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī also relies on an Avicennian argument. In
fact, he converts Ibn Sīnā’s proof for the existence of God (i.e. the world is contingent
and cannot exist by virtue of itself, wherefore there must be a necessary existent from
which all possible existents proceed) into a proof for God’s eternity: Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī
offers the very same line of reasoning and then concludes that the necessarily existent
cannot possibly be non-existent, so that God must consequently be eternal.57

52It was critically edited (including a useful introduction) by S. Ghurāb.
53al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 49 (French introduction) and p. 14 of the edition.
54For an outline of the work’s structure and content see pp. 48–100 of the editor’s French introduction in

al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt.
55al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 25–30. For the traditional kalām proof from accidents, see

Davidson, Proofs for Eternity, 134–43; for its revision by al-Juwaynī, see Davidson, Proofs for Eternity, 143–46.
56al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 31.
57al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 33–34.
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With regard to other issues, Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī tends to adhere to a theoretical
framework that could be called “Juwaynian”. For example, he is a proponent of the the-
ory of aḥwāl, something that has implications for his reflections on God’s attributes
and his epistemology. In accordance with al-Juwaynī, Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī affirms that
the Ashʿarī doctrine of co-eternal attributes in God actually presupposes the reality of
aḥwāl. The traditional proof for these co-eternal attributes—aproof that appears to go
back to al-Ashʿarī himself—argues that if we describe ourselves as “knowing” or “living”
only by virtue of an entity of “knowledge” or “life” that subsists in us, the samemust be
true for God—otherwise, such descriptions have no univocal meaning. Now, propo-
nents of aḥwāl like al-Juwaynī went a step further and claimed that if such properties
as “knowing” or “living” are the “proof” or “indication” (dalīl) for entities of “knowledge”
or “life”, then “knowing” must express a reality distinct from “knowledge” and “living”
a reality distinct from “life”. It is precisely this line of reasoning that Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī
presents in order to corroborate God’s co-eternal attributes.58 The Ashʿarī proponents
of aḥwāl furthermore argued that their theory implies that the aḥwāl can be known—
thiswas for them the logical corollary of their claim that our knowledge of God’s “being
living” is the proof for His co-eternal attribute of “life”. Accordingly, Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī’s
taxonomy of the knowable (al-maʿlūmāt) includes, besides the non-existent and the
existent, the aḥwāl of beings.59

From Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī’s pen we also have his critical engagement with al-
Zamakhsharī’s Kashshāf, a project that his father left unfinished when he died.
Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī wrote a long commentary, entitled al-Tamyīz li-mā awdaʿahu
l-Zamakhsharī min al-iʿtizāl fī tafsīr al-kitāb al-ʿazīz,60 and an abbreviation entitled
Muqtaḍab al-Tamyīz.61 Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī follows his father’s main purpose of
revealing that al-Zamakhsharī’s widespread exegetical work fundamentally builds
on Muʿtazilī teachings. The Tamyīz and the Muqtaḍab contain an introduction
(mukhtaṣar fī uṣūl al-dīn ormuqaddima), that is conceived as a guide to Ashʿarī kalām.
Readers should use it as a complement to the refutation of al-Zamakhsharī’s Muʿtazilī
claims in the Kashshāf.62

Significant sections of the introduction to the Tamyīz are verbatim reproductions
of passages from ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt. Nonetheless, it is not just a somewhat revised
version of the earlier work. The introduction to the Tamyīz is divided into three parts.
Whereas the second (the proof for God’s existence from creation) and the third part
(God, His attributes, resurrection, prophecy, beatific vision, human acts, reward and
punishment, revelation and the imamate) deal with theological issues in the narrow-
est sense, the first part addresses such topics as epistemology, ontology and logic. It is
arranged as an exposition of technical terms used in the discipline of kalām and their
definition. The first subsections (masāʾil) on epistemology and ontology echo the con-
ceptual framework that had its origins in early kalām: the taxonomy of knowledge

58al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 43–44.
59al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 51, 57.
60The work was published in a not very reliable edition by al-Sayyid Yūsuf Aḥmad.
61S. Ghurāb writes in his French introduction to al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 34-35, that the

authenticity of this works needs to be confirmed. I was able to consult two copies of the text, MSS El Escorial,
nos 1357 and 1547. TheMuqtaḍab can be safely attributed toAbū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī, as the text includes a citation
of his lost al-Manhaj al-mashriq fī l-iʿtirād ʿalā akthar ahl al-manṭiq.

62al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, al-Tamyīz, 1:15.
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items (al-maʿlūmāt) includes three types, namely “necessary” (ḍarūriyyāt), “rational”
(naẓariyyāt) and “transmitted” (khabariyyāt) knowledge; the ontology of created be-
ings (al-muḥdathāt) distinguishes between atoms (jawāhir), that is indivisible parti-
cles that occupy space, bodies (ajsām), which are composed of atoms, and accidents
(aʿrāḍ), that is, entities that subsist in atoms.63 As could already be observed in ʿUyūn
al-munāẓarāt, Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī also integrates the notion of aḥwāl in his ontology.64
According to R. Wisnovsky, the above distinction between the three means of knowl-
edge reflects the pre-Avicennian epistemology of Sunnī kalām, that was eclipsed in
what he calls the “Avicennan turn” by three modes of knowledge, namely necessary
(wājib), impossible (mustaḥīl), and possible (jāʾiz).65 However, this picture needs fur-
ther qualification. To be sure, the earliest known sources in kalām to distinguish the
three epistemological modalities in a systematic fashion were written after Avicenna,
namely by al-Juwaynī.66 Yet his reflections could build on earlier discussions in kalām,
as found, for example, in inquiries into the question as to what is affirmed necessar-
ily, possibly and impossibly with regard to God.67 In addition, we find in al-Bāqillānī’s
epistemological section of the Tamhīd some reflections about the possibility (ṣiḥḥa)
and impossibility (istiḥāla) of states of affairs and how they relate to each other—
albeit without developing the three modes of knowledge systematically.68 In the case
of the Tamyīz, Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī uses the epistemological distinction of three means

63al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, al-Tamyīz, 1:15–17.
64There are several sections that are relevant to al-Sakūnī’s appropriationof the theoryofaḥwāl: al-Sakūnī

al-Ishbīlī, al-Tamyīz, 1:16 (“the aḥwāl are that by virtue of which we distinguish between objects of knowl-
edge, and they are said to be the attributes of the existents themselves”); p. 47 (“the ḥāl is an attribute of
something existent, which is not described by either non-existence or existence, and which has reality”—
this is an almost verbatim reproduction of al-Juwaynī, al-Irshād, 80); p. 67 (again quoting al-Juwaynī almost
verbatim [al-Juwaynī, al-Irshād, 30], al-Sakūnī distinguishes among God’s attributes those which affirm the
reality of Himself and are “uncaused” [ghayr muʿallala] and those which are grounded in a distinct entity
and are “caused” [muʿallala]; here the notion of taʿlīl presupposes the appropriation of the theory of aḥwāl);
p. 76 (speaking about God’s co-eternal attributes [ṣifāt], he describes them as “that which necessitate pred-
ications [about Him]” [al-ṣifāt al-mūjiba li-aḥkāmihā]).

65Wisnovsky, “One Aspect of the Avicennan Turn”, 66–67.
66Wisnovsky, “OneAspect of the Avicennan Turn”, 92–93; Griffel,Al-Ghazālī’s Philosophical Theology, 171–

72, also briefly discusses al-Juwaynī’s understanding of the three modalities and concludes that it is differ-
ent from Avicenna’s: whereas the former understands possibility as synchronic alternatives to the actual
existent, Avicenna conceives of possibility as a mode of being that he opposes to necessary existence. Cf.,
however A. Shihadeh’s discussion (Shihadeh, “The Argument from Ignorance”, 195–98), which shows that
possible has for al-Juwaynī a double meaning, one of which is “contingency” (tajwīz imkān), that is, not
necessary (wājib).

67TheMuʿtazilī qāḍī ʿAbd al-Jabbār al-Hamadhānī (d. 415/1025) discusses for example in his short treatise
Kitāb al-uṣūl al-khamsawhat is necessary, impossible and possible for God: in the introductory part on the
meaning of tawḥīd (Gimaret, “Les Uṣūl al-ḫamsa”, 80–81) he makes several affirmations in the form “God is
eternally X andY is not possible forHim” (…fī-mā lamyazalwa-fī-mā lā yazālwa-lā yajūzu ʿalayhi…); further
on, he has a more detailed discussion (Gimaret, “LesUṣūl al-ḫamsa”, 82–84) on what is necessary (yajibu an
yuqāl huwa …/yajūbu an yakūna …/wajaba an yakūna …), impossible (fa-yajibu an lā …/lā yajūzu ʿalayhi
…/lā yajūzu an…) and possible (namely acts: qad ṣaḥḥa min Allāh ʿazza wa-jalla l-fiʿl) for God. Similarly, al-
Bāqillānī discusseswhat is impossible (lā/laysa yajūzu…/muḥāl/lamyajuz…), necessary (wajabaanyakūna
…) (al-Bāqillānī, Tamhīd, 24–33) and possible (e.g. the sending of prophets: jawāz irsāl Allāh al-rusul) (al-
Bāqillānī, Tamhīd, 129–31) for God.

68See the discussion in al-Bāqillānī, Tamhīd, 11–12, §§ 16 & 18, where he describes two types of inferences:
(1) if X is possible, Y is impossible; and (2) if X is possible, a similar Y is possible/if X is impossible, a similar
Y is impossible.
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of knowledge alongside the three modalities of rational justifications.69
A noteworthy feature of the first section of the introduction to the Tamyīz is

that it includes a short exposition of the ten Aristotelian categories: (1) “that which
is qualified, that is, substance” (mawṣūf wa-ʿabarū ʿanhu bi-l-jawhar), (2) quantity
(kammiyya), (3) quality (kayfiyya), (4) relation (iḍāfa), (5) location (makān), (6) time
(zamān), (7) possession (istiḥqāq), (8) posture (waḍʿ)—in the edition the list ends
here, but the original text should have included the two missing categories of (9)
action and (10) passion.70

The overall picture of Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī’s works makes it difficult to describe his
teachings by any such labels as “earlier” vs. “later methodology”, “classical” vs. “phi-
losophized” kalām or “pre-Avicennian” vs. “post-Avicennian”. Indeed, the legacy of
“earlier” Ashʿarīs, specifically of al-Juwaynī, is clearly present in his works, not least be-
cause Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī repeatedly reproduces passages from the Irshād, or because
he appropriates the theory of aḥwāl in a way that very much resembles its Juwaynian
interpretation. Yet Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī’s warnings against the influence of falsafa (such
as in Laḥn al-ʿawāmm) stand in clear contrast to his appropriation of such Avicennian
theories as the proof from contingency in ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt or the discussion of the
ten Aristotelian categories in his expositions on logic, which is found in the introduc-
tion of theTamyīz. In addition, Iwill argue in the next section that his position towards
al-Rāzī was also ambivalent—it ranges between a critical posture and an eclectic ap-
proval of specific notions—something that further confirms the general picture.

In 748/1347, the Marīnids conquered Tunis. The Marīnid ruler Abū l-Ḥasan (r. 731–
749/1331–1348) took great pride in patronising intellectuals at his court, and when he
entered Tunis, he was accompanied by an entourage of scholars. The authors of two
kalāmworks of this time appear to have benefited from the presence of these learned
people, specifically as they participated in the study circles that the Marīnid court
held in Tunis. The first was the famous author of theMuqaddima, the still young Ibn
Khaldūn, whose first ever work was a commentary on Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī’sMuḥaṣṣal,
in which he relies also onNaṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī’s (d. 672/1274) Talkhīṣ al-Muḥaṣṣal.71 The
autograph of this early work, entitled Lubāb al-Muḥaṣṣal fī uṣūl al-dīn, has survived,
and it is dated 752/1351.72 It has to be said that Ibn Khaldūn never again produced any
work in kalām. Yet hisMuqaddima contains a relevant account of the history of kalām,
which has already been discussed in the introduction to this chapter.

The second author whose scholarly education was significantly shaped by the in-
69See al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, al-Tamyīz, 1:22–24 and the taxonomy of predications about God that distin-

guishes between what is necessary, impossible and possible with regard to Him (al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, al-
Tamyīz, 1:65; this passage has a close parallel in al-Juwaynī, al-Irshād, 29).

70al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, al-Tamyīz, 1:48; in fact, al-Sakūnī announces ten categories (ʿasharat aqsām) in
an introductory sentence. As El-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History, 143–47 writes, logicians after the
sixth/twelfth century had largely ceased to treat the categories after Avicenna had argued that they do not
belong to logic. It was Maghribi scholars like al-Yūsī (d. 1102/1691) and his students who contributed signif-
icantly to the rise of interest in the ten Aristotelian categories in twelfth/eighteenth-century Egypt. More
work needs to be done in understanding the developments in Maghribi logical thinking, specifically in con-
nection with the discipline of kalām, down to the twelfth/seventeenth century.

71See Ibn Khaldūn, Lubāb al-Muḥaṣṣal, 2–3; Zahrī, al-Maṣādir al-Maghribiyya lil-ʿaqīda al-Ashʿariyya,
1:255–56.

72See p. tāʾ of the introduction to Ibn Khaldūn, Lubāb al-Muḥaṣṣal. For Ibn Khaldūn’s education see now
the recent biography by Irwin, Ibn Khaldun, 26–27.
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tellectual circles of theMarīnid court in Tuniswas Ibn ʿArafa (d. 803/1401).73 He shared
many teachers with Ibn Khaldūn, who was significantly younger (Ibn ʿArafa was born
in 716/1316 and Ibn Khaldūn in 732/1332). Ibn ʿArafa became a highly influential figure
in the Ḥafṣid state: he served as imām and khaṭīb of the Great Mosque of Tunis, and
was eventually appointed Grand Muftī. For reasons that are not entirely clear, he was
fiercely hostile to Ibn Khaldūn, when the latter returned to Tunis in 780/1378, and he
finally forcedhis former fellow student to leave forMamlūkCairo.74 Ibn ʿArafawrote ex-
tensive works in various disciplines, including a al-Mukhtaṣar al-shāmil fī uṣūl al-dīn,
or al-Mukhtaṣar al-kalāmī, finished in 789/1387.75 Unlikewhat such titlemight suggest,
theMukhtaṣar is not a short exposition, but rather a huge work.76 Ibn ʿArafa’s kalām
work uses the structure of Nāṣir al-Dīn al-Bayḍāwī’s (d. between 699/1299-705/1306)
Ṭawāliʿ al-anwār, and it is an important literary document of Maghribī scholars’ en-
gagement with the intellectual tradition that synthesised Ashʿarism and Avicennian
philosophy. Ibn Khaldūn’s and Ibn ʿArafa’s engagement with this strand of Ashʿarī
kalām did not appear out of nowhere. In the following, I will shed some light on the
history of the transmission and dissemination of specific works by al-Rāzī, who fully
developed this synthesis of kalām and Avicennian falsafa.

3. The Transmission of al-Rāzī’s Works to Ifrīqiya
An account of the transmission of al-Rāzī’s works to the Maghrib is found in Ibn
Khaldūn’s Muqaddima. He reports that al-Rāzī’s books were first introduced by
scholars from Ifrīqiya and then further spread to the west of North Africa:

After the destruction of the dynasty in Marrakech [i.e. the Almohads], in
the middle of the seventh [/thirteenth] century, Judge Abû l-Qâsim b. Za-
ytûn traveled from Ifrîqiyah to the East. He entered into contact with the
pupils of the imam Ibn al-Khaṭîb [al-Rāzī]. He studied with them and
[received their] instruction.77 He became skilled in intellectual and tra-
ditional matters. Then, he returned to Tunis with a great deal of knowl-
edge and a good (method of) instruction. He was followed back from
the East by Abû ʿAbdallâh b. Shuʿayb ad-Dukkâlî, who had traveled from
the Maghrib to (Ibn Zaytûn). He studied with Egyptian professors and
returned to Tunis, where he remained. His (method of) instruction was
effective. The inhabitants of Tunis studied with both Ibn Zaytûn and Ibn
Shuʿayb. Their tradition of scientific instruction was steadily continued
by their pupils, generation after generation. Eventually, it reached Judge

73Maḥfūẓ, Tarājim, 3:363–71, no. 358; Ghrab, Ibn ʿArafa et le mālikisme; Ghurāb, Ibn ʿArafa wa-l-manzaʿ
al-ʿaqlī.

74Ghrab, “Réflexions à propos de la querelle” offers an account of the quarrel.
75Ghrab, Ibn ʿArafa et le mālikisme, 1:415.
76N. Ḥammādī’s 2014 edition of the work has more than 1000 pages.
77Literally: laqina taʿlīmahum; Rosenthal translates “learned their (method of) instruction”. Accord-

ing to a more detailed account in Maḥfūẓ, Tarājim, 2:432–33, Ibn Zaytūn encountered Shams al-Dīn al-
Khusrawshāhī in 648/1250 during the first of his two journeys to the Mashriq. Maḥfūẓ adopts Ibn Khaldūn’s
claim that Ibn Zaytūn was the first to introduce al-Rāzī’s works and to teach the latter’s methodology in
Tunis.
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Muḥammadb. ʿAbd-as-Salâm, the commentator and pupil of Ibn al-Ḥâjib,
andwas transplanted fromTunis to Tlemcen through Ibn al-Imâmandhis
pupils. Ibn al-Imâm had studied with Ibn ʿAbd-as-Salâm under the same
professors in the same classes. Pupils of Ibn ʿAbd-as-Salâmcanbe found at
this time in Tunis, and pupils of Ibn al-Imâm in Tlemcen. However, they
are so few that it is to be feared that the tradition may come to an end.78

According to another Maghribi historian, Aḥmad al-Maqqarī (d. 1041/1631), Ibn
Zaytūn’s (d. 690/1291) journey to the east was actually triggered by another scholar
from Tunis, Abū l-ʿAbbās Aḥmad b. ʿĪsā al-Ghumārī (d. 682/1283). He was, according
to this alternative account, the first transmitter of al-Rāzī’s works—and more specifi-
cally, of his al-Maʿālim fī uṣūl al-dīn.79 Whether or not al-Ghumārī, who had studied
in the Mashriq with al-Rāzī’s students, can really be credited with having introduced
the work(s) to North Africa cannot be confirmed with certainty. One should be care-
ful with such narratives: in fact, Ibn Bazīza’s Isʿād, which was completed in 644/1247,80
shows that works by al-Rāzī were available in Tunis as early as during the first half of
the seventh/thirteenth century. Ibn Bazīza was the teacher of Ibn Zaytūn,81 but he
is not even mentioned in either of the two narratives of the transmission of al-Rāzī’s
works.82

Ibn Bazīza quotes al-Rāzī in the chapter on beatific vision and refers to two spe-
cific works, al-Rāzī’s al-Maʿālim and al-Arbaʿīn fī uṣūl al-dīn.83 Referring to al-Rāzī,
but without identifying the text, the Isʿād also contains a longer quotation from al-
Muḥaṣṣal.84 In addition, Ibn Bazīza relies on al-Rāzī in sections where he does not cite
him explicitly. This can be shown, for example, on three occasions where Ibn Bazīza
appeals to the doctrines of the Muʿtazilī Rukn al-Dīn Ibn al-Malāḥimī (d. 536/1141), a
follower of the doctrines ofAbū l-Ḥusayn al-Baṣrī (d. 426/1044). TheKhwārazmian the-
ologian al-Malāḥimī was unknown to scholars in the Maghrib, and so it is most likely
that Ibn Bazīza reproduced his accounts from secondary sources, something he does
not mention explicitly, though. There are however indications that point to al-Rāzī

78Ibn Khaldūn, TheMuqaddimah, 2:427–28.
79See Ghrab, Ibn ʿArafa et le mālikisme, 1:286, quoting al-Maqqarī, al-Azhār, 5:23–24.
80See Maḥfūẓ, Tarājim, 1:127 and the introduction to Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 19.
81See Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 18.
82Another aspect of Ibn Khaldūn’s account which has to be treated with caution is the transmission of

al-Rāzī’s works further westwards. In fact, al-Sharīf Abū Yaḥyā Zakriyyā b. Yaḥyā al-Idrīsī (fl. 629/1332), who
probably hailed from Ceuta (Sabta), quotes in his Abkār al-afkār al-ʿuluwiyya his apparently lost commen-
tary on al-Arbaʿīn fī uṣūl al-dīn by al-Rāzī (Iḥnāna, Taṭawwur, 189–91; see also N. Ḥammādī’s introduction
to al-Sharīf al-Idrīsī, Abkār al-afkār, 26; Zahrī, al-Maṣādir al-Maghribiyya lil-ʿaqīda al-Ashʿariyya, 1:198). Lit-
tle is known about al-Sharīf al-Idrīsī’s biography. He studied with al-Muqtaraḥ in Egypt, and we do not
know whether or not he returned to the Maghrib. We possess a copy of al-Sharīf al-Idrīsī’s commentary
on al-Juwaynī’s al-Irshād, entitled Kifāyat ṭālib ʿilm al-kalām fī sharḥ al-Irshād. It relies on the commen-
tary of his teacher al-Muqtaraḥ and has also some parallels with the commentary on al-Rāzī’s al-Maʿālim
fī uṣūl al-dīn by his fellow student in Alexandria, Sharaf al-Dīn Ibn al-Tilimsānī (see for example al-Sharīf
al-Idrīsī’s and Sharaf al-Dīn Ibn al-Tilimsānī’s similar line of argumentation for conceiving of God’s dissimi-
larity (mukhālafa) as a relational attribute, rather than an “essential attribute” as al-Juwaynī claims: Kifāya,
fol. 31a and Sharḥ Maʿālim, 213; I thank Javier Albarrán and Aurora González, who helped me to obtain a
copy of MS Fez, Qarawiyyīn, no. 729).

83Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 369 (al-Rāzī is cited as a source on Ibn Sīnā), 370 (quotation of al-Arbaʿīn), 382
(quotation of al-Maʿālim).

84Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 380; the corresponding section is found in al-Rāzī,Muḥaṣṣal, 189.
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as his source. First, al-Rāzī was an Ashʿarī author who was familiar with al-Malāḥimī,
and he refers to him in several of his works. Second, Ibn Bazīza refers to al-Malāḥimī
in the very particular way al-Rāzī had done, namely “Maḥmūd al-Khwārazmī”.85 Fi-
nally, a comparison between the Isʿād and al-Rāzī’s al-Arbaʿīn fī uṣūl al-dīn uncovers
textual parallels that strongly suggest that this was actually Ibn Bazīza’s source. The
first and the second reference to al-Malāḥimī occur in discussions on how atoms and
accidents cease to exist. Ibn Bazīza records in this context various divergent posi-
tions that match with those cited by al-Rāzī in al-Arbaʿīn: Abū l-Ḥusayn al-Khayyāṭ
(d. c. 300/913) from the “earlier” (min qudamāʾ al-Muʿtazila)86 and al-Malāḥimī from
the “later” Muʿtazila (min mutaʾakhkhirīhim) agree that their annihilation is caused
by agents; in the case of atoms, this agent must be God—a doctrine that coincides
with “the earlier of qāḍī Abū Bakr [al-Bāqillānī’s] two claims”.87 The third reference
to “Maḥmūd al-Khwārazmī” is found in Ibn Bazīza’s discussion on human acts. He
reproduces here two aspects of al-Rāzī’s discussion in al-Arbaʿīn. The first is al-Rāzī’s
account of the Muʿtazilīs’ debate over whether man knows through reflection that he
acts autonomously or whether this is immediate knowledge (however, unlike al-Rāzī,
Ibn Bazīza does not attribute the latter position to Abū l-Ḥusayn al-Baṣrī). Ibn Bazīza
then turns to a disagreement between al-Malāḥimī and othermembers of his school—
al-Rāzī’s al-Arbaʿīn discloses that this disagreement was with Abū l-Ḥusayn al-Baṣrī—
with regard to the precise effect of motivations: against the claim that motivations
necessitate our acts, al-Malāḥimī posits that they rather make our acts more likely
to occur.88 These textual parallels as well as the explicit quotations allow us to con-
clude that at least three of al-Rāzī’s works—al-Arbaʿīn, al-Maʿālim fī uṣūl al-dīn and
al-Muḥaṣṣal—were available to Ibn Bazīza and consequently were present in North
Africa sometime before 644/1247, the date of completion of the Isʿād.

For the second half of the seventh/thirteenth century, we have a solid foundation
for expanding the list of al-Rāzī’s works that were or came to be available to scholars
in Ḥafṣid Tunis. An important source are two works by the Andalusian emigrant Aḥ-
mad b. Yūsuf al-Lablī. According to the autobiographical information found in his
Fihrist and his Fahrasa, it was primarily with the Alexandrian scholar Sharaf al-Dīn
Ibn al-Tilimsānī and, in Cairo and Damascus, with al-Rāzī’s student Shams al-Dīn al-
Khusrawshāhī that he studied al-Rāzī’s works. Despite the relative wealth of informa-
tion about the content of al-Lablī’s studies, it is difficult to reconstruct the precise time-
line of his whereabouts. He himself reports that he was in Egypt in 651/1253–4. An
account by the traveler and religious scholar Ibn Rushayd al-Fihrī al-Sabtī (d. 721/1321)
provides a terminus ante quem for al-Lablī’s return to Tunis: he notes that theymet in a
study circle in Tunis in 684/1285–6, and later again in sessions al-Lablī held at the city’s
Zaytūnamosque in Rabīʿ II 686/1287.89 In Egypt, al-Lablī studied with Ibn al-Tilimsānī

85See Gimaret, Théories de l’acte humain, 59–60, 135, 144. Other possible sources can be excluded:
al-Shahrastānī, whom Ibn Bazīza cites in his Isʿād, does not mention al-Malāḥimī (Ibn al-Malāḥimī al-
Khwārazmī, Muʿtamad, vii, n. 17), nor does another important source of the Isʿād, al-Muqtaraḥ, Sharḥ al-
Irshād.

86Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 170,min fuqahāʾ al-Muʿtazila, is a misreading.
87Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 170, 298; for the parallel text see al-Rāzī, al-Arbaʿīn, 187.
88Ibn Bazīza, al-Isʿād, 404. For the parallel text see al-Rāzī, al-Arbaʿīn, 228 and the discussion of these

passages in Shihadeh, Teleological Ethics, 16, 25–26.
89See the editor’s introduction to Fahrasat Abī Jaʿfar al-Lablī, 17, with further references.
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parts of the theological and the legal methodological sections of al-Rāzī’s al-Maʿālim,
together with Sharaf al-Dīn Ibn al-Tilimsānī’s own commentary.90 Not surprisingly,
al-Lablī studied additional works by al-Rāzī with the latter’s disciple al-Khusrawshāhī,
including [al-Masāʾil] al-Khamsūn, al-Arbaʿīn (from the beginning up to the section
on Muḥammad’s prophethood), al-Muḥaṣṣal and parts of Nihāyat al-ʿuqūl. Al-Lablī
reports that he agreed with al-Khusrawshāhī that the latter was al-Rāzī’s best work. In
the field of legal methodology, al-Lablī also read with al-Khusrawshāhī al-Maʿālim fī
uṣūl al-fiqh, and most of al-Maḥṣūl fī uṣūl al-fiqh—al-Khusrawshāhī died before they
could finish reading it.91 It is also worth mentioning here that al-Lablī studied with al-
Khusrawshāhī works by the Syrian Ashʿarī Sayf al-Dīn al-Āmidī (d. 631/1233), a fierce
rival of al-Khusrawshāhī and a critic of al-Rāzī—who nevertheless also engaged with
Avicennian falsafa.92 Al-Lablī read the kalām work Ghāyat al-marām fī ʿilm al-kalām
and Muntahā al-sūl, a work in legal methodology.93 Apparently, al-Lablī had already
read al-Āmidī’s work in dialectics entitled Ghāyat al-amal fī ʿilm al-jadal with Ibn al-
Tilimsānī in Alexandria.94

An explicit engagement with al-Rāzī’s writings is found in the works of Abū ʿAlī
al-Sakūnī. He had access to al-Rāzī’s al-Tafsīr al-kabīr, from which he quotes a long
passage about a discussion with a Christian in Khwārazm on the proof for Muḥam-
mad’s prophecy.95 Beside al-Rāzī’s huge commentary on the Qurʾān, al-Sakūnī refers
relatively often to “the author of Nihāyat al-ʿuqūl” (ṣāḥib Nihāyat al-ʿuqūl), a formula-
tion that also introduces claims that al-Rāzī made in texts other than his early multi-
volume kalām work. One such reference is found in ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt in the dis-
cussion of the question of how different modalities of God’s speech—command, pro-
hibition, statement—can be considered as “one thing” (shayʾan wāḥidan).96 Here, al-
Sakūnī says he follows al-Rāzī’s position that these modalities (called awṣāf al-kalām
by al-Ashʿarī and his followers) can be reduced to one “description” (waṣf ), namely the
communication of the law.97

Further on in the same text, al-Sakūnī includes a short rebuttal of al-Rāzī’s con-
ception of such divine attributes as power, will, knowledge, life, hearing and seeing,
speech and perception. Al-Sakūnī later reproduced this section in the introduction to
the Tamyīz. The claim under discussion in the two texts was actually made by al-Rāzī
in several works he wrote after the Nihāya, where he conceives of attributes as mere
relations (mujarrad nisab wa-iḍāfāt): for example, “knowledge” would be the descrip-
tion of the relation between the onewho knows (al-ʿālim) and the object of knowledge

90al-Lablī, Fihrist al-Lablī, 27.
91al-Lablī, Fihrist al-Lablī, 123–24; Fahrasat Abī Jaʿfar al-Lablī, 85–86.
92On al-Āmidī’s engagementwith falsafa seeHassan, “The Encounter of Falsafa andKalām” and Lammer,

“Eternity and Origination in the Works of Sayf al-Dīn al-Āmidī and Athīr al-Dīn al-Abharī”.
93Fahrasat Abī Jaʿfar al-Lablī, 86.
94al-Lablī, Fihrist al-Lablī, 27.
95Cited in al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 283–84.
96On this issue and its discussion in the Ashʿarī school, see Gimaret, Doctrine, 318–21.
97al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 41.
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(al-maʿlūm).98 Al-Sakūni does not reveal his source, though.99
He does so however in a short quotation of al-Rāzī’s Nihāyat al-ʿuqūl within a dis-

cussion, which is found in almost identical form in ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt and in the
introduction to the Tamyīz.100 The wider context of this passage is the proof that God
does not resemble anything in the created world. The section includes a specific dis-
cussion of God’s dissimilarity from accidents, and this discussion is primarily based
on the claim that, unlike God, accidents cannot have continuous existence. Al-Sakūnī
substantiates this claim on the basis of a doctrine that had already been advocated by
early Ashʿarīs, namely that beings can only have continuous existence by virtue of an
entity of “continuity” (baqāʾ) that subsists in them. It was then concluded that if acci-
dents had continuous existence, one had to concede that accidents can be the locus of
inherence of other accidents. However, kalām ontology excludes this possibility. Yet
this argument was undermined by al-Rāzī, and specifically by a line of argument that
al-Sakūnī cites from the chapter on God’s continuous existence in Nihāyat al-ʿuqūl.101
Al-Rāzī rejects in this section the idea that the continuous existence of atoms is caused
by a distinct accident of “continuity”. Rather, he posits that atoms have in themselves
contingent existence, and this implies that existing atoms may cease to exist at any
moment of time. Furthermore, he argues that positing an entity of “continuity” adds
to the problem of explaining the temporal existence of atoms rather than resolving it:
if their existence really depended on, and was consequently impossible without, a su-
peradded accident, atoms could no longer be considered as contingent, but rather as
impossible in themselves (lazima inqilāb al-ṣiḥḥa al-dhātiyya ilā imtināʿ al-dhātiyya,
or, as al-Sakūnī formulates it, intiqāl … imkān al-wujūd al-dhātī ilā l-imtināʿ al-dhātī),
and this, al-Rāzī concludes, would be absurd.102

While al-Sakūnī disagrees with al-Rāzī’s argument, it is noteworthy that he uses in
his discussion a terminology that was central to al-Rāzī’s account of why contingent
beings come to exist: namely the notion of a “preponderator” (murajjiḥ), that is, a fac-
tor that determines which of two states of affair that are possible to exactly the same
degree eventually becomes real.103 On the other hand, and only shortly before this
passage, al-Sakūnī uses for the same idea a notion that is linked to the terminology
used by al-Juwaynī, rather than that of al-Rāzī, namely that of the arbitrarily choosing
“particularizer” (mukhaṣṣiṣ mukhtār).

A more detailed examination of al-Sakūnī’s mixing of terms that he came to use in
most likelihoodunder a Rāzian influence on the one hand, andnotions thatweremore

98See Schmidtke, The Theology of al-ʿAllāma al-Ḥillī, 177–79, 191–95; Schmidtke, Theologie, Philosophie
und Mystik, 97, n. 61 and 102 citing al-Rāzī’s al-Ishāra fī ʿilm al-kalām, al-Maʿālim fī uṣūl al-dīn, Maṭālib al-
ʿāliya, al-Mulakhkhaṣ and al-Arbaʿīn; see also Abrahamov, “Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī on God’s Knowledge of the
Particulars”.

99al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 44; al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, al-Tamyīz, 97. It would of course be
possible that al-Sakūnī’s discussion relied on a secondary source: an examination of the theorywas also part
of Ibn al-Tilimsānī’s commentary on al-Rāzī’s al-Maʿālim; see Kenny, “Muslim Theology as Presented By M.
B. Yūsuf as-Sanūsī”, 142.
100al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 50; al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, al-Tamyīz, 113.
101al-Rāzī, Nihāyat al-ʿuqūl fī dirāyat al-uṣūl, 2:446ff.; al-Sakūnī cites the passage on p. 454.
102For further background on this doctrine see also Schmidtke, The Theology of al-ʿAllāma al-Ḥillī, 214–21.
103For al-Rāzī’s use of the notion of murajjiḥ, see Gimaret, Théories de l’acte humain, 141–45; Shihadeh,

Teleological Ethics, 20–21; for a discussion of Gimaret’s analysis, see furthermore Madelung, “Late Muʿtazila
and Determinism”.
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common in earlier Ashʿarī contexts on the other, would certainly be useful: here, I will
limitmyself to pointing to only one additional example, to show briefly that the above-
mentioned case is not isolated. Al-Sakūnī opens his ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt with a short
reflection on the noble character of kalām (which he terms here ʿilm al-tawḥīd). Such
considerations were part of a justification of a rational theological discourse, whose
legitimacy had always been contested, primarily by traditionalist opponents. A line of
argumentation that can be traced back to the earliest historical stages of the Ashʿarī
school consisted in claiming that rational reflection (naẓar) is in fact man’s first legal
obligation.104 H. Eichner argues that the discourse over the legitimacy of kalām experi-
enced gradual changes under the impact of the Avicennian epistemological hierarchy
of the philosophical sciences. Echoes of Ibn Sīnā’s theory are found in several contra-
dictory rankings of the religious sciences in al-Ghazālī’s works. Of particular relevance
here is a hierarchy in al-Ghazālī’s al-Mustaṣfā, where the science of kalām is described
as the “universal science” (ʿilm kullī) among the remaining “particular” (juzʾī) religious
sciences. The distinction between “universal” and “particular sciences” is made on the
basis of its object of study: whereas “particular sciences” are more specific in that,
for example, the field of exegesis examines the meaning of the Qurʾān and the field
of ḥadīth is limited to prophetic traditions, the object of study of kalām is the most
general, namely whatever exists. Al-Rāzī’s approach in several works differed from al-
Ghazālī’s epistemological hierarchy and instead insists on the noble character of the
discipline of kalām in order to show its superiority. He argues that the nobility of a sci-
ence’s object of study determines the nobility of the science itself (and since no object
of knowledge can be more noble than God, kalām must be the most noble science),
and he adds that the proofs of kalām are reliable.105 If we look at al-Sakūnī’s introduc-
tion to ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, we also encounter the Rāzian description of kalām as the
most noble science. However, he substantiates his claim by arguments that H. Eichner
associates with the different stages in the gradual transformation of the argument in
support of the superiority of kalām:

The science of monotheism (ʿilm al-tawḥīd) is the most noble science106
for several reasons: (1) its object of knowledge is the most noble object of
knowledge, (2) God (may He be exalted) refers to it as the greatest reward,
(3) its object [is established] by clear proofs and every other revealed and
rational science depends on it, because it is a universal science and the
others are particular [sciences], and (4) it is [man’s] first obligation.107

The engagement with al-Rāzī’s writings and with his approach to the discipline
of kalām visibly increased over the course of the eighth/fourteenth century. Several
scholars who appear to have contributed significantly to this process do not seem to
have left any work in the field—or at least no work in kalām from their pens has been
found. Our main sources of information about their scholarly activity are therefore
104On the early Ashʿarī discussions about man’s obligation to engage in theological reflections see Frank,

“Knowledge and Taqlîd”.
105Eichner, “The Post-Avicennian Philosophical Tradition and Islamic Orthodoxy”, 206–23 for al-Ghazālī

and 276–80 for al-Rāzī.
106Read ashraf al-ʿulūm instead of ashraf al-maʿlūm.
107al-Sakūnī al-Ishbīlī, ʿUyūn al-munāẓarāt, 13–14.
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secondary reports, including those by their students IbnKhaldūn and Ibn ʿArafa. Three
scholars deserve specific attention:

1. Abū ʿAbdallāh Muḥammad b. Salāma al-Anṣārī (d. 746/1345);
2. Abū ʿAbdallāh Muḥammad b. ʿAbd al-Salām al-Hawwārī (d. 749/1348);
3. Abū ʿAbdallāh Muḥammad al-Ābilī (d. 757/1356).
Only the first two actually hailed from Ifrīqiya. Muḥammad b. Salāma al-Anṣārī

is said to have written a Sharḥ asmāʾ Allāh al-ḥusnā, in which he reportedly criticised
al-Ghazālī severely.108 Muḥammad b. ʿAbd al-Salām al-Hawwārī appears to have been
a controversial personality. He was chief judge and preacher of the Great Mosque in
Tunis, and he also taught for some time at the city’s ʿUnqiyyamadrasa, until he was re-
placed byMuḥammad b. Salāma on the order of theḤafṣid princess, who had founded
the school. Ibn Khaldūn reports that when al-Sharīf al-Tilimsānī (d. 771/1370), a well-
versed logician at the Marīnid court,109 visited Tunis in the 740s/1340s, Muḥammad b.
ʿAbd al-Salām had private sessions with him to read chapters from Ibn Sīnā’s Ishārāt.
His works possibly include a fatwā collection (whose authenticity needs however to
be confirmed) and a commentary on Ibn Ḥājib’s (d. 646/1248) Jāmiʿ al-ummahāt, a
work in Mālikī law. N. Ḥammādī mentions that Muḥammad b. ʿAbd al-Salām wrote a
summary on al-Rāzī’s al-Maʿālim fī uṣūl al-dīn—information that I could not verify.110
He died of the plague in 749/1348.111

The last of the abovementioned scholars was from Tlemcen and only spent a
certain period of his career in Tunis. Al-Ābilī was a scholar at the Marīnid court and
renowned as a master of the “rational sciences” (al-ʿulūm al-ʿaqliyya), specifically
mathematics (in fact, he had studied with the famous mathematician Ibn al-Bannāʾ
al-Marrākushī [d. 721/1321]). In addition, al-Ābilī taught works in logic, including
Afḍal al-Dīn al-Khūnajī’s (d. 646/1248) al-Jumal, and—as I will describe inmore detail
below—al-Rāzī’s works in kalām. He came to Tunis when the Marīnids took over the
city in 748/1347, as he was part of the scholarly entourage of the court. He remained
there even after the departure of the Marīnid ruler, but later joined the court again in
Fez.112

According to the chains of transmission provided by the Barnāmij of Ibn ʿArafa’s
student al-Majjārī (d. 862/1458), Muḥammad b. Salāma taught al-Juwaynī’s Irshād
and al-Rāzī’s al-Maʿālim fī uṣūl al-dīn; Muḥammad b. ʿAbd al-Salām al-Hawwārī
taught al-Rāzī’sMuḥaṣṣal; and al-Ābilī also taught al-Juwaynī’s Irshād.113 In addition,
Ibn Khaldūn reports in the introduction to his Lubāb al-Muḥaṣṣal that he studied
with al-Ābilī—whom he considered his principal teacher114—al-Rāzī’sMuḥaṣṣal. Ibn
108For a biographical sketch, seeMaḥfūẓ, Tarājim, 3:64, no. 248; Ghrab, Ibn ʿArafa et lemālikisme, 1:233–34.
109For al-Sharīf al-Tilimsānī, see El-Rouayheb, Relational Syllogisms, 72; El-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual

History, 148; El-Rouayheb, The Development of Arabic Logic, 125-26.
110Ḥammādī mentions the summary in his introduction to al-Rāzī, Maʿālim uṣūl al-dīn, 18, without pro-

viding any source for this claim; see also Zahrī, al-Maṣādir al-Maghribiyya lil-ʿaqīda al-Ashʿariyya, 1:241–42.
111For a biographical sketch, see Maḥfūẓ, Tarājim, 3:325–28, no. 344; Ghrab, Ibn ʿArafa et le mālikisme,

1:234–41.
112For al-Ābilī, see Nassar, “Le maître d’Ibn Khaldūn”; Ghrab, Ibn ʿArafa et le mālikisme, 1:246–48.
113See Maḥfūẓ, Tarājim, 3:364–65; Ghrab, Ibn ʿArafa et le mālikisme, 1:284–86: Ghrab writes that Muḥam-

mad b. Salāma also taught al-Rāzī’s Muḥaṣṣal, but this is not confirmed by the source (see al-Majjārī,
Barnāmij, 141–45).

114Nassar, “Le maître d’Ibn Khaldūn”, 113.
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Khaldūn’s commentary (or rather, his summary) of theMuḥaṣṣal, was, as he says, an
immediate result of these study sessions. As his second main source he mentions
Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī’s commentary Talkhīṣ al-Muḥaṣṣal.115 Ibn Khaldūn’s first book
remained also his last and only work in kalām. As echoed in the Muqaddima in his
statement on the irrelevance of the discipline in his time, his scholarly interest turned
to other fields and concerns. This, and the fact that he wrote the Lubāb in his youth,
is important to bear in mind in order not to overestimate the work’s importance. It is,
however, worth mentioning in our context, in order to shed light on the increasing
dissemination of al-Rāzī’s teachings and works, and also of the works of scholars from
the Islamic east, like Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī, who engaged with al-Rāzī’s teachings.

Much more relevant for the impact of al-Rāzī and of Ashʿarī theologians who en-
gaged in a similar way with Avicennian philosophy is Ibn ʿArafa. Unlike his fellow stu-
dent Ibn Khaldūn, Ibn ʿArafa became a master of law and legal methodology as well
as of the field of kalām. This is shown by his voluminous compendium al-Mukhtaṣar
al-shāmil fī uṣūl al-dīn (or al-Mukhtaṣar al-kalāmī). As mentioned above, Ibn ʿArafa
structured hisMukhtaṣar according to the model of Nāṣir al-Dīn al-Bayḍāwī’s Ṭawāliʿ
al-anwār—awork that, as he says in the introduction, he valued for its clarity.116

H. Eichner has highlighted the role of al-Bayḍāwī’s Ṭawāliʿ al-anwār for the system-
atic appropriation of the Avicennian philosophical framework by Ashʿarī kalām and
the eventual consolidation of this approach within the school. Al-Bayḍāwī’s much-
commented work was the first Ashʿarī theological compendium to adopt the structure
of al-Rāzī’s al-Mulakhkhaṣ. TheMulakhkhaṣ is a work that al-Rāzī counts among his
falsafī texts in the classification of his own body of works.117 According to H. Eich-
ner, the innovativeness of al-Mulakhkhaṣ is reflected in the very structure of the work,
which she describes as a “dissolution of the philosophical disciplines as constituted by
the Aristotelian books and reinterpreted by Avicenna”.118

To the best of my knowledge, we have no source that shows that al-Bayḍāwī’s
Ṭawāliʿ al-anwār was available in Ifrīqiya before the time of Ibn ʿArafa. His contem-
porary Ibn Khaldūn mentions the work in his Muqaddima, too.119 Yet Ibn ʿArafa’s
Mukhtaṣar is the first theological compendium from the Maghrib to adopt the
structure of al-Bayḍāwī’s work. The pattern consists of an Introduction (al-mabādiʾ)
and three parts or books.120 The introduction and Book 1 on “the possible” (al-kitāb
al-awwal fī l-mumkināt) represent more than 60% of Ibn ʿArafa’s entireMukhtaṣar.121
It is only with the second part that divine matters (al-ilāhiyyāt) are addressed,122
and Book 3, entitled “Prophethood” (al-nubuwwāt), deals with prophetic matters,
resurrection and the question of the imamate.123 Ibn ʿArafa adds to the structure

115Ibn Khaldūn, Lubāb al-Muḥaṣṣal, 2–3.
116Ibn ʿArafa, al-Mukhtaṣar al-kalāmī, 74.
117For al-Rāzī’s distinction between kalāmī and falsafī works, see Shihadeh, “From al-Ghazālī to al-Rāzī”,

170; Shihadeh, Teleological Ethics, 7.
118Eichner, “Handbooks in the Tradition of Later Eastern Ashʿarism”, 502–12; and in a more elaborate fash-

ion, Eichner, “Post-Avicennian Philosophical Tradition”, 31–61, 373–75.
119Ibn Khaldūn, TheMuqaddimah, 3:53.
120The book’s structure is also reproduced in Ghrab, Ibn ʿArafa et le mālikisme, 1:415–17.
121Ibn ʿArafa, al-Mukhtaṣar al-kalāmī, 75–694.
122Ibn ʿArafa, al-Mukhtaṣar al-kalāmī, 695–926.
123Ibn ʿArafa, al-Mukhtaṣar al-kalāmī, 927–1065.
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employed by al-Bayḍāwī in Ṭawāliʿ al-anwār an Appendix that treats such topics as
repentance (tawba), the name and the thing named (al-ism wa-l-musammā), the act
of predicating and the predication (al-waṣf wa-l-ṣifa), the appointed time (al-ajal),
the price (al-siʿr), and commanding right and forbidding wrong (al-amr bi-l-maʿrūf
wa-l-nahy ʿan al-munkar).124

Considering the length of the Introduction and Book 1 of Ibn ʿArafa’s al-Mukhtaṣar
al-shāmil, it is worth highlighting that more than the half of his book is not concerned
with theological issues in a narrow sense. If one can reasonably argue that the treat-
ment of the main subjects of the Introduction—namely certain knowledge (al-ʿilm),
proofs (al-dalīl) and reasoning (al-naẓar)—was part of the epistemological reflections
we also typically find in many early Ashʿarī theological compendia,125 the next sec-
tion, that is Book 1 of al-Mukhtaṣar al-shāmil, follows the approach of al-Rāzī’s al-
Mulakhkhaṣ and adopted by al-Bayḍāwī’s Ṭawāliʿ al-anwār, which can be described
as an exposition of kalām within the analytical framework of Avicennian philosophy.
Following the template of al-Bayḍāwī’s Ṭawāliʿ al-anwār, Ibn ʿArafa first discusses “uni-
versal matters” (al-umūr al-kulliyya), subdivided into subsections on (i) the classifi-
cation of knowable objects (tafṣīl al-maʿlūmāt); (ii) existence and non-existence (al-
wujūd wa-l-ʿadam); (iii) quiddity (al-māhiyya); (iv) necessity, possibility, impossibil-
ity, eternity and existence ex nihilo (al-wujūbwa-l-imkānwa-l-imtināʿ wa-l-qidamwa-l-
ḥudūth); (v) singularity (al-waḥda); and (vi) cause and effect (al-ʿilla wa-l-maʿlūl). The
second and the third sections of Book 1 on “the possible” echo the same approach: ac-
cidents (aʿrāḍ) are discussed within the framework derived from the Aristotelian acci-
dental categories (al-maqūlāt)—with subsections on (i) general questions (al-masāʾil
al-kulliyya); (ii) quantity (al-kamm); (iii) quality (al-kayf ); and (iv) accidents of rela-
tion (al-aʿrāḍ al-nisbiyya)—while substance and body (al-jawhar wa-l-jism) are exam-
ined in the framework of the Aristotelian distinction between material (al-jism) and
non-material substances (al-mufāraqāt), including the soul and the intellect.

Whereas the structure of Ibn ʿArafa’s al-Mukhtaṣar al-shāmil reproduces that of al-
Bayḍāwī’s Ṭawāliʿ al-anwār, it would not be accurate to describe the former as a com-
mentary upon the latter. Rather, Ibn ʿArafa’s purpose was to use Ṭawāliʿ al-anwār as
a structural pattern “to collect in it a comprehensive synopsis of the principles of the
methods of the earlier ones and the later ones among the practitioners of this disci-
pline [i.e. kalām]”126—a formulation that evokes Ibn Khaldūn’s historical periodisa-
tion of kalām. Ibn ʿArafa’s explicitly comparative approach is reflected in his style of
writing: large passages are juxtapositions of the positions of mainly Ashʿarī, but also
someMuʿtazilī, theologians as well as some falāsifa. Significant sections of Ibn ʿArafa’s
texts actually look like compilations or patchworks of quotations. Ibn ʿArafa either
quotes literally or provides his own paraphrases—and he generally tends to identify
his sources with high precision. The earliest Ashʿarī theologians he treats with regular-
ity are al-Bāqillānī, Ibn Fūrak and Abū Isḥāq al-Isfarāʾīnī. Yet it does not seem that Ibn
ʿArafa used any of their writings directly, and so his earliest Ashʿarī primary sources
124Ibn ʿArafa, al-Mukhtaṣar al-kalāmī, 1065–83.
125Frank, “The Science of Kalām”, 12.
126Ibn ʿArafa, al-Mukhtaṣar al-kalāmī, 74: raʾaytu an ajmaʿa fīhi mukhtaṣaran shāmilan uṣūl ṭarīqatay al-

aqdamīn wa-l-mutaʾakhkhirīn min ahl hādhā l-shaʾn.
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appear to be al-Juwaynī’s al-Shāmil and al-Irshād.127 Ibn ʿArafa also quotes Maghribi
commentaries upon the Irshād, namely al-Mihād fī sharḥ al-Irshād by Abū ʿAbdallāh
Muḥammad al-Māzarī (d. 530/1135),128 as well as Ibn Bazīza’s abovementioned Isʿād,
and, in addition, the commentary by theAlexandrianTaqī l-Dīn al-Muqtaraḥ.129 Along-
side al-Muqtaraḥ’s commentary on the Irshād, Ibn ʿArafa also quotes his al-Asrār al-
ʿaqliyya fī l-kalimāt al-nabawiyya.130

The list of persons and works that Ibn ʿArafa should have identified with the
“method of the later ones” is quite important. In fact, al-Bayḍāwī’s Tawāliʿ al-anwār in
only one of the frequently cited works, which additionally include:

• al-Rāzī’s al-Mulakhkhaṣ, al-Muḥaṣṣal, al-Arbaʿīn, al-Mabāḥith al-mashriqiyya,
al-Maʿālim fī uṣūl al-dīn, Nihāyat al-ʿuqūl, Sharḥal-Ishārāt, Lubābal-Ishārāt and
Sharḥ al-Qānūn;

• al-Āmidī’s Abkār al-afkār fī uṣūl al-dīn, al-Iḥkām fī uṣūl al-aḥkām, Ghāyat al-
marām and Daqāʾiq al-ḥaqāʾiq fī l-ḥikma;

• Sharaf al-Dīn Ibn al-Tilimsānī’s commentary on al-Rāzī’s al-Maʿālim fī uṣūl al-
dīn;131

• Athīr al-Dīn al-Abharī’s (d. 663/1264) Kashf al-ḥaqāʾiq;
• Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī’s (“al-Khwāja”) Talkhīṣ al-Muḥaṣṣal and Tajrīd al-ʿaqāʾid;
• Najm al-Dīn al-Kātibī’s (d. 675/1277) al-Mufaṣṣal fī sharḥ al-Muḥaṣṣal;
• Sirāj al-Dīn al-Urmawī’s (d. 693/1294) Lubāb al-Arbaʿīn, an abridgement of al-
Rāzī’s al-Arbaʿīn;

• Shams al-Dīn al-Iṣfahānī’s (d. 749/1348) Tasdīd al-qawāʿid, a commentary on al-
Ṭūsī’s Tajrīd al-ʿaqāʾid;

• an additional representative of the “method of the later ones” might have been
Abū ʿAlī al-Ḥasan b. ʿAlī Muḥammad al-Masīlī (d. c. 580/1184), a scholar from
Bijāya, nicknamed “the small Ghazālī” (Abū Ḥāmid al-ṣaghīr); Ibn ʿArafa quotes
his al-Tadhkira fī uṣūl al-dīn, which appears to be lost.

Among the texts cited in Ibn ʿArafa’s al-Mukhtaṣar al-shāmil, it is also worth
mentioning an introductory manual of syllogistic logic, Afḍal al-Dīn al-Khūnajī’s
al-Jumal. As mentioned above, Ibn Khaldūn’s and Ibn ʿArafa’s teacher al-Ābilī taught
this work, and al-Majjārī’s Barnāmij confirms that Ibn ʿArafa actually read it with
al-Ābilī.132 Furthermore, Ibn ʿArafa quotes from al-Khūnajī’s more advanced Kashf
al-asrār—without mentioning the title, though133—and, also from the field of logic,
Sirāj al-Dīn al-Urmawī’s (d. 682/1283) Maṭāliʿ al-anwār. This is relevant in the light
of later developments, more specifically the emergence of a type of scholars that
127The text includes also one quotation of Abū Jaʿfar al-Simnānī (d. 444/1051)—apparently not from al-

Simnānī’s al-Bayān ʿan uṣūl al-īmān—but it is not clear whether or not Ibn ʿArafa had direct access to his
work(s) (see Ibn ʿArafa, al-Mukhtaṣar al-kalāmī, 422).
128On this commentary, see Idris, “À propos d’un extrait du ‘Kitāb al-Mihād’ ”; the work still remains

unedited.
129For an edition of this work, see above fn. 44.
130The text was edited in 2009 by N. Ḥammādī.
131For an edition of this work see above fn. 29.
132Ghrab, Ibn ʿArafa et le mālikisme, 1:290, quoting al-Majjārī, Barnāmij, 145; see also Nassar, “Le maître

d’Ibn Khaldūn”, 112.
133See Ibn ʿArafa, al-Mukhtaṣar al-kalāmī, 83, 85-86, which quotes from al-Khūnajī, Kashf al-asrār, 67-68.
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El-Rouayheb labelled “Theologian-Logicians”. In the tenth/seventeenth century,
scholars from theMaghrib achieved high renown in Cairo for their mastery of the two
disciplines, and their teaching activities stimulated the intellectual landscape in Egypt
and also to some extent in the Ḥijāz. Ibn ʿArafa’sMukhtaṣar fī l-manṭiqwas in fact one
of the texts Maghribi “Theologian-Logicians” taught to advanced students in logic.134
It would seem that al-Ābilī and Ibn ʿArafa were two representatives of this specific type
of scholarship that appears to rise in the Maghrib in the eighth/fourteenth century,
and Abū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī’s introduction to the Tamyīz even points to a somewhat earlier
rise of interest in Aristotelian logic.

4. Concluding Remarks
Ashʿarī theologians from the Maghrib and their works have played only a subordinate
role in the scholarly examination of the school’s “later” developments. Even such a
work as Ibn ʿArafa’s al-Mukhtaṣar al-shāmil, which follows the Rāzian approach of syn-
thesising Ashʿarī kalām and Avicennian philosophy—and which would consequently
be a complementary case to the developments encountered in the east—has passed
almost unnoticed. This paper has attempted to shed some light on the dissemination
of this “philosophizing” strand of Ashʿarism to Ifrīqiya, where historical sources locate
the beginnings of al-Rāzī’s reception in theMaghrib. The earliest evidence for the pres-
ence of al-Rāzī’s works that Iwas able to trace in Ifrīqiyan sources dates frombefore the
middle of the seventh/thirteenth century. This matches roughly with the timeframe
provided by historical narratives about the transmission of al-Rāzī’s works. Yet one
should treat some aspects of these accounts carefully, specifically their inclination to
associate the introduction of al-Rāzī’s works with one specific personality.

Ibn ʿArafa does not appear to be an exception in appropriating this “Avicennized”
form of Ashʿarī kalām in the Maghrib: for example, one of his students, named ʿU-
mar b. Muḥammad al-Qalshānī (d. 847/1444), wrote a commentary on al-Bayḍāwī’s
Ṭawāliʿ al-anwār in several volumes, which however appears to be lost.135 Yet themore
general picture of how the Ifrīqiyan theologians discussed in this paper received the
Rāzian and post-Rāzian approach to Ashʿarī kalām is multifaceted. As I tried to show
by such examples asAbū ʿAlī al-Sakūnī, the scholars’ positions towards al-Rāzī could be
quite ambivalent. Examples like him indicate that attempts were made to adopt spe-
cific Rāzian ideas eclectically and to integrate them in a general framework that drew
significantly on pre-Rāzian Ashʿarī traditions—specifically al-Juwaynī—and that this
was combined with discussions on aspects of Aristotelian logic. The rise of interest in
logic among Ifrīqiyan scholars of theology leads us back to the case of Ibn ʿArafa, who
appears to have followed the generation of his teachers in the valorization of this dis-
cipline. “Later” Ashʿarism in Ifrīqiya offers a variegated picture, in which adherence to
this school of kalām has manifold manifestations.
134El-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History, 131–72. For Ibn ʿArafa’s role as a logician see now also El-

Rouayheb, The Development of Arabic Logic, 126–27.
135For al-Qalshānī and his commentary, see Maḥfūẓ, Tarājim, 4:104–6, no. 451. The work appears to have

remained unfinished, as it only covers the sections up to Ilāhiyyāt.
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