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ceived by God. This utterance of the word “Be,” a word
which in Arabic consists of two consonants, kif and nin,
constitutes two of five attributes 2 which are created in the
essence of God by that eternal power of His whenever He
creates a body or an accident in the world.** The five attri-
butes are: (1) a will (irddab) to produce the object to be
produced; (2) the letter kif and (3) the letter man, which
are the two consonants of the Arabic word for “Be”; (4)
vision, with which God will see the produced object, for if
that vision were not created in Him, He could not see that
object; (5) hearing, with which He will hear the produced
object, if it is audible.** To differentiate between that which
is created and subsists in the essence of God and that which
is created by God in the world, the former is described by
the term hadith and the latter by the term mmbdath.*

Tn our earlier discussion of the other two theories of at-
tributes, we have shown how the orthodox Muslim affirmation
of attributes corresponds to the orthodox Christian concep-
tion of the reality of the second and third persons of the
Trinity and how the Mu‘tazilite denial of attributes cor-
res;poﬁds to the Sabellian denial of the second and third
persons of the Trinity.** We may now add that the belief in
created attributes by the Rafidah and the Karramiyyah cor-
responds to the Arian conception of the createdness of the
second and third persons of the Trinity, except that the Arian
created persons are extradeical, whereas the created attributes
are intradeical.

”]bid., p. 205, 1l 1-2.
*The expression “five attributes (sifdz)” is used in Nihéyat p- 114, L

15, and p. 104, 1. 115 cf. also reference to some of these ﬁve as “attributes”
onp. 114, L. 4. In Fark p. 204, L. 18, they are referred to as many accidents,”
and so also on p- 205, 1. 1-3, the mention of the term kun is followed by
the explanation “and this utterance by Himself consists of many letters, each
one of which is an accident originating in Him.”

“Fark, p. 204, 1. 18.

*Fark, p. 205, Il 1-5; Nibdyat, p. 114, ll. 15-16.

"szayat p- 104,1 12 - 105, L. 1.

2 (Of, abow R
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IV. Mobss

I. MUAMMAR’S MA'NA *

The Muslim doctrine of attributes, being, as we have seen,
: a development of the Christian doctrine of the Trinity, is
ultimately a development, through Philo’s Logos, of the
: Platonic theory of ideas. The orthodox affirmation of the
reality of attributes represents the orthodox Christian con-
ception of the Trinity and hence the orthodox Christian
modification of the Philonic interpretation of the Platonic
ideas. The Mu'tazilite denial of the reality of attributes repre-
sents the Sabellian conception of the Trinity and hence the
Albinian interpretation of the Platonic ideas. But while all
these are Platonic ideas by heredity, they are not always so
by function. In Plato, the function of ideas was twofold, that
of exemplar and that of cause. The attributes and pre-existent
Koran are not exactly exemplars nor are they exactly causes
of creation, though they are perhaps not altogether devoid
of these functions. Still they are traceable to Platonic ideas.
They are descendants of those denizens of a world beyond
ours which in Plato were called ideas and which among the
interpreters of Plato — Aristotle, Philo, Albinus, and Plotinus
_ —became an object of discussion as to whether they were
within God or outside of God and, if the latter, whether they
were coexistent with God or brought into existence by Him.*
In Islam, so far, these descendants of the Platonic ideas
knew not their father nor those who quarreled among them-
selves about their patrimony. Whatever reflection of the
Platonic ideas may be discerned in the discussions about
attributes or about the Koran during the early part of the

* Reprinted with additions and revisions from Arabic and Islamic Studies
in Honor of Hamilton A. R. Gibb (1965), pp. 673-688.
*Cf. Tbe szlo:opby of the Church Fathers, 1, pp. 252-286, and “Extr

WG LRta-
deical and intradeical Interpretations of Platonic Ideas in Religious Phi-
losophy, pp. 27-68.
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eighth century comes not directly from Greek philosophy
but from the Church Fathers. But in the latter part of the
cighth century, Greek philosophic works began to be trans-
lated. Plato’s Timeus was translated before 806, the Republic
before 873, and the Sophist before 911. Other early sources
of Platonism accessible to the Muslims were Porphyry’s
Isagoge, which was translated before 763; an abridgment of
Plotinus’ Enneads, known as the Theology of Aristotle, which
was translated in 840; Aristotle’s Metaphysics, which was
translated before gr1, probably together with Alexander’s
Commentary on it; and pseudo-Plutarch’s De Placitis Philos-
ophorum, which was translated before 912.* Undoubtedly,
philosophic knowledge was transmitted orally to Muslim
theologians even before philosophic works were translated,
and it continued to be transmitted orally even after the work
of translation had begun, as all this may be seen from the
appearance of philosophic terms and phrases and apothegms
and excerpts in the reports of the Muslim teachers of the
eighth century. This new philosophic knowledge in its earliest
appearance in the eighth century, and even for some time
afterwards, was not as yet differentiated according to the
various opposing schools of Greek philosophy to which it
belonged. Statements of philosophers, however diverse in
origin, were all treated as segments of a uniform system of
thought called philosophy, as distinguished from another
system of thought based upon the Koran and tradition. It was
an eclecticism due at first to a lack of knowledge, which in
the course of time grew Into a conscious attempt at har-
monization, such as found in Alfarabi’s work entitled Kizib
al-Jant' bayn Ray al-Hakimayn Afiatian al-Ilibi awa-Aris-
titalis, “Book of the Agreement between the Opinions of
Two Philosophers, the Divine Plato and Aristotle.”

The influence of this new philosophic knowledge is soon
discerned in the problem of attributes. It is first discerned in

* Cf. Steinschneider, Die arabischen Ubersetzungen aus demz Griechischen

(1897) 5w
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the ninth century in the various formulae by which the
Mu'tazilites, in their denial of the existence in God of real
attributes, sought to express their interpretation of the terms
which are predicated of God. This will be dealt with by us
later, in the section on the semantic aspect of the problem
of divine attributes. Then it is discerned in the theory of
modes, which appeared in the tenth century. This will be
dealt with by us, again, later, in the section on Abi Hashim’s
abwadl. But Abt Hashim’s theory of modes, as we shall see, 18
only a revision of Mu‘ammar’s theory of ma'ni in the ninth
century, though in itself Mu‘ammar’s theory may have no
direct connection with the problem of attributes, We shall,
therefore, prior to our discussion of the theory of modes, take
up in this chapter Mu‘ammar’s theory of mami and try to
unfold the processes of reasoning by which, under the
mnfluence of this new philosophic knowledge derived from a
variety of sources, Mu‘ammar has arrived at his theory of
ma‘nd.

I shall first reproduce in chronological order the necessar
reports on Mu‘ammar’s theory of 72a'nd and then I shall discuss
them.

The oldest reports on Mu‘ammar’s theory of ma‘ni are in
Hayyat’s Intisir and Ash‘ari’s Makalar.

Hayyat first quotes Ibn al-Rawandi as saying that Mu‘am-
mar “maintains that no single act is produced in the world but
that there are ‘produced simultaneously a thousand times
thousand acts; yea, an infinity of other acts.” * He then ex-
plains it: “Know — and may God teach you what is good
— that this view, which the author of the book [Ibn al-
Rawandi] reports as being that of Mu‘ammar, is the theor
with regard to the ma‘ani. The meaning of this theory may
be explained as follows. Having observed that of two con-
tiguous bodies at rest one begins to move, while the other
does not, Mu‘ammar inferred that a 77a'nd_must inevitably
abide in the one and not in the other, and it is on account of

*Intisar 34, p. 46, 1. 11-12.
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that 7za'na that the former is moved, for were it not so, then
the one would not be more capable of motion than the othF:r.
FHe further said: If this reasoning is sound, there must in-
evitably also be another 7and on account of which the mo-
tion abides i one of the bodies rather than in the other. He
again said: Were it not so, then the abiding of the motion
in one of the bodies would not be more appropriate .than the
abiding of it in the other. So also, he went on to say, if I were
asked concerning the [second] mza'nd why it was the cause of
the abiding of the motion in one of the bodies and not in tth-e
other, my answer would be: It is on account of another ma‘nd.
He finally said: So also, if T were further asked [the same
qucstion]' concerning this [third] ma‘nd, my answer would
be with regard to this 7204 like my answer with regard to
the preceding 724'nd [and so on to infinity].” * ‘
Two observations are to be made about Hayyat’s explanation.
(1) The motion spoken of in it is a motion caused by some
mner cause in the body of that which is set in motion, su_ch,
for instance, as what Aristotle calls the motion of generation
and corruption in the category of substance or the _motion of
growth and diminution in the category of quantity or t-he
motion of the various alterations in the category of .quaht‘y
or the natural upward and downward mgtions of things in
the category of place. (2) As described' in the report, two
questions are raised by Mu‘ammar, to which two answers ear_e
given by him, in each of which he makes use of the mana.
The first question is, why a body at rest begins to move. To
this the answer given is that it is set in motion by a mana. The
second question is, why of two contiguous bO(.iICS at rest, ea'ch
of them presumably possessing a 7474, one is moved l?y its
7724°nd at a certain particular time, while the other remains at
rest at that particular time, though p'resumab@y it will be
moved by its manid at some other time. To this the answer

*1bid., 1l. 16-24. My bracketed addition here is required by the opening
statement of this report as well as by the other reports to be quot(igi. ifhﬂe
brief reference to Mu'ammar’s theory of mani in Intizér g, p. zz, il. 18 fi.
is discussed below.
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given is that this is due to an infinite series of miadni, for
though such an infinite series of 7a'dmi would presumably
exist in both these contiguous bodies, it would differ in them
in accordance with the difference in the time of the origi-
nations of these bodies. The combination of the two men-
tioned uses of the ma'ni leads to the conclusion that any
motion that takes place in any particular body at any par-
ticular time is caused by an infinite series of ma‘ani. It is this
conclusion, as briefly formulated by Ibn al-Rawandi in terms
of acts, that is quoted by Hayyat at the beginning of his
report.

More fully is the same theory reported by Ash‘ari. “Some
say that a body, when it is moved, is moved only on account
of a ma‘ni, which is the [cause of the] motion. Were it not
for this, there would be no reason for this body, rather than for
another body, to be moved, nor would there be any reason
for this body to be moved at the time at which it js moved
rather than to have been moved at some prior time. Since this
is so0, it may similarly be reasoned with regard to the motion
that, if there was no 7474 on account of which it was the
motion of the body moved, there would be no reason for it to
be the motion of that body rather than the motion of some
other body. And so this 7a'n4 is a 72a'nd of the motion of the
body moved on account of still another ma‘nd, but there is
no totality and sum to the mm'dni; and they take place at a
single time. The same holds true of black and white, that is,
of the fact that it is the black of one body rather than of
another and that it is the white of one body rather than that
of another. The same holds true of the difference (mubalafab)
between blackness and whiteness and similarly, according: to
them, does it hold true of other genera and accidents,® that is

5In the expression here “of other genera (al-ajnds) and accidents,” the
other accidents quite evidently mean accidents in addition to “blackness
and whiteness” mentioned before. As for the other genera, it refers to
“same,” which is mentioned later together <with “different” but is not
mentioned Defore when he mentioned “difference.” The description here
of “different” and “same” as “genera” reflects Plato’s description of “same”

and “other” as véuy, “genera,” in Sopbhist 254 E. But, while the term “gen-
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to say, when two accidents are different (ibtalafi) or are the
same (ittifakd), inevitably one must assume the existence of
mma‘dni to which there is no totality. It is also their claim that
the 7a'dni to which there is no totality are produced by an
act of the place in which they abide. The same similarly holds
true of the predicates ‘living’ and ‘dead,’ for when we predi-
cate of a person that he is living or dead, we must inevitably
assurne an infinite number of #2a'dni which abide in him, for
life cannot be life to him rather than to another except on
account of a ma‘nd, and that ma'nd [cannot be the ma'na of
that life rather than of another life except] on account of a
ma'nd, and so on to infinity. This is the view of Mu‘ammar.” ¢

This report, which is introduced with the words “Some
say” and closes with the words “This is the view of Mu‘am-

era” as a description of “different” and “same” is undoubtedly borrowed
here from the Sophist, the terms meant to be included here under “genera”
are not taken from the Sophist. To begin with, one of the genera here is
“difference” (mukilafab), for which the Greek would be diagopd, whereas
the corresponding one of the genera in the Sophist is “other” (@drepov).
Then, the expression “other genera” here quite evidently alludes to some
genera in addition to the single other genus “same” mentioned thereafter,
but among the five genera enumerated in the Sophist, namely, being, motion,
rest, same, and other, there is none which could be added here to “same.”
The allusion to several genera here in the expression “other genera” is to
the terms “same,” “other,” “different,” “like,” ‘“contrary” discussed by
Aristotle in Metaphysics V, g-to. The Arabic translation of these chapters
in the Metaphysics is missing in Bouyges' edition of Averroes: Tafsir Ma
bard at-Tabi'at (1938-48), but in other parts of the Metaphysics, of which
Bouyges’ edition contains the Arabic translations, we get the Arabic for the
following Greek terms:

(1) ai adral, muttafikah, “the same” (III, 4, 1o00a, 21, Text. 15);

(2) 76 Bpowow, al-mithl, “the like” (V, 15, 10213, 10, Text! 20);

(3) diagopd, al-iprilaf, “difference” (X, 3, 1054b, 23, Text. 12);

(3) érepbras, al-ghayriyyah, “otherness” (ibid.);

(5) % &vavriwas, al-diddiyyab, “contrariety” (ibid., 32, Text. 13).

The Arabic terms, it will be noticed, are the same as those used here by
Ash'ari and later by Shahrastani and Rézi (cf. below at nn. 8 and 24).

° Makalat, p. 372, 1. 2 - p. 373, L. 2. Again, an allusion to his theory of ma'na
is to be found in Mu‘ammar's statement, quoted by Ash'ari, that “God
creates a creation by a cause and there is a cause to that cause, but there
is no limit and totality to the causes” (Makalat, p. 253, ll. 3-4; cf. p. 364, 1L
12-13, and p. srr, ll. 8-9) and also in his statement, again quoted by
Ash'ari, that “to that which ceases to exist there is a destruction and to
this destruction there is another destruction, and so on without limit” (#a-

kalat, p. 367, 1. 5-6).
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mar,.” makes it quite clear that Mu‘ammar’s theory of 714°nd,
orig_mally_ presented as an explanation of the difference in
bodlfes with reference to motion, was taken by these “some”
of his followers to have meant to serve also as an explana-
tion of the difference or otherness or contrariety, as well as
of .the sameness and likeness, in bodies with reference to
accidents in general, among which they included as accidents
the predicates “living and dead,” for, while “life” is said by
Aristotle to be a “property” of “living being,” % the duration
of life in any living being, which quite evidently is meant here
by the term “living” in the contrasting predicates “living and
defld,” is to be considered as an accident in individual living
beings, whose various durations of life are determined, ac-
cording to Aristotle, by various causes.®

The same view is variously reported in the name of Mu‘am-
mar by later authors, such as Baghdadi, Ibn Hazm, and Shah-
'rastﬁni. Baghdadi reproduces Mu‘ammar’s view in two places
in his Fark, and in one of the places his reproduction bears a
resemblance to that which occurs later in Shahrastani’s Milal
which would make it seem that either Shahrastani drew upor;
Baghdadi or Baghdadi and Shahrastani drew upon a common
source.

Both Baghdadi and Shahrastani start with a general restate-
ment of the main conclusion of Muammar’s view, which in
Baghdadi reads that “every species of accidents existing in
bodies is infinite in number,” 7 and in Shahrastini reads that
“accidents are infinite in every species.” ® The statement here
by both Baghdadi and Shahrastani that accidents, according
to Mu‘ammar, are infinite in number quite evidently refers to’
their statement subsequently that, according to Mu'ammar,
§ach accident is caused by an infinite chain of ma‘ani. The
inference, therefore, to be drawn from this is that the term
“accidents” is used by them here in the sense of mz'dni. A

82 T, X7

op.V, 5, 1343, 32, and cf. Soph. Elench. 5, 167b, 33.
j" De Long. et Brev. Vitae I-VI; De Respiratione XVII-XVIIL.
Fark, p. 137, 1. 16-17. ¢ Milal, p. 46, 1. 15.
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justification for their description of 724°4ni as accidents would
seem to be found in the fact that one of the formal definitions
of accident is that “it is always subsisting in a subject,” ® plus
the fact that the infinite #24'4ni, according to Mu‘ammar,
subsist in the same subject as the accidents which are produced
by them, so that it was quite natural to conclude that the
m1a°dni also could be described as accidents.

Then both Baghdadi and Shahrastani restate the reasoning
by which Mu‘ammar was led to his conclusion. In Baghdadi,
Mu‘ammar is represented as trying to show how motion,
color, taste, smell, and any other accident require the existence
of an infinite chain of 7a'4ni in the subject of the motion
and color and taste and smell as well as of any other acci-
dent.’® In Shahrastani, he is represented simply as saying
something to the effect that every accident requires the
existence of a 774'nd and that this leads to an uninterrupted
concatination (al-tasalsul). In Shahrastani, however, there is
the additional statement that “on account of this view, Mu‘am-
mar and his followers were called the partisans of ma‘ani
(ashab al-ma‘ani).” 11

Finally, after these two passages quoted from Baghdadi and
Shahrastani, there are in both of them passages which re-
flect a common source. In Baghdadi the passage reads: “Al-
Ka'bi, in his treatise, reports in the name of Mu‘ammar that
motion, according to him, differs from rest only in virtue of
a 7ra'nd outside of it and in the same way rest differs from
motion in virtue of a 7zand outside of it, and that these two

ma‘ani differ from two 77za‘dni other than they. This reasoning, -

according to him, may go on to infinity.” ** The parallel
passage in Shahrastani reads: “And he [=Mu‘ammar] adds
thereto saying: motion differs from rest not in virtue of its
essence but only in virtue of a ma'nd which necessitates the
difference.” ** Shahrastani then continues: “By the same token,

" Porphyry, Isagoge, p. 13, 1. 5.
* Fark, p.137.lea7-p—i38-tr

P..137 7P “Fark, p. 183, 1l. 4-8.
W Milal, p. 46, 1. 16-17.

*® Milal, p. 46, 1. 17-18.
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the otherness (mmughiyarah) berween like things and the
likeness (wmmithalab) between them and the contrariety
(tadidd) between two contrary things are all, according to
his opinion, due to a mand.” ' This additional statement,
which may be based upon the same treatise of Ka‘bi, cor-
responds to the expression “‘other genera” used in the passage
quoted above from Ash‘ari,” which we have explained to
mean the extension by some followers of Mu‘ammar of their
master’s theory of 7a‘nd from its original use as an explanation
of the difference in bodies with reference to motion to its use
as an explanation of “otherness” or “contrariety” as well as
“sameness” and “likeness” in bodies with reference to acci-
dents in general *¢

In another place in his Fark, Baghdadi represents Mu‘am-
mar as trying to show how the assumption of the existence of
an infinite series of 7zadni is required in order to explain why
one person rather than another possesses a certain special
kind of knowledge.!”

Ibn Hazm reproduces Mu‘ammar’s theory of nmua'ni in two
places in his Fisal. In one of these places, he represents Mu‘am-
mar as arguing from motion and rest and from the differences
between accidents for the existence of ma‘ani, but, in the
course of his exposition, he remarks that the 721 are “‘exis-
tent things” (ashyd muaujiidab), and hence he savs that from
this Mu‘ammar and his followers “conclude theJexistence in
tl'le world of an infinite number of things (ashyd’) at any
given time.” '8 In the other place in his Fisal, he merely reports
of Mu‘ammar as saying that “in the world there are existent
things (ashya maujiidab) to which there is no limit . . . and
to which there is no measure and no number.” 1° In both these
places he thus uses ashyd as the equivalent of 7za‘dni. Sim-
ilarly, when he describes the persons of the Christian Trinity
as ashya’,* he uses ashy@ as the equivalent of 772a'ani, as these

1‘fll‘7id., L 19. Y Fark, p. 181, 1. 12-17.
m“ Ct. above n. s. *®Fisal 'V, p. 56, 1. 15-22.
Cf. above, pp. 152-153. ¥1bid. IV, p. 194, Il 2.

“Fisal 1, p. 49, 1. 1; cf. IV, p. 207, L. 2

~
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two terms are also used by Yahya b. ‘Adi.* Simllarly, aLS(;;
when Ash‘ari is quoted by him as call'ing the attrlblft_es_ ashya ,
the term ashyd’ is used as the equivalent of " a~n2z; for, in
Shahrastani, Ash‘arl is quoted as calling them 724" an.

Drawing upon all these sources, Razi (d. 1209? presents
the theory of muand as follows: “Some of them maintain that
wo thinés which are mutually other (al-ghayrayni) are
mutually other by means of a 7z2a'nd and the same holds true
of two like things (al-mathalini) or two contrary things
(al-diddimi) or two different things (al-mubtalifani). In.proof
of this they argue that the statement that black and white are
black and white does not mean the same as the statement th:clt
they are mutually other and different and contrary, and in
proof that the two statements are not the same they argue
from the fact that otherness and difference and contrariety
occur also in other things [besides blackness a.md whlte'ness]..
[t is thus evident that otherness is not something negative: it
is rather something positive; and so it has been es_taphshe.d
that two things which are mutually other~(al—muta gbayzmylnz)
arc mutually other by means of a ma‘nd. By the same to ;ee_n
two things which are alike correspond to each other '(mu;a—_
bilini) by means of a ma'nd. They Fhen argue that thls mana
must inevitably be other than anything else, whence it follows
that its otherness from anything else is [due to] toa [second']
mia‘nd existing by means of the [ﬁrst] ma'm. Now t}“?
[second] ma‘nd must inevitably be either like another 7za'nd
or other than it and different from it. But [as shoyvn before]
its likeness as well as its otherness and difference is [due fo_]
a [third] ma'nd existing by means‘of the b[seC(:nc—l] ma‘na.
And the same reasoning is to be applied to this 7724 nd as it was
to the one before it, whence there results the.asse.rtlon of an
infinite number of 7za'dni.” 2* Tasi (d. 1'273) in 11.15 comment
upon this passage of Razi identifies the view descrlbe:d_,therem
as that of “Mu‘ammar and others” and restates Razi’s con-

= Nibiyat; p-181, 1%

* Cf. above, p. 117. * Mubassal, p. 104, 1l 2-8.

®1bid. IV, p. 207, . 13.
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cluding statement as a view which maintains that “accidents
exist by means of accidents up to infinity,” in which the
mma‘ani are thus called “accidents.” 25

From all this we gather that Mu‘ammar was troubled by
the question why things differ from each other. The differ-
ences between things mentioned by him, according to the
two earliest reports of his view, are motion and rest, blackness
and whiteness, and life and death. According to one of these
earliest reports, he was troubled also by the question as to
what accounts for the difference between accidents and the
sameness of accidents, mentioning especially the accidents of
blackness and whiteness. The answer given by him is that
things differ and accidents both differ and are the same
because of what he calls 7474 This ma‘nd is described by
him as abiding in bodies, from within which it acts as the
cause of motion and rest and all the other accidents of the
bodies in which it abides. Mu‘ammar is further reported to
have said that at any given moment that an accident is pro-
duced in a body by a mua'nd, there is behind that ma'ni an
infinite chain of mz'ani. In later reports, the 7za'dni are also
called ashya, “things,” and, evidently because they exist in
bodies as their subject, they are also called “accidents.”

We thus find that Mu‘ammar has raised a question, the like
of which was not raised by any other of his contemporary
Mutakalliman, and this question is answered by him by an
elaborate theory, which is couched in language bristling with
terms easily recognizable as reflecting Greek philosophic ter-
rninology.

The first thing, then, we should like to know is how it
happened that of all of his contemporaries Mu‘ammar alone
was troubled by the question of why things are different or
the same. All his contemporaries, we imagine, would simply
say that this is how they are made by God. Why then did not
Mu‘ammar say the same thing?

in attempting to explain this peculiarity about the question

**Tsi on Mubagsal, p. 104, n. 2, Il. 1-2. Cf. above at nn. 7, 8, 9.
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raised by Mu‘ammar, let us assemble all the bits of information
that we have of Mu‘ammar’s philosophy and‘see whethf:r we
cannot find among them something which impelled him to
aise his question. .
rn{i’l(zlskgow that Mu‘ammar, like nearly all the Muta}calh—
ratin, was an atomist. In fact, he is reported to haye believed
that the atom itself is not a body,* .bllt thz}t eight atoms
male up a body.”” How atoms came 1nto existence we are
told in his name: they were created by God.28 VV§ are sim-
ilarly told in his name how bodies come mto existence —
they are also created.? Accidents, however, we are told in
his 11;1me, are not created by God *° but thgt “when the atoms
are aggregated, accidents follow by necessity; the atoms prk())—
duce them by the necessity of [their] nature, egch atom : g;
its own self producing whatever accident resul.es n it,
or that accidents are “the action of substances (i. e., atoms)
by their nature,” ** or that “any accident of a body comes
from the action of the body by its nature.” %2 F'rom the com-
bination of these passages we may gather that in every atom
there resides a nature, and it is this nature that produces acci-
dents when atoms are aggregated and form a body. Elsewhere
Mu‘ammar says in effect that bodies are percepub}e only
through their accidents.®* Among the accidents mentlor.led as
being produced by the atoms when they are formedf into a
body or as being produced by the body for‘rfled 013}3(; atoms
are “life,” “death,” “color,” “tastf.:,” and “smell. It can
similarly be shown that “motion” is filso an act of tl}e body
in accordance with its nature, for it is reporFed Qf him t}}at,
in opposition to those who said that the motion in a moving

® Makalat, p. 307, 1. 10-12. f" Ibid., p. 548, 1l. 9-10.

7 Ibid. p- 303, L. 9. ® Milal, p. 46, L. 3-4.

“ Makildt, p. 548, L. 10; Fisal TV, p. 194, L. 9-13; Fark, p. 136, 1. 18-p.
(37, 1. 1; Milal, p- 46, 1. 3-4. ——
3 Ma/e:ildt, p- 303, Il 1o-11. * 1bid., p. 548, 1. 12.

a Fm"/e, p. 136, 1. 155 cf. Milal, p. 46, 1. 4; Fisal IV, p. 194, Il. 12-13. eds

e Ma/‘\’&lﬁt, p. 362, ll. 7-8: “Only accidents of a body are perceived; as
for L‘c:‘.‘f', it cannot be perceived.”

% Ibizj{., p- 548, I 11-12; Fisal IV, p. 194, ll. 9-12.
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body is produced by God, he maintained that “the moving
body produces it within itself,” %% by which he quite evidently
means that it produces it within itself in accordance with irs
nature, though, in the case of living beings, he says that their
“motion and rest and aggregation and segregation” are “of
the creations of bodies,” not “by nature” (tab'an) but “by
choice” (iptiyaran). It is to be noted, however, that, while
in these passages, as well as in the passages quoted above,
Mu‘ammar speaks of both the motion and the rest of bodies,
there is another passage where, evidently in opposition to the
view current in the Kalam that “the modes of being (al-
akwin) are motion and rest and aggregation and segrega-
tion,” # he says that “all modes of being (al-akwdn) consist
of rest and that some of them are called motions only in lan-
guage and not in truth.” 38 [t may be remarked that this denial
of motion and its description as being only in language and
not in truth reflect the statement in pseudo-Plutarch’s Placita
that “Parmenides, Melissus, and Zeno deny that there are any
such things as generation and corruption, for they suppose
that the All is immovable,” # plus the distinction said to have
been made by Parmenides between one part of philosophy
which deals with “truth” and another which deals with
“opinion.” 4
We thus know that, according to his own philosophy, no
accident, whether motion or rest or color or taste or smell or
life or death, is produced in bodies by God; all accidents are
* Milal, p. 46, 1. 4-6. So also the statement that Mu'ammar “was ac-
customed to say that man has no action other than will (al-iradab) and
that all the other accidents are the actions of bodies by nature” (Fark, p- 138,

Il 16-17) is to be understood to mean that in man accidents are the work

of the body by will, whereas in inanimate things accidents are the work
of the body by nature.

T Irshad, p. 10, 1. 9-10; Moreh, I, 73, Prop. 1; cf. M. Schreiner, Der
Kalamn in der jiidischen Literatur (1895), p. 45, n. 3.
| ® Makalat, p. 347, 1l. 9-10; cf. p- 355, Il 1-2; Ibn Hazm, Fisal TV, p- 204,
L. 4-s5.
* Diels, Doxographi Graeci 1, 24, Y, p. 3208, il 11-13; Arabic translation
in Aristotelis De Anima et Plutarci De Placitis Philosophorum, ed. Badawi,
1954, p. 120, ll. 14-15,

“ Diogenes Laertius, De Vita et Moribus Philosophorumn 1X, 22.
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produced by the nature of the atoms which mgke up.bodle.s
or, as he loosely also says, by the nature of bOd.ICS. With this
his view as to the origin of accidents, Fhe que‘s‘tlon, ai was to
be expected, occurred to him, What is that nature whlc.h
in bodies formed of atoms produces such a variety qf acci-
dents? As we shall see later,*! a similar question was raised by
Nazzam, who, like Mu‘ammar, believed that things have a
narure; his answer, however, is different.

This is the reason why Mu‘ammar was troubled' by.the
question as to the origin of likenesses and differences in things
occasioned by the variety of accidents.

The answer to this question, we shall now try to show, he
found in the new philosophic knowledge which he had
acquired either by reading. or by hearsay. .

From Aristotle’s definition of nature as that Whl.Ch is “a
certain principle and cause of motion and rest to that in Wth.h
it is primarily inherent essentially and not according to ac'c11;
dent” ** he has gathered that any event in the world whic
Aristotle calls motion has an inner cause which h(? caus nature.
This view is adopted by him and is expressed in his above-

quoted various statements to the effect that bodies are moved

by their nature. t

"But, though in those quoted statements Mu ammar makes
use of Aristotle’s terms “motion” and “nature,” he d1ffer§ from
Aristotle in the meaning of both these terms.*** To ArlstoFle,
with his belief in a matter conceived of as potentiality, motion
is a transition from potentiality to actuality 43.~a¥1d thp inner
cause of that transition, which he calls nature, is identified by
him with form,* which form itself, in the continuous course
of motion, is changed from being something actt_lal with re.f-
erence to a matter preceding it into being something potential

B = 1L, 1, 192b, 20-23.
" Cf. below, pp. 561 ff. Phys. L, 1, 192b, 2
#The explagstion given here for Mu'ammar’s substitution of hthe te:min
mand for “nature” differs from the explanatlon given by me in the article
published in the volume in honor of Gibb, pp. 62-63.

£ P bys. 12040

cIa, I Ii.

S Ihid. 11, 1, 193D, 3-5.
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with reference to a form following it. To Mu‘ammar, how-
ever, with his adherence to the Kalam theory of atoms, there
is no potential matter, and hence there is no form conceived
of as the opposite of matter. To him, as to all the Mutalalli-
mun who believed in atoms, the Aristotelian contrast of mat-
ter and form is replaced by the contrast of atom and accident.
Motion, therefore, to him is not a transition from potentiality
to actuality; it is a succession from one state of actual exis-
tence to another state of actual existence.*** And so the term
nature, which he retained in some of his statements, quite evi-
dently using it in a sense of his own, had to be replaced
by some term which had the meaning of actual existence. In
the course of his search for such a term, he hit upon the term
mand. Now ever since the rise of the problem of attributes,
as we have seen,*” this term 772424, as a translation of the Greek
term mpdypa, “thing,” and along with it the term sifah, as a
translation of the Greek term 76 yapakrnpioricéy had been
used by the Attributists in the sense of something which has
real existence, in this case real existence in God. What Mu‘am-
mar did was to take the term mza'nd, which as a Mu'tazilite
he denied to be something of real existence in God, and make
it something of real existence in things. As a result of this,
the two terms, sifah and mand, which had started together on
their technical career in Islam, parted company and each of
them carved out for itself a different career as a technical
term. The term sifah retained the meaning it acquired in its
connection with the problem of attributes and thus formed
part of the expression ashdb al-sifit,*® “partisans of attributes,”
used as the equivalent of the term al-sifatiyyah,*™ “Attrib-
utists,” whereas the term 7and formed part of the expression
ashab al-ma‘ani,"s “Partisans of ma‘ani,” used as a description

“2 “Motion,” as defined by the Mutakalliman, “is the transition of an
atom belonging to those [atomic] particles [which constitute a body] from

one atom [of the distance over which the body moves] to ansother atom
next to it (AMorel¥

foreir 1, 73, Frop. 3, p. 137, Il 1-2). Cf. below, P- 494 at 1. 55.
“Cf. above, pp. 115 f. " Milal, p. 64, 1. 5.
® Makalat, p. 171, 1. 12. ®1bid., p. 46, 1. 17.
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of Mu‘ammar and those who agreed with him in this partic-
ular theory of his.

Then, by a continuation of that kind of reasoning by which
he had arrived at the existence of a mana as the cause of the
motion in a body, Mu‘ammar arrived at the conclusion that
ecach mzani must be preceded by a series of infinite ma‘ani,
the result thus being that in this world of ours, which to
Mu‘ammar was created, there were various series of infinite
ma‘imi. Tt is this conception of infinite 724" ani that became the
target of attack by the opponent of this theory of his.

The attack was on two main grounds. First, argues Baghdadi
in his Fark, the conception of an infinite number of ma‘ani in
a world created by God is contrary to the Koranic statement
about God that “He counted all things in number” (72:28),*
and so also Ibn Hazm quotes against it the Koranic statement
about God that “with Him everything is in measure” (13:9).%
Second, having in mind his own description of Mu‘ammar’s
sna‘dni as accidents,”® again in his Fark, Baghdadi argues as
follows: “If, now, Mu‘ammar says that the combination of
infinite accidents in a body is possible, he cannot refute the
claim of the followers of appearance (zubir) and hiding

(kumn) that it is possible for infinite accidents of the kind
called appearance and hiding to be in one and the same abode.
But this view carried to its legitimate conclusion leads to the
asscrtion of the eternal pre-existence (Ridasm) of accidents —
which is a heresy.” ™ The “followers of appearance and
hiding” referred to by Baghdadi in this passage of his Fark
arc that group of the Dahriyyah, described as “Eternalists”
(azaliyyah), who in his Ugil are quoted by him as saying that
“the accidents are eternally pre-existent (kadimah), except
that they hide in bodies and appear.” ® It is this same group
of Dahriyyah, we may assume, that Ibn Hazm has reference
to when, having in mind his own description of Mu‘ammar’s
pna‘ini as things,™ says that “the Dahriyyah agree with Mu‘am-

2 Fark, p. 139, 1l. 14-18.
“ Usal, p. 55, 11 12-13.
5 Cf. above at nn. 18-23.

“Fark, p. 138, 1. 10.
" Fisal IV, p. 194, 1. 6.
" Cf. above at nn. 7-9.
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mar in their assertion of an infinite number of things.” 5 It is
to be noted that neither Baghdadi nor Ibn Haz;)n accuses
Mu‘arl}mal' of actually assenting to the theory of “appearance
and. hiding” and hence of also believing in the eternity of
accidents, which means the eternity of the world. All they
both‘ try to say is that the assertion of an infinity of ma‘ani
implies the assertion of their eternity, and hence Mu‘ammar
who believes in the creation of the world, contradicts him—’
se'lf..55a Later, in my discussion of the theory of appearance and
hiding,’® to which I refer as the theory of latency, I try to
show three things: (1) that this theory started as an':lttempt to
restate'm popular language Aristotle’s theory of the eternity
of motion as an eternal process of transitions from potentiality
to actuality and (2) that, when Nazzam adopted it, he adjusted
it to his belief in the creation of the world; I also try to show
(3) that, though Mu‘ammar, too, had a theory of appearance
and hiding, his theory had nothing in it of the Aristotelian
theory of potentiality and actuality.

' All the foregoing reports on Mu‘ammar’s theory of ma'ni
it will have been noticed, deal only with its application t(;
created beings. In none of them is there any suggestion that
th§ theory was applied by Mu‘ammar also to God.’As a Mu‘ta-
zilite, he could hardly be expected to apply it to God, inas-
ml‘zch as such an application would mean the assertion Z)f the
existence in God of ma‘ani which would cause the existence
in Him of attributes. Surprising, therefore, is it to find in
Ash‘ari a statement which reads as follows: “It is reported
of Mu‘ammar that he said that God is knowing in virtue of
kpowledge and that His knowledge is knowledbge to Him in
virtue of a 72a'na and that there is a mani to a mand to

:: I;i[fal IY, p- 194, L. 7.
" Ihn alRa - _ -

testifies th:t ﬁizamni;r? Stogz?ffzf \Ei}t]hIggfniagt}(lleztﬁ‘g:;‘t?zi&c:,Iflclllci tIhIa_tI %‘it’

1s conceivable that the body [of the world] is in motion from cternity and

that its motion i ? epti i i
- on is created,” a sort of conceprion of eternal creation analogous

e )
to tic riounian and the Christian conception of eternal generation, Hayya

a . Hayyat,

hovsx;'ever, denies the truth of Ibn al-Riwandi’s testimonyg(ibid. 1l xgv ﬁ‘y)y ‘
Cf. below, pp. 498 ff. B
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infinity. And so was also his view with regard to the ().t}}er
atrributes.” But evidently being in doubt as to the authenticity
of the report, Ashari adds: “Concerning this I was t(_)lc_l by
Abi ‘Amr al-Furid in the name of Muhammad b. ‘Isa al-
Sairafi that this is what Mu‘ammar said.” ** .

. According to Baghdadi, however, Mu‘ammar “demed Fhe
cternal attributes of God, just as the rest of the Mu'tazilites
denied them,” ®® and similarly, according to Shahrastini,.he
was “the greatest” among those who argued for “the remotion
of attributes.” % _

This is what seems to me to be the origin and meaning of
Mu‘ammar’s theory of 7a‘nd. Essentially Mu‘ammar’s theory
of ma‘nd is Aristotle’s theory of nature, which he adopted as
a substitution for his rejected Kalam theory that every event
in the world is directly created by God, but in which the term
nu'nd was substituted by him for the term nature because‘ of
his rejection of Aristotle’s theory of matter and form which
was involved in the term ‘“‘nature.”

Let us now consider two other interpretations, that of
Horovitz % and that of Horten.®

Horovitz finds that Mu'ammar’s theory of ma‘nd is bas?d
solely upon Plato’s theory of ideas as represe.nted in Sopbz.st
254 B — 256 . We shall reproduce here his arguments in
support of his interpretation and comment upon each of these
arguments, ' . -

First, basing his interpretation on the repor'ts_ n Shahrasctar_l’l,
Baghdadi, and Ibn Hazm, for Hayyat’s Intisar gnd Ashari’s
Makilit had not as yet been published, Horovitz takes the
terms “motion,” “rest,” “otherness,” “likeness,” and “con-
trariety” used in Shahrastani’s restatement of Mu‘ammar’s
argument for mani to reflect the last four of the terms

" Makalat, p. 168, ll. g-12. * Fark, p. 137, 1L 5-6.

% Milal, p. 46, 11. 1~lz. ( ;

© S, Horovitz, Kalamn (1909), pp. 44-54- ) o

“ M. Horten, “Die sogenannte Ideenlehre des Mt.lamma{, Archiv fir
systeratische Philosophie, 15: 469-483 L19091; Die philosophischen Systeme
vJ JeerrtaLEdLIJC L

der spekulativen Theologen im Islam (1912), pp. 277-278.
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M«

“being,” “motion,” “rest,” “same,” and “other” used in the
Sophist in the argument for ideas.

That Mu‘ammar knew the Sophist we have shown by his
use, in Ash‘ari’s reproduction of his theory, of the term
“genera” as a description of “same” and “difference.” % But
at the same time we have also shown how his use of the term
“difference” rather than the term “other” and how also his
use of the plural “genera” in the expression ‘“‘and other
genera,” when it is followed by only one genus, indicate that
what he really had in mind was a list of terms enumerated by
Aristotle in his Metaphysics and that only the designation of
these terms as “genera” was borrowed from the Sophist. To
this list of terms in the Metaphysics, we have further shown,
belong also the terms “otherness,” “likeness,” and “contrariety”
used by Shahrastani. We have similarly shown an Aristotelian
origin for the terms “motion” and “rest” used by Mu‘ammar,
according to all the restatements of his theory. Finally, the
use of the term “accidents” in Ash‘ari’s restatement of Mu‘am-
mar’s theory, as well as in later restatements, is definitely of
an Aristotelian, and not of a Platonic, origin.

Second, quoting from Shahrastani the statement that “acci-
dents are infinite in every species,” Horovitz takes it to reflect
the statement in Sophist 256 E that “in each of the species
being is many and not-being is infinite in multicude” and
interprets the term “accidents” in Shahrastini’s statement to
mean the same as the term “not-being” in Plato’s statement,
and this on the ground of a statement by Maimonides to the
effect that, according to the Kalam, the negation of an acci-
dent is an accident,*® whence, presumably, Plato’s “not-being”
was changed by Mu‘ammar to “accidents.”

Perhaps one would have had to resort to this explanation
if the statement, as phrased by Shahrastani, had actually been
used by Mu‘ammar and if, moreover, it had been used by him
in addition to, and as something different from, his sta

g i
AAAAAA Uiraclvliiieiit

that the 7a'am are infinite in number. But, as we have seen,

 Cf. above n. ;. ® Moreh 1, 73, Prop. 4, p. 138, 1. 8-17.
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the statement about the infinity of accidents occurs in neither
of the two oldest reports of Muammar’s theory, namely,
those by Hayyit and Ash‘arl. As I have suggested above, the
statement about the infinity of accidents both in Shahrastani
and Baghdadi, just as the similar statement in Tusi, represents
a later substitution for Mu‘ammar’s original statement about
the infinite number of 7za‘ani. As for Mu‘ammar’s own state-
ment, it is based, as we have shown, upon his own reasoning.

Third, Horovitz takes the expression ashab al-ma‘ani, which,
according to Shahrastani, was applied to Mu'ammar and his
followers, to reflect the expression of €idév $idoy, “the friends
of ideas,” in Sophist 248 A.

There is nothing peculiar about ashidb al-ma‘ani to have to
be explained by oi €idév pikos, of which, by the way, it is not
a literal translation. The use of ashib in combination with
some other term as a description of partisans or followers of
some theory is common in Arabic, and in Ashari’s Makdlat
there occur seventeen such combinations.®*

Finally, the problem here is not solely the origin of certain
terms or expressions used by Mu‘ammar in the exposition of
his theory of #and; the problem is the origin and meaning
of the theory itself. With regard to this, quite definitely, his
theory of mza'nd is not the same as the theory of ideas in the
Sophist. Ma'nd is represented by Mu‘ammar as existing only
in bodies; the ideas have an existence apart from bodies —a
criticism already raised by Horten against Horovitz’ inter-
pretation of the 77za'nd theory. ,'

Now for Horten’s own interpretation of Mu‘ammar’s
theory of ma'nd. He takes it to have been formed under the
influence of what he describes as the Vaisesika category of
inherence in Indian philosophy.

Horten, it may be remarked, while claiming an Indian
origin for Mu‘ammar’s theory, does not claim that any of the
terms used by Muammar in the exposition of his theory
reflect some term in any of the languages through which tl

% Cf, Index to AMakalat, pp. 55-56.
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Vaisesika theory could have been transmitted to him. In con-
tradistinction to this, as we have seen, every term used in
connection with Mu‘ammar’s theory can be shown to have
come from the Greek. Consequently, unless it is absolutely
impossible to explain the theory of ma'nd on the basis of a
Greek origin, there is no need of resorting to the assumption
of an Indian origin.

Since the time of Horovitz and Horten, as far as I know,
two other scholars, Tritton and Nader, have dealt with
Mu‘ammar’s theory of 72a'nd. Tritton refers to both Horovitz
and Horten. The interpretation of Horovitz is dismissed by
him as follows: “This is ingenious and meets the case; there
is no evidence for it and it must stand on its own merits.” %
The interpretation of Horten is approved of by him as fol-
lows: “Indian influence in other branches of imowledge 1s
cert'flin so it is not surprising to find it in philosophy, even if
undigested.” °° Nader interprets Mu‘ammar’s theom; of ma‘na
as a sort of Leibnizian principle of sufficient reason.””

2. ABU HASHIM'S A hwail

. About a century after Muammar, speculation on the ques-
tion raised by Mu‘ammar and his followers led Aba Hashim
to a criticism of Mu‘ammar’s theory of #and and to a new
theory, to be referred to as the theory of modes (abwidl).!

* A. S. Tritton, Muslim Theology (1947), p. 101, 1. 2.

*Ibid., p. 100.

" Albert N. Nader, Le Systéme Philosophique des Mu'tazila (1956), pp-
208-210, under the chapter heading: “Le Principe de Raison Suffisante.”
} *In Arabic dictionaries, hbal, singular of abwal, is translated as “state,”
condition,” “circumstance,” “position,” “present time.” In conncction with
the problem of attributes, modern scholars from the earlicst time adopted
the term “state” as its translation: Schmoélders, Essai (1842), p. 150t “érar”;
Haarbriicker, Scharastani’s Religionspartheien, 1 (1850), p. 83: “Zustand”;
Munk, Guilde, I, st (1856), p. 185: “conditions,” but Melanges (1859), p,.
328: “condition, état ou circonstance”; Macdonald, Developimnent of Muslim
Theology (1903), p. 160: “states”’; Horovitz, Der Einfluss der griechischen
Philosophie auf die Entwicklung des Kalam (1909), p 57: “Zustand.” This
translation is followed by many later schiolars. Bur the term “mode” is used
‘l‘)y the following: de Boer, Geschichte der Philosopbie im Islam (19o1), p. 54,
Zustande oder Modi”; Horten, “Die Modus-Theorie des abi Haschim” in
ZDMG, 63: 303 f. (1909); Nader, Mu'tazila, p. z11: “le mode” 1 have
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Once he had developed this theory of modes as a general
theory of predication, he applied it to the problem of divine
attributes, arriving at a view opposed at once to that of the
Attributists and to that of the Antiattributists.

We shall deal first with his general theory of modes and
then with its application to the problem of attributes.

Baghdadi, who was himself an Asharite and refers to
Ash‘ari as “our master” (shaybund),? introduces Abu Ha-
shim’s theory of modes with the statement that this view “was
considered heretical by his fellow Mu‘tazilites as well as by
other sects.” * He then quotes two reports as to the origin of
the theory of modes.

Both reports open with an announcement to the effect that
they are going to explain “what forced” Aba Hashim into his
theory of abwdl. Their common explanation is that he was
forced into it by a criticism of Mu‘ammar’s theory of ma‘nd.
Mu‘ammar’s theory of 7a'nd is then presented in both these
reports as an attempt to answer a question which in the first
report is quoted as a question put “by our fellow orthodox
(ashabuni) to the old Mu‘tazilites” * and in the second report
is quoted as a question raised by Mu‘ammar himself.> The
question as phrased in the first report reads, “whether he who
is knowing among us differs from him who is ignorant, with
regard to his knowledge, in virtue of himself or in virtue of
some [external] cause,” ® and as phrased in the second report
reads, “whether the knowledge of Zayd belongs to him rather
than to ‘Amr in virtue of himself or in virtue-of a mana or
neither in virtue of himself nor in virtue of a mana.” ™ The
answer as clearly stated in the first report and as implied in
the second report is that it is neither in virtue of himself nor
in virtue of some external cause but in virtue of a 7and. Two

chosen to use the term “mode,” though, as will be shown later in Appendix
11T, the term was originally used by Abu Hashim in the sense of “disposi-
tion” and then he extended its meaning and used it in the sense of “state.”

*Fark, p. 200, 1. 6-7. ®1bid., 1. 11-12.
& Lbid p180;Hiy=18: *ipid., 11. 1-2.
*1bid., p. 181, 1. 1. "1bid., 11, 12-13.
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criticisms of this conclusion are briefly and only allusively
reported. One of these criticisms reads that “if it is in virtue
of a ma'nd, then Mu‘ammar would be right in his assertion
that one ma‘ni is connected with another 74 up to infin-
ity._” 8 Abu Hashim’s objection to an infinity of 7271 is quite
evidently based upon the Koranic teaching about God that
“H.e gounteth all things in number (72:28).% As a result of his
criticisms of Mu‘ammar’s theory of mza‘na, Aba Hashim was
led to his new theory which as phrased in the first report
reads that “he who is knowing differs from him who is igno-
rant only in virtue of a bl in which he is [that is to saycj by
his being disposed to knowledge]” *® and as phrased in the
.second report reads that “knowledge belongs to Zayd [who
is the knower] in virtue of a bl [that is to say, by a dis-
position].” **

What follows this account of how the theory of abwal
arose differs in the two reports. In the first report what foliows
1s a passage which is introduced as a sort of conclusion from
what has preceded. To quote: “And so he established the hal
with reference to three situations. The first situation is that in
which a subject is described by a certain predicate in virtue
of the subject itself, and the subject deserves the predicate in
virtue of a hdl in which it is [that is to say, by being disposed
to it]. The second situation is that in which a subject de-
scribed by a certain thing as its predicate in virtue of a 7za'nd
has come to possess that ma'ni in virtue of a hil. The third
situation is that in which the subject deserves a certain pred-

#1bid., 1. 14-15. In tl.le' [?rmte'd edition of the Fark, this criticism appears
only, and as the only criticism, in the second report. But the opening words
in the' printed efhtlon of the only criticism in the first report, which reads

and it necessarily follows also,” shows that it was preceded by a missin
otl.ler criticism. This missing criticism is included in Horten’s German trans%
lation of Baghdidi’s first report from a Berlin manuscript (cf. his “Neues
zur Modustheorie des abu Haschim,” p. 49). . ‘

° Cf. below, p. 470, n. 25.

) For the technical meaning of the underlying Arabic expression i 53l
kana ‘aloyhi wpon which this dracketed interpretation is based, see below
Appendix IIL. ’ ’

bid., 1. 17.
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icate neither in virtue of itself nor in virtue of a ma'nd, but
possesses that predicate rather than some other predicate,
according to Abi Hishim, in virtue of a hal.” ** On the basis
of a1 twofold division of Aba Hashim’s modes reported by
Juwayni*® and by Shahrastani," it can be shown, I believe,
that the threefold division reported here by Baghdadi refers
respectively (1) to modes in the sense of predicates which
are properties, (2) to modes in the sense of predicates which
are certain accidents in living beings, and (3) to modes in the
sense of predicates which are genera or species. Thus Abi
Hashin’s theory of modes as a general theory of predica-
tion applies to four of the five predicables enumerated by
Porphyry.

It is probably because modes are terms predicated of a sub-
ject and all terms predicated of a subject, except proper names,
are universal terms that the term modes (abwdl) came to be
used by Abt Hashim and his followers in the sense of univer-
sals. Such a use of the term abwdl is directly mentioned by
Ghazali in his statement that “the intellectual faculty appre-
hends the general intellectual universals, which the Mu‘takal-
liman call modes.” ™ It is so also directly mentioned by
Maimonides in his use of the expression “modes, that is,
universal concepts (al-ma‘ani al-kulliyyab).” *® Tt is implied
in a statement by Ibn Hazm which reads that “one of the
absurdities of the Ash‘arites is their assertion that it is possible
for men to believe in modes and [universal] concepts (al-
ma'dni [al-kulliyyah]) which are neither existent nor non-
existent.” '7 It is similarly implied in a statement by Averroes
which reads that “those who deny modes (al-ahwil) deny the
belief in existence in general and color in general, whereas
those who affirm modes say that existence in general and color
in general are neither existent nor nonexistent.” *® This nega-

¥ 1bid., 1. 7-11.

# Cf. below, pp. 183 ff. " 1bid.

s Tahafut al-Falasifah XVIII, 62, p. 328, 1L 13-14.

0 Morebtstpry6thz6==z7. * Fisal, 1V, p. 208, . 5-6.

S Tahafut al-Tabafut 111, 233, p. 258, 1. 10-11.
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tive description of universals has, as we shall see larer,’® an
gfﬁrmative meaning, namely, that of ascribing to universals
intramental existence, in opposition both to those who ascribe
to them extramental existence and to those who maintain that
they are mere words.

In the second report, the account of the origin of the theory
of abwil is followed by a number of challenging questioris
put to Aba Hashim by “our fellow orthodox.” 2° Fach of the
qgcstions is answered by Aba Hashim and each answer con-
tains some additional information about the theory of modes.
Thus in answer to one question, Abta Hashim makes the state-
ment that “neither does he say that the modes are existent nor
does he say that they are nonexistent.” 2! Then, in the course
of this questioning by “our fellow orthodox,” Abi Hashim
seems to have begun to apply his theory of modes to the
problem of divine attributes and to speak of “the abwil of the
Creator” 22 and, in answer to a direct question with regard to
the modes in their application to the Creator, he said that
“they are neither He nor other than He.” 2* This, as we shall
see later,** is an old formula, which had been used by the
Artributists as a denial of the Christian belief that the second
and third persons of the Trinity are each God but to which
Abu Hashim gave a new meaning as a denial of both the
reality of attributes as conceived of by the Attriburists and
the verbality of attributes as conceived of by the Mu‘tazilites.
Und.oubtedly in the course of his answers to the various chal-
!engmg questions he also had occasion to say that the modes
in their application to divine attributes, like the modes as a
general theory of predication, are “neither existent nor non-
existent,” for elsewhere it is directly reported that “Abia
Hashim posited modes as attributes which are neither existent
[nor nonexistent].” 2

Thus Aba Hashim by his theory of modes has placed

** Cf. below, p. 197.
2 Fark, p. 181, 1 17.
2 1bid., p. 182, 1. 5.
® Milal, p. 56, 1. 3.

*1bid., 1. .
= 1bid., 1. 14.
# Cf. below, p. 211.
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himself in opposition to the conception of attributes of both
the Attributists and the Mu‘tazilites. But here a question arises
in our minds. Inasmuch as Abt Hashim’s theory of modes is
a denial of the verbality of attributes as conceived of by the
Muctazilites, it must follow that the differences between the
various modes predicated of God are not mere nominal or
verbal differences, and hence also the plurality of modes in
God is not a mere nominal or verbal plurality. How then
would Abt Hashim have met the Mu‘tazilite argument that,
masmuch as the unity of God includes internal unity in the
sense of absolute simplicity, a plurality in God of modes like
those conceived of by Abti Hashim would be incompatible
with the internal unity and simplicity of God? Now, as we
have seen,” when the Attributists were confronted by the
Mutazilites with this argument, they downrightly denied that
the unity of God includes internal unity in the sense of ab-
solute simplicity, maintaining that the unity of God, according
to their own conception of it, does not exclude from Him a
plurality of parts which from eternity have been united with
each other and with the essence of God. The question, there-
fore, is how Abtu Hashim would have dealt with this argu-
ment. Would he have found himself compelled to resort, like
the Attributists, to a denial of the absolute simplicity of God,
or would he have discovered some other way of fending off
that argument of the Mu‘tazilites?

An answer to this question is to be found in a statement
quoted repeatedly in the name of Abtt Hashim by Shahrastani
both in his Milal and in his Nibdyat. In his Milal, after stating
that Aba Hashim “posited modes as attributes which are
neither existent [nor nonexistent] and neither cognizable nor
incognizable,” * he adds: “Then Aba Hashim posits of God
another mode (halah) which necessarily causes (aujabat)
these modes.” ** Almost in the same words he says in his
Nibayat that “Aba Hashim posits another mode (balah)

* Cf. above. pp. 128-139
# Milal, p. 56, 11. 3-4. ®Ibid., 1. 12.
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which necessarily causes these modes.” 2 In another place in
his Nibayat, he quotes Abt Hashim as saying: “Knowingness
is a mode and powerfulness is a mode, and benefiting both
of them is a mode (hil) which necessarily causes all the
modes.” * In still another place in the same work, he makes
an opponent of modes say: “Did not Aba Hashim posit of
God a mode (hal) which necessarily causes His being know-
ing and willing?” #* An allusion to the difference between the
plurality of modes as applied to God and the plurality of
modes as applied to other beings is also to be found, I believe,
in a passage in which, after stating that the terms “existing,”
“living,” and “knowing” predicated of God by a certain
Nestorius are used by him in the sense of Abu Hashim’s
modes, Shahrastini adds the following: “His statement ulti-
mately amounts to the assertion that God’s being existing and
living and [knowing used in the sense of ] rational is as the
philosophers say in the definition of man [that he is living and
rational ], except that in respect to man the things predicated
of him differ, seeing that man is composite, whereas [in re-
spect to God they do not differ], seeing that God is a simple
substance, incomposite.” ** The difference spoken of by him
in that passage is undoubtedly due to what he says in his
statements here that all the various modes predicated of God
stem from one single mode.

Statements parallel to those of Shahrastani are to be found
in Razi. In one place, he attributes to Aba Hishim the view
that “knowingness, powerfulness, livingness, and existingness
are caused by a fifth mode (hdlah), and this notwithstanding
the fact that all the modes are eternal,” * the implication
being that the four modes mentioned are eternally caused by
the fifth mode. In another place, he says: “Aba Hashim main-
tains that God’s essence is like other essences in essentiality
and that it differs from them only by a mode (hilah) which
necessarily causes four modes, namely, livingness, knowing-

® Nibaver1-180-1
Nibiyaz, p. 180, ii. 12-13.

::’ Ibl:d., p. 198, 1l 2-3. * Milal, p. 175, 1. 18—20.
1bid., p. 140, 11. 3—4. ® Mubassal, p. 55, 1. 17.
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ness, existingness, and powerfulness.” ** In none of these pas-
sages, it will be noticed, are we told what that underlying
causative mode in God 1s. This information, however, is fur-
nished by Tiasi in his comment on the second passage quoted
from Razi. Using the term “attribute” for the term “mode”
i Razi’s passage, he remarks: “The attribute which Aba
Hashim alone, and no other, ascribes to God is the attribute
of Godhood (al-ildbiyyah).” ® Described as “Godhood,” this
single mode thus belongs to God alone and as such it is
what Aristotle would call a “property” ({8wov = bdssiyyah),
which, as defined by him, means a term predicated of a thin
and belonging “to that thing alone.” *® In fact, as we shall see,
Juwayni describes that single mode of Aba Hashim as being
God’s “most proper” (apass) description.®”

According to these statements, then, the theory of modes
introduced two innovations.

First, it gave a new meaning to the old formula “neither
(5od nor other than God” and it also framed the new formula
“neither existent nor nonexistent,” using both of these for-
mulac as a description of modes in their contrast to attributes
as conceived by both the Attributists and the Mu'tazilites.

Second, it introduced the view that modes, the new name
for attributes, are related to God as effects to their cause.
That was something new, for to the Attributists there was
no causal relationship between God and His attributes. From
the earliest times the attributes are spoken of as being coeternal
with God or as subsisting in His essence or as being super-
added to His essence, without any suggestion that they were
proceeding from Him as from a cause. Only with reference
to the attribute of word or speech, in the sense of the eternal
Koran, 1s God conceived of as the cause of that attribute.
The absence of any conception of causal relationship between
the essence of God and His attributes among the orthodox
Attributists is clearly implied in Ibn Kullab’s description of

i Ilzid.: p. 111, 1l 13-14. R ®1bid., p. 111, n. 2, L. 2.
® Topics I, 5, 1023, 18-1y; cl. Philo, 11, p. 131.

" Irshad, p. 47,1 4 (80).
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the divine attributes as being “ceaselessly uncreated,” *® that
is to say, eternally uncaused. It is more clearly brought out
in Ghazali who openly discusses the problem of the relation
between the attributes of God and His essence. The view
which he maintains in effect is that the essence is not in need
of the attributes for its existence, whereas the attributes are
in need of the essence for their existence, for 2s attributes
they are in need of a subject (7zausif) in which to exist.” But
the existence of attributes in a subject, he goes on to explain,
does not establish between them a causal relationship in the
true sense of the term, that is, in the sense of the relationship
between an effect and its “efficient cause” (illah fiiliyyah),
even though, he adds, philosophers in their artificial termi-
nology call the subject of which an attribute is predicated a
“receptive cause” (‘illah kabliyyah) and the attribute predi-
cated of the subject a “caused thing” (7a'lil) *°

It is to be noted that, in the opposition aroused by the theory
of abwal among the Attributists, only the question of formula
became a matter of discussion; the question of a causal relation-
ship between God and His attributes is never discussed. This
would seem to indicate that this difference, though it existed,
was not considered as a matter of religious significance. In
fact, about three centuries later, the Hanbalite Ibn Kudama
(d. 1223), without any trace of influence by Abu Hashim’s
modalism, out of his own orthodox faith says that “His at-
tributes are from Him (mzinbu),” ** that is to say, they pro-
ceed from God as their cause.

The theory of modes which arose among the Mutazilites
as a moderate form of their denial of attributes was, according
to the testimony of Ibn Hazm,* adopted by some Ash‘arites
as a moderate form of their affirmation of attributes. Two of
such Ash‘arites, Bakillani and Juwayni, are mentioned by
Shahrastani in his Nibayat. Of Bakillini he says that after
some hesitation he accepted the theory of modes ** and of

% Fisal, IV, p. 208, 1l. 4~5. = Tabrint 19, p. 12, 1. 12,
* Tabdfut al-Faldsifab V1, 5, p. 166, 11, 2-4. = Cf. below, pp. 215-216.

“1bid., 8-9, p. 166, 1. 12 — p. 167, 1. 6. “ Nihiyat, p. 131, 1l. 5-6.
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Juwayni he says that at first he affirmed modes and later he
denied them.** Razi similarly describes both Bakillani and Ju-
wayni as those who adopted the theory of modes.*’

Bur, as we shall see, though both of them in adopting the
theory of modes tried to harmonize it with their own belief
in attributes, the manner of their harmonization was not the
same.

‘The manner in which Bakillani harmonized it with his be-
lief in attributes may be gathered from a tripartite passage in
Shahrastani’s Milal. First, it reproduces from a work of Bakil-
lani Ash‘ari’s argument against the modalistic formula that the
modes are neither existent nor nonexistent on the ground that
it is in violation of the Law of Excluded Middle. Second, it
refers to the fact that Bakillini refuted that argument and
established his own view of modes without actually giving up
his belief in attributes as being real things (#2a'dni) in God.
Third, it quotes Bakillani as saying: “The mode posited by
Abtu Hashim, when he posited a mode which necessarily
causes those [modes which we call] attributes, is that which
we call attribute in particular.” *°

Thus whatever else his own formulated theory of modes
may have contained, it was primarily based upon Abu Ha-
shim’s conception of a single mode as the cause of all the other
modes.

Juwayni’s harmonization of modes with attributes, unlike
that of Bakillani, is not based upon an acceptance of Abu
Hashim’s view of a single mode as the cause of all other modes.
That view is rejected by him as heretical. Thus in his Irshid,
after stating that “the Mu‘tazilites and the heretics who follow
them agree upon the denial of attributes,” ** he enumerates
three such heretical groups, one of which, the second, is de-
scribed by him as follows: “Others express themselves by
saying that these predicative terms are affirmed of the essence
of God on account of His having a mode (halah) which is

“ Jbid., 11 89
 Mubassal, p. 38, 1. 19-20.

 Milal; pr 67,1378

 [rshad, p. 46, 1. 20 - p. 47, 1. 1 (80).
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the most proper (abass) of His descriptions and this mode
necessarily causes Him to be described as living, knowing, and
powerful.” *® The view thus described is quite evidently that
of Abu Hashim. :

‘The manner in which Juwayni does harmonize modes with
attributes may be gathered from a study of two chapters in
his Irshad, of which one deals with divine attributes under the
heading “Attributes Necessary of God” *° and the other deals
with modes as a general theory of predication under the head-
ing “The Establishment of the Knowledge of Attributes.” %
Now the very phrasing of the headings of these two chapters
would seem to indicate that terms predicated of God, which
are referred to by Juwayni as attributes, are regarded by him
as modes in their use in the general theory of predication. But
his treatment of attributes as modes emerges more clearly
from a close comparison of his description and illustration of
what he finds to be the two kinds of divine attributes with
his description and illustration of what he finds to be the two
kinds of modes. From such a comparison we learn that what
with regard to divine attributes he calls sifar nafsiyyah 5 —
“attributes of the subject itself,” such as “eternally pre-
existent,” ®2 “one,” % and “eternally post-existent” ** — cor-
responds to what with regard to the general theory of modes
constitutes the first form of “uncaused modes,” namely, prop-
erties.”® Thus attributes of this kind are regarded by him
as modes which are described by him as neither existent nor
nonexistent.”® Similarly what with regard to divine attributes
he calls sifat ma‘nawiyyah > — such as “knowing,” “power-
‘f‘ul,” ‘jliving,” 58. “V\./illing,” * “hearing,” ® “seeing,” ®* and
speaking” % — is with regard to the general theory of modes

P

wiid: b S,

 Ibid., p. 46, 1. 18

*Ibid., p. 17,1 17
Ibid., p. 18, 1. 19

 Ibid., 1. 12.

1bid., p. 17,1 17

®1bid., p. 37, 11. 7-8 (66).

® Ibid. 1. 12,

® [bid.. p. 43,11 (74).
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called by him “caused modes,” 63 the cause of which he calls
mand,” from which we have reason to infer that by sifat
ma‘nawiyyah he means ma‘ni-caused attributes.®® Accord-
ingly, such attributes as knowing, powerful, living, willing,
hearing. seeing, and speaking are modes which are neither
existent nor nonexistent, but each of these modes is caused by
a corresponding 7712a'71d, such as “knowledge, power, life, will,
audition, sight, and speech,” and each of these ma‘ani is a real
attribute existing in God. This is how Juwayni harmonized
modes with attributes. Of course, it is to be understood that
in the case of modes as a theory of divine attributes the causal
relation between the 7a'nd and its corresponding mode is an
eternal relation, analogous to the eternal causal relationship
implied in the concept of eternal generation as used in Chris-
tianity and in Plotinus.®® It is Juwaynl’s type of harmonization
of modes with attributes that Razi quite evidently had in mind
when, after referring “to those who support modes among the
orthodox,” he says, evidently with reference only to what
Juwayni calls sifat ma‘nawiyyab, that “they maintain that
knowingness is an attribute caused by a ma'nd subsisting in
God and this 7474 is knowledge.” %%

A precise exposition of what quite obviously is Juwayni’s
harmonization of modes with attributes is to be found in
Fadil?’s discussion of the attributes powerful, willing, know-

“1bid., p. 47, 1. 12

% [bid., 1. 12 and 13-14. )

% Here the term mandwiyyab quite evidently means - “772a'nd-caused,”
referring as it does to such predicative modes as “knowing,” “powerful,”
and the like, which have “knowledge,” “power,” and the like, each of which
is a ma'nd, as their respective causes. It is in this sense of such predicative
modes as “knowing” and “powerful” that the expression sifat ma‘nawiyyab
is used in Fadilt's Kifayat, p. 57, l. 4, in contrast to the expression sifat
al-sa@ni, which is used on p. 56, 1. 39, in the sense of such substantive terms
as “knowledge” and “power.” However, in a passage to be quoted later from
Kashf, p. 56, L. 4 (cf. below, p. 215 at n. 39), where Averroes uses the
term ma‘ndwiyyah as a description of Ash'ari’s belief in the reality of
attributes, it is quite evidently used in the sense of “real,” that is to say, as
an adjective of ma'na, where mama is used in the sense of shay, “thing,”
of whiclt it is used as an equivalent (cf. above, p. 115).

“ Cf. below, p. 299. % Mubassal, p. 131, 1L. 7-9.
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ing, living, hearing, seeing, and speaking. His discussion may
be restated as follows.

Whenever in the essence of a subject there is power (kud-
rab), the subject is said to be powerful (kadir). Ther.e is,
however, a difference between the substantive term power
and the predicative term powerful. Power is something ac-
tually existent [and is thus a real attribute (ma'nd)]; %
powerful is neither existent nor nonexistent and is thus a
rpode (hal). There is also a difference between the interrela-
tlo_nship of these two terms in their application to created
beings and their interrelationship in their application to God.
In the case of their application to created beings, both the
power in them and their being powerful are created, and
Fhe relation of power to powerful is that of cause (‘illah);
in the case of their application to God, wherein both the
power in Him and His being powerful are eternal, “power is
not said to be a cause in His being powerful; it is only said
that between power and His being powerful there is a neces-
sary interrelation (zaldzumz).” ®c What has thus been said
about the predicative term powerful holds true also of the
other six predicative terms mentioned above, all of which are
n'mdes.GGd Then, also, all these modes are to be described as
sifat ma‘nawiyyah, attributes derived from their respectively
corr_esponding substantive terms, which are sifar al-maani,
attributes in the sense of real things, and of which the relation
to their respective modes is in the case of created beings that
f’f cause and in the case of God that of a mere necessary
interrelationship. %%

The theory of modes is associated with the name of Abi
Hashim, and Shahrastani in one of his works says explicitly
that prior to Abt Hashim ibn al-Jubba’l there is no mention
of the theory of modes.®” Still Shahrastani himself in another
work tries to show that Abt al-Hudhayl, who lived about a

“» Cf. below at n. 66°.
4 Jhid pes 1oam oo 6]

e- "G P55 4 37 P50, 1. 39.
o Il?zd_., p- 56, 1. 39 - p. 57, L. 8; cf. above, n. 65.
“ Nibdyat, p. 131, 1L. 3-5.

¢ Kifayat, p. 55, ll. 7-26 and 2620
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century before Aba Hashim, held a view which is like the
theory of modes of Aba Hashim,*® or, in other words, that
Abii al-Hudhayl anticipated Aba Hashim’s theory of modes.

The original view of Abt al-Hudhayl is reported by
Ash‘ari as follows: “God is knowing by a knowledge which
is He and He is powerful by a power which is He and He is
living by a life which is He.” ® In Baghdadi only the second
part of the formula is reproduced. It reads: “The knowledge
of God is God and His power is He.” " In Ibn Fazm the
formula is paraphrased to read: “The knowledge of God is
eternal and it is God.” ™ In Shahrastani it reads: “The Creator
is knowing by a knowledge which 1s himself (nafsubu)” ™
or “the Creator is knowing by knowledge and His knowledge
is His essence (dhatubu), powerful by power and His power
is His essence, living by life and His life is His essence.” @

Upon this last formulation of Abu al-Hudhay!’s theory of
attributes, Shahrastani makes the following comment: “The
difference between the statement of him who says that God
is knowing in virtue of His essence and not in virtue of
knowledge and the statement of him who says [that is, Abu
al-Hudhayl] that He is knowing in virtue of a knowledge
which is His essence is that the former statement is a denial
of attributes, whereas the latter statement is an affirmation
either of essence as being itself attribute or of attribute as
being itself essence. But if Abu al-Hudhay] takes these attri-
butes to be aspects (wujih) of the essence, then they are the
same as the hypostases (akanim) of the Christians or the
modes (2hwil) of Abu Hashim.” ™

What he means to say is this. When the expression “know-
ing in virtue of His essence” is qualified by the expression
“and not in virtue of knowledge,” which is the formula used
by Nazzam ™ bur is ascribed by Shahrastani himself to the

s Milal, p. 34, ll. 19-20.

® Makalat, p. 165, 1l. 5-6; cf. p. 188, Il 11-13.

" Fark, p. 108, 1l. 7-8. " Milal, p. 34, 1. 13-14.
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Fisal 11, p. 126, 1L 2425, ivid., 1. 17-20.

* Nibdyat, p. 180, L. 6. ™ Makalat, p. 486, 1l. 11-12,
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Mu'tazilites in general,’® it means that attributes are non-
existent, that they are mere verbal utterances (al-alfdz) or
what would be described in Latin as 2 mere emission of voice
(flatus wocis), so that when they are predicated of God, each
predicate of God is only a name of God. Not so, however,
is the view of Aba al-Hudhayl. When he begins by saying
that “God is knowing in virtue of knowledge” and then
proceeds to qualify that statement by saying that “that knowl-
edge is His essence” or that it is “himself,” then what he says
lends itself to two interpretations.

‘ First, it may mean that knowledge is God himself — an
interpretation which, as we shall see, is given to it by Ibn
al-Rawandi. But this interpretation, as we shall also see, is
refuted by Hayyat as well as by Shahrastani himself.””

Second, it may mean that “knowledge,” or any other
attribute, on the one hand, is other than the essence of God
and, on the other, is the same as the essence of God; in other
words, that, on the one hand, it is existent and, on the other,
it is nonexistent, or that it is neither existent nor nonexistent,
and hence neither other than God nor the same as God. But
such an interpretation, Shahrastani goes on to say, implies that
knowledge and all the other terms predicated of God are
considered by Aba al-Hudhayl as “aspects of the essence” and
thus they are what Aba Hashim later came to call “modes,”
for modes are described by the Modalists as “aspects.” ™ His
mention here of “the hypostases of the Christians” refers to
those Christians whose formulation of the Trinity, as we shall
see,” is compared by Shahrastani to Ab Hashim’s formulation
of modes and hence he infers that the hypostases would sim-
ilarly be described by them as “aspects.”

This is what one may get out of Baghdadi and Juwayni and
Shahrastani as to the history and meaning of Aba Hashim’s
theory of Abwal in its bearing upon the problem of attributes.
Essential points in its history are three. (1) It was started b y

" Milal, p. 30, 11. 7-8.

* Cf. below, pp. 231-232.
il & & below, PpP- 230-231. PpP- 231-232

™ Cf. below, pp. 338-339.
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Abf Hashim, in his criticism of Mu‘ammar’s theory of Ma'na,
as a general theory of predication. (2) It was then ap‘plled by
hirn to divine attributes as a sort of moderation of his fellow
Mu‘tazilites’ thorough denial of attributes. (3)'Subseq.uen'tly
it was adopted in some form or other by certain A,ttrlb'utxs_ts
as a sort of moderation of their fellow Attributists’ belief in
e extreme reality of attributes. ‘
thBrit:f summarie}; of other explanations of Aba Hashim’s
theory of modes are by the following: (1) A. Sch_mé%ders,
who vsimply says: “Le mot état est la plus cgmphque par
'étendue de sa signification. C’est pour me servir du langage
d’Aristotle, le Suvdper 8v, ou plutdt le terme générique de cette
maniere d’étre” (cf. his Essai [1842], p. 197); (2) S. Horovn:z,
who takes it to be all based upon Plato’s theory of ideas (cf.
his Kalam [1909], pp. 54-69); (3) M_. Horten, Who,‘after
several long studies on the subject (“Die Modus-Theorie des
ablt Haschim,” ZDMG@G, 63:303-324 [1.909]; Sys_teme_ [I?I 2]’,’
pp. 411—418; “Neues zur Modustheorie des abt Haschim,
Festoabe zur 60. Geburtstag Clemens Baeumker [1913], pp.
4~';~c('>3 ), has arrived at the following cqnchlsion: “Aus C.}edar}—
k;zn: die der Inhirenzlehre der Vaisesika nahestehen,' smd. die
Theorien Mu‘ammar und aba Hasim entstanden” (Die Philos-
ophie des Islam [1924], p. 185; cf. also, Systeme, p. 4_16, m.2)3
(4) Simon van den Bergh, who takes the term hal to be a
translation of the Stoic mds éxov and theory based upon
that term hal to reflect the Stoic discussion of the 80)\e;<m
(Averroes’ Tahifut al-Tabifut [1954], vol. IL, p. 4.)-, (s5)
A. N. Nader, who, of the two types of modes in Sh?.h—
rastini’s Nibdyat (cf. below, pp. 183ff.), says that they”brmg
to mind “les jugements synthétiques dont”parle Kant and
“les jugements analytiques dont parle Kant,” and, vx:lth regard’
to the divine modes, says: ‘“Pour mieux Compr'endre les modes”
on peut les rapprocher des jugements ajnalythues chez Kant
(Le Systénte Philosophique des Mu'tazila [1956], pp. 211-212,

and p. 212, 0. 1).

% Cf. below, p. 202, n. 18a.
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APPENDIX A. The Threefold and the Twofold
Classification of Modes

From Baghdadi’s two reports on Aba Hashim quoted above
we gather that the term hdl, conventionally translated by
“mode,” is used by Abt Hashim as a designation of something
existing in a person in virtue of which he differs from another
person, which difference is expressed by a certain term pre-
dicated of him, so that that term predicated of him is called
hil. With this use of the term mode in mind, Abt Hashim,
as reported by Baghdadi, divides modes into three classes, of
which each class is distinguished by the special manner in
which the predicative term is predicated of its subject. In the
first class, it is predicated of its subject “in virtue of the sub-
ject itself”; in the second class, it is predicated of its subject
“in virtue of a ma'na”; in the third class, it is predicated of its
subject “neither in virtue of the subject itself nor in virtue
of a mani” What these three vague phrases mean is not
explained in this threefold classification of modes as reported
by Baghdadi, but an explanation of them is furnished in the
twofold explanation of the same modes as reported by Ju-
wayni and Shahrastani.

Both Juwayni and Shahrastani begin with a classification
of modes into those which are “caused” and those which are
“not caused.” * Then Juwayni goes on to say briefly that, “as
for the mode which is caused, it includes every predicate
(hukm) affirmed of the essence [of a subject] in virtue of a
ma‘nd subsisting in it, as, for instance, the affirmation that a
living being is living and that a powerful being is powerful.” 2
Of these two predicates mentioned by him, it is to be noted,
“living,” used, as we have explained above,® in the sense
of the duration of life, is an accident in living beings as is

“powerful.” In Shahrastani, the corresponding explanation

of caused modes reads as follows: “As for the first class of
Yrshad, p. 47, . 12-13 (81); Nibiyat, p. 132, 1l 2-3.
*Irshad, p. 47, 1. 13-14. *Cf. above, p. 153.
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modes, it includes every predicate (hukm) [affirmed of a
subject] in virtue of a cause subsisting in the essence [of
a subject] which, according to Abu Hashim, has life as a
condition for its existence, as, for instance, the affirmation
thar a living being is living, knowing, powerful, willing,
hearing, and seeing . . . so that life subsists in a subject and
necessitates the subject to be living, and the same holds true
of knowledge and power and will and of everything else
of whose existence life is a condition. These predicates (al-
ubkdm) are called modes (abwdl), that is, attributes (sifat)
superadded to the ma‘ani which necessitate them.” * Accord-
ing to the report in Shahrastani, then, by the »a'nd is meant
the substantive terms life, knowledge, power, will, audition,
and sight from which the corresponding adjectival predicative
modes living, knowing, willing, hearing, and seeing are de-
rived.

Then both Juwayni and Shahrastani go on to say, the
former that “according to our opinion” and the latter that
“according to the opinion of the Kadi [Bakillani],” the con-
ception of caused modes should not be restricted to living
beings or, as they express themselves, it should not be re-
stricted to beings in the case of which the 7'nd in them has
“Jife as a condition” for its existence. It should be extended to
non-living beings, so that the terms “moving” and “black”
predicated of an inanimate body are to be called modes, the
causes of which are the 72a'ani,> by which is meant “motion”
and “blackness.” n

From all this we gather that the caused modes of Abu
Hashim as reported by Juwayni and Shahrastani consist of
predicates, including among them the predicate “knowing,”
all of which are accidents in living beings and each of which
is caused by a mua'nd. This quite evidentdy corresponds to
Aba Hashim’s second class of modes as reported by Baghdadi
in the second part of his first report, where they are said to

t Nl 3ar
aNRaya

P
3 Irshad, p. 47, 1. 14-16; Nibayat, p. 132, 1l 10-13.

PAT S T RSDRTORG ) |} M
Ly Pe 133, a0 )THU.
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refer to a situation in which “a certain thing” is predicated of
a subject “in virtue of a mua‘nd,” where the “certain thing” is,
as in the first part of this same first report, the term “knowing”
and the 7a'nd is, as in Shahrastini’s classification of modes
the term “knowledge.” ’
~ So much for Aba Hashim’s caused modes.

As for his uncaused modes, they are illustrated both in
Juwayni and in Shahrastini by two kinds of predicates.

In Juwayni, the first kind of predicate is illustrated by “the
space-occupancy (tabayyuz) of substance,” © that is, by the
predicate in the proposition “the atom is space-occupying.”
NOW the space-occupancy of substance, that is, of the atom,
is used by him earlier in the same work with reference to
divine attributes as an illustration of what he calls “the attri-
butes of the self (sifat nafsiyyah),” that is to say, attributes
of the subject itself, which is described by him as “every
attribute affirmed of the subject itself, which belongs to the
subject itself as long as the subject lasts and which is un-
caused.” % Since the term “self” in the expression “attribute
of the self” here refers to God, the term “artribute” in it
cannot be taken as genus or species; it must be raken as prop-
erty, that is, as belonging to God alone. The expression
“attribute of the self,” therefore, quite evidently reflects Aris-
totle’s description of property as “whatever belongs to each
thing in virtue of itself (kaf adré) but is not in its essence
(odoig),” " in contrast to his use of the same phrase “in virtue
f’f itself” in the sense of “whatever is present in what anything
is (év 7§ 7{ éorww),” that is to say, whatever is part of a defini-
tion, such, for instance, as the term “animal” predicated of
an individual human being, “for animal is present in the for-

®Irshad, p. 47, 1. 17.
:“ Irshad, p. 17, 1. 17-18 (38-39).

A/{etaj?b. V, 30, 10253, 31-32. In the Arabic version of the Metaphysics
kaf’ avré is translated by bi-dbatibi, “in virtue of its essence,” and ovoia i
translared by 7 gl-jaubar, “in the substance” (ct. Averroes’ Long Comn-
mentary on Metaphysics V, Text. 35, p. 693, ll. 4-5). But bi-dhdtibi and
bi-nafsibi are used interchangeably (cf. below, pp. 225-226, and n. ¢ below).
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mula that defines him.” 8 The use of the space-occupancy
of the atom as an example of the Aristotelian conception of
property as a predicative term is in accordance with a view
current in the Kalam.?

The second form of predicates of uncaused modes in Ju-
wayni is illustrated by the proposition that “an existent thing
(al-maujid) is accident, color, blackness, a state of being
(kaun), knowledge, et cetera.” *° Reflected in this proposition
is his own statement earlier in the same work, that the world
consists of substances (that is, atoms) and accidents and that
“yccident” includes “colors, tastes, odors, life, death, knowl-
edges, wills, powers,” and also “states of being (al-akwan),”
that is to say, “motion, rest, aggregation, and segregation.”

" As Juwayni undoubtedly was already acquainted with the

terms genus, species, specific difference, and subaltern genera
and gpecies used in philosophy in connection with its classifi-
cation of things, we may assume that by the term “accident”
in his classification of accidents he meant genus, that by the
plural “colors” he meant “blackness” and “whiteness” and
the other colors, which he regarded as subaltern species under
the species “color,” that by the plural “states of being” he
meant that each of the four states of being mentioned by him
is a subaltern species under the species ‘“‘state of being,” and
so also with the other plural terms mentioned by him in his
classification of accidents. Accordingly, in the proposition
quoted above, in which the predicative terms “accident” and
“color” and “blackness” and “state of being” dnd “knowl-
edge” are used by him as illustrations of the second form of
his uncaused modes, by “accident” he means genus, by “color”
and “state of being” and “knowledge” he means species, and

8Jbid. V, 18, 10223, 27-29.

® The expression commonly used as a description of the space-occupancy
of the atom is sifab dhbatiyyab, but this expression is used in the sense of
Aristotle’s ka® abré as a description of property and as the equivalent of
li-nafsibi (cf. Biram’s n. 3 on pp. 18-19 of the German part of his edition
of Aba Rashid’s Masd’il).

" lishad, p. 47, . 19-20 (81).

»Ibid., p. 10, 1. 7-10 (28).
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?y “blackness” he means subaltern species under the species

color.” 12

Thus by the first form of his uncaused modes Juwayni

means properties and by the second form he means genera
and species.
. So also in Shahrastani, the first form of uncaused modes is
illustrated by the example of “the space-occupancy of the
atom” ** and is explained by the statement that “any existent
thlpg which has a property (bdssiyyah) by which it is distin-
gl{lshed from another thing is distinguished from that other
thing by a property which is only a mode.” ** Similarly the
s:ec.ond form of uncaused modes is illustrated by the propo-
sition that “an existent thing [al-maujid] is accident and
color and blackness” % and is explained by the statement that
“so also that by which like things are alike and different things
are different is a mode, and such modes are what we call
attributes pertaining to genera and species.” 16

The two forms of Juwayni’s and Shahrastani’s uncaused
modes, we shall now try to show, correspond respectively
to Baghdadr’s first and third classes of modes.!”

As for the first form, namely, properties, it corresponds to
Baghdﬁfﬁ’s description of his first class of modes as referring
to Predlcates affirmed of a subject “in virtue of itself (li-naf-
sihi).” The phrase “in virtue of itself,” as we have seen, re-
flects a phrase used by Aristotle as a description of proper’ty.

As for. the second form of uncaused modes, namely, genera
and' species, it corresponds to Baghdadr’s third class of modes
which, in contrast to the first class (namely, properties) anci
the second class (namely, accidents), is said by him to be
that in which a subject described by a certain predicate

1123 Cf: Ijorphyry, Isagoge, p. 1,1. 17-p. 13,1. 8.

15%2‘?1“}’”’ p- 132, L. 19. “1bid., p. 133, Il 1-2.

+ P- 132, L 19 = p. 133, 1. 1. The bracketed term al-maujid is an

emendation of the term al-‘arad, “accident,” of the printed text and the

underlying manuscripts. I have made this emendation on the busis of the

:s:;csp.\mdiug passage in Juwayni quoted above at n. r1o.
®1bid., 1. 2—3. 1

" See quotation of Baghdadi’s text above, pp. 169-170.
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“possesses that predicate rather than some other predicate in
virtue of a bal.” This is a fitting description of predicative
terms which are genera and species in contrast to those which
are properties and accidents, for, while a subject can be said
to have many different properties and many different acci-
dents, no subject can be said to belong to more than one genus
end to more than one species, for subaltern species are,
according to Aristotle, one and the same species,'® and this is
true also of subaltern genera. It is to be noted how in his
description of the function of hal in the first two classes of
modes, Baghdadi carefully says that, in the case of the first
class, it is simply to explain why the subject deserves its
predicate and similarly, in the case of the second class, it is
simply to explain why the subject came to possess the 72a'nd
in virtue of which it is described by a certain predicate. In
neither of these cases does he say, as he does in the case of the
third class, that it is that predicate rather than some other
predicate that the subject deserves or is described by.

And so the threefold classification of modes in Baghdadi
are reducible to the twofold classification of modes in Juwayni
and Shahrastani. Baghdadi’s first and third classes mean the
same as what they call uncaused modes, and these include
predicates which are either properties (Baghdadi’s first type)
or predicates which are genera or species (Baghdadi’s third
type). Baghdadi’s second class of mode means the same as
what in the twofold classifications is described as caused
modes, and these include predicates which are accidents. All
these types of modes thus correspond to four of Porphyry’s
five predicables.

APPENDIX B. Relation of Abii Hashint's Theory of Ahwal
to Mu'ammar’s Theory of Ma'na

In the first of Baghdadi’s two reports, which we have
analyzed above, one could not have failed to notice a discon-

% Metaph. V, 10, 1018a, 1 and 7-8.
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gruity between its two parts, and this despite the fact that
the second part is introduced as a consequence following from
th-e first. In the first part, Abt Hashim is reported to have
rejected Mu‘ammar’s #2474, substituting for it the hdl; in the
§e_cond part, he is reported to have retained Mu'am;ﬁar’s mang
in the second of his three classes of modes, using the bl only
as supplementary to it. The non sequitur of the second part
from the first is quite evident. The explanation that suggests
itself to me is that in the source of Baghdadr’s first report, its
first part, like the first part in his second report, was followed
by a series of questions and answers, and it was from Abf
Hashim’s answers to questions that the second part followed
as a consequence. The discongruity that now appears between
the' two parts of Baghdadi’s first report is thus due to the
omission of the intervening questions and answers that must
have existed in the source of that report.

I shall not attempt to task the reader with having to wade
through the boresome questions and answers which I have
reconstructed in order to satisfy myself that the threefold
classification of modes in the second part of the first report
could have logically followed from them. What alone is really
necessary for the purpose at hand is to show how the three-
fold classification of modes as reported in the second part
gra'nted to have immediately arisen from an assumed rnissing;
series of questions and answers, has ultimately grown out of
Abt Hashim’s criticism of Mu‘ammar’s theory of mand as
reported in the first part. This is what we shall now try to
show.

In his theory of ma‘ni, as we have seen, Mu‘ammar deals
onl'y with accidents, for which he uses the example of motion.
With regard to accidents, he raises two questions, in answer
to each of which questions he makes use of the mand, but
the use he makes of the ma'nd differs in each of these answers.
The first question raised is why accidents come into existence
a S’u"uicct after their not having existed in it, to which his
answer is that they come into existence by a mani. The
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ma‘nd thus serves as the cause of the coming into existence
of accidents in a subject of which they are used as predicates.
The second question raised is why of two subjects, each of
them possessing a ma‘nd, only one of them is moved by its
77a‘7d at a certain particular time, whereas the other is moved
by its 7za'nd at some other time, to which his answer is that
this is due to an infinite series of #a'dni. The infinite series
of sna‘ani thus serves as the cause of the difference between
two subjects with reference to predicates which are accidents.
Now Abu Hashim admits with Mu‘ammar that the coming
into existence of accidents as predicates of a subject, for which
he uses as an example the predicate “knowing,” is due to a
na'nd. He rejects, however, Mu‘ammar’s explanation of the
difference between subjects with reference to predicates which
arc accidents as being due to an infinite series of ma‘ani. To
him it is due to hal. This adoption of Mu‘ammar’s single
mand and rejection of his infinite series of 7a'ani by substi-
tuting for it hal has resulted in Aba Hashim’s second and third
classes of modes, which in some respect may be regarded as
being only modified forms of Mu‘ammar’s theory of 7a'nd.
Now predicates which are properties or genera and species,
unlike predicates which are accidents, are coexistent with
their subjects, and hence are not in need of a ma‘nd to bring
about their existence in their subjects. But still, in the case
of property, there is need of an explanation why subjects
differ with respect to properties. The answer given by Abu
Hashim is the same as the answer given by him to the question
why subjects differ with respect to accidents, namely, that
it is due to a hal. This constitutes his first class of modes. In
the case of genus and species, however, the question is, as we
have seen, why a subject is described by one genus or species
as its predicate rather than by another genus or species. The
answer given by him, again, is that it is due to a hal. This
constitutes his third class of attributes.
This is how Aba Hashim’s threefold classification of mades
has grown out of his criticism of Mu'ammar’s theory of 724nd.
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But here a question rises in our mind. Mu‘ammer’s theory
of 7770'1'715, as we have tried to show, originated as a result of
his view that bodies have a nature which produces their
accidents. This conception of a nature means, as we shall see
later, a belief in causality, in opposition to those in the Kalam
V.Vho denied causality. Now Abu Hashim, for all we know,
hke almost all the Mu‘tazilites, except Mu‘ammar and Nazzam,
did deny causality. What need, therefore, was there for him
to assume a 77za'nd plus a hdl to explain why subjects have
acc%dents as predicates and to assume a hil to explain why
sub]ects. have genera and species and specific differences and
properties as predicates? Why did not he simply say that they
are directly created by God in their subjects? )

In answer to this question, the following three things are
to be noted with regard to the denial of causality in the
Kalam: (1) that the denial of causality does not mean an
unawareness of the commonly observed fact that events in
the world directly created by God follow a certain order
of succession; (2) that this commonly observed order of
succession is explained by a theory of “customn” which is
at.tributed either to the Ash‘arites in general or to Ash‘ari
himself; (3) that, while Ghazali, in accordance with his denijal
of causality, insists that, in that commonly observed order of
succession of events, every preceding event is not the “cause”
of the event following it but only a “condition” thereof, he
himse.lf 1s sometimes found to be using the term “cause” as
descriptive of the relation between two successive events,
which quite evidently means that in those instances he uses
the term “‘cause” rather loosely.? It is in the light of this
conception of the denial of causality that we are to under-
stand Aba Hashim’s use of his 74124 and hal. In the order of
succession in which, according to him, it is the custom of God
to create events in the world, he maintains that a 7 plus
a bal or only a hal is created by God prior to His creation
of certain predicates in subjects; and, while he is Lising ex-

* Cf. below, pp. 559 ff. “ Cf. below, pp. 544-551.
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pressions which imply that the 72a'nd and bl are causes, such
as the expression “caused modes” and the expressions “in
virtae of a 7za'nd” and “in virtue of a bdl,” the “cause” implied
in the use of such expressions should be taken as a cause used
in 2 loose sense. That the coinage of the term “custom’’ is
ascribed to Asharites does not mean that Ash'arl’s stepbrother
and fellow-student, Aba Hashim, and even others before
him, did not have the idea of custom in their minds, even if
there is no record of their having used the term custom.
Similarly there is nothing against the assumption that the term
“cause”’ was used by Abu Hashim, and even by others before
him, in a loose sense, even as it was so used later by Ghazali.
In fact, in Greek philosophy, the Epicureans, despite their
denial of causality, sometimes use the term cause in a loose
sense.®
So interpreted, the term 7a'nd, as used by Aba Hashim in
his “caused modes” as reported by Juwayni and Shahrastani,
and in his second class of modes as reported by Baghdadi,
though borrowed from Mu‘ammar, is not used by him in the
same way that it is used by Mu‘ammar. As used by Mu‘ammar,
each ma‘nd is implanted by God in each body at the time of
the creation of that body and the 7zani acts by its own power
as the cause of some appropriate accident in that body.* As
used by Abt Hashim, each ma'nd is created by God in each
body in connection with His creation of some accident in
that body. But it is to be assumed that, once the accident and
the ma'nd and also the hil connected with it are created, all
of them, the accident and the 7a'nd and the hil, have duration
and need not be continuously created, for, as we shall see,
the masters of the School of Basra, among whom Abu Hashim
s to be included, as well as Ab@ Hashim’s father, Jubba’, held
that creation involves duration.® Similarly in the case of the
application of hil to properties and to genera and species, all

*Such as the expressions causa salutis (Lucretius, De Rer. Nat. 111, 348)
and morbi causa (ibid., 5027.

¢ éf, below, pp. 565 and 572 ff. 5 Cf. below, pp. 533 and §537.
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of Whlch are created simultaneously with the creation of their
subjects, it is to be assumed that, once a subject and the hal

connc?cted with it are created, both the subject and the /il have
duration. |

APPENDIX C. The Term Hal

The question of the origin of the term hal was raised by
‘I‘bn Hazm who, in his criticism of the theofy of modes, says:
Before eyerything and after everything, one may ask them:
Where dlld you get the term abwil?”* In attempting to
answer this question, let us see what are some of the special
fge;tures which characterize Abt Hashim’s use of the term
al.

Frpm the reports of Baghdadi we gather that the term hal
was mtr.oduced by Abt Hashim in connection with a prc;p—
osition in which the predicate is the term “knowing,” for
‘\‘Vhlch .the examples used by him are “he who is lmox:ving”'

Zayd is knowing.” * From Baghdadr’s first report we furthe;
gathelj that' the' term “knowing” is predicated of him who is
kr_loxﬁrmg “}n virtue of a bal in which he is (li-hal kana “alay-
hi),”® Whlch phrase calls for an explanation. Then, from a
comparison of Aba Hashim’s second class of mod; i the
gecond part of Baghdadr’s first report with the caused modes
n Juw'a'yni’s and Shahrastani’s reports, we gather that in a
proposition like “Zayd is knowing” the term hal would be
applied by Abt Hashim to the predicate “knowing” in virtue
of a 7a'nd, by which he meant “knowledge,” and the subject
Zayd would, according to him, come to possess that 72and of
k.nowledge “in virtue of a bal [in which he is].” * The ques-
tion before us, therefore, is whether we can find in Greek
Ehlloso_phy a term the application of which to the term

knov&img” predicated of a subject will explain the meaning
of Abta Hashim’s phrase “in virtue of a hdl in which he is.”

:Fi_:al V, p.s1, 1l 23-24. *1bid., n. 10.
Cf. above, p. 168 at nn. 6 and 7. * Cf. above, Appendix A.
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The most obvious candidate for such a term would be the
Greek term dudfecs, “disposition,” which by the time of Abu
Hishim had already been translated, in the Arabic versions
of Aristotle, by the term hdl, in contrast to the term mzalakab,
which was used as a translation of the Greek &s, “habit” or
“orare.” Tuet us then see how the term diathesis, “disposition,”
is used by Aristotle.

In his Categories, Aristotle says that habit and disposition
apply to a certain kind of quality,’ which means that they
apply to a certain kind of accident. Since quality is defined
by him as “that in virtue of which people are said to be such
and such,” ¢ habit and disposition apply not only to a sub-
stantive term which designates a quality possessed by a subject
but also to an adjectival term which is derived from that
substantive term and is predicated of the subject which pos-
sesses the quality. Among the examples of a quality described
as 2 habit he mentions “knowledge” * and among the examples
of a quality described as a disposition he mentions “heat,”®
so that not only “knowledge” but also “knowing” would be

a habit and not only “heat” but also “hot” would be a dis-
position.’ “Habit differs from disposition,” he says, “in that
it is more lasting and stable.” ** Still, he subsequently adds,
“habits are also dispositions,” for “those who have habits are
disposed (Sudkerwrar) In some manner or other in virtue of
them,” '* which statement, in the Arabic translation of the
Categories, reads that “he who has a habit is in virtue of that
also in a certain hal (man kanat la-bu malakab fo-huwa bi-ha
Di-hal ma aydan min al-abwal).” ** Accordingly, knowledge,
which in the statement quoted above, is used by Auristotle as

®Categ., 8, 8b, 26-27. "1bid., 29.

S [bid., 25. ® [bid., 36.

v Sec also ibid., 8b, 39, where the term “disposition” is applied to the term
9epuss, “hot.”

©1hid., 8b, 27-28. " 1bid., 9a, 10 and 11-12.

2]t may be added that ibid., ga, 7-8, for the Greek “they are disposed
(siaxewyrar) in some manner” the Arabic has “to him there is a certain hal”
and ibid., 8b, 37-38, for the Greek “a man is disposed (8udrerar)” the Arabic
has “a man receives a hal.”
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an example of habit, is in other places described by him either
both as a habit and as a disposition or only as a disposition. To
quote: (1) “Knowledge is called knowledge of the ob'ec-t of
kngwledge, but it is called a habit and a disposition not]of the
qb}ect of knowledge but of the soul”;®® (2) “Evér dispo-
sition . . . is formed naturally in that of which ir}i; a c}l)is—
position . . . as knowledge is formed in the soul— being a
d15p(3y51t1ron of the soul”; ** “Disposition is the genus q;f knowl-
edge”; ** “Both knowledge itself and its genera, as dispositior
and habit, are predicated of a certain thing.” 0 P '

Thus, acc.ording to Aristotle, the term disposition is applied
to the predicate knowing because he who is knowing ipdis—
posed to knowledge. Adopting this Aristotelian application
of the term -disposition — for which the Arabic term is hal —
to the predicate knowing, Abt Hashim makes use of it for
his Own purpose in two ways.

First, directly in opposition to Muammar’s view that the
reason why the term knowing is predicated of A rather than
of B is that in A there is an infinite series of 724°4n7, he main-
taltr‘1s tha.t thé", term knowing is predicated of A rath’er than of
B on'ly m virtue of a hal in which he is,” 7 which, as we have
seen, is the‘Arabic way of saying that it is only 7in virtue of
his being disposed to knowledge, for, according to Aristotle
he Wth has the habit of knowledge, that is, he who is knowz
ing, ;15 thereby di§posed to knowledge. This, as we have seen,
;SC C\;fdea;tsf.)e describes as the second class of modes, namely,
twiecocl?lil; ixtczsdlgfg the use of the term hal, he appli.es it to

yp ‘predlcates, namely, (1) properties and
(2) genera and species, both of which types are, like the habit
knowledge, stable and lasting, but, unlike knowledge, re uirAeL
no 72a‘ani for their coming into existence. These, as ,We (}mve

n

{Tlg?:éj ) \I/\II 64: 11:54 ab,’ 3343—_337?.

fUid 11, 4, 111a, 23.

T Cf. above, p- 169.
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seen, are what he describes respectively as the first and third
classes of modes.

The term bal is thus used by Aba Hashim neither simply
in the sense of disposition nor simply in the sense of habit or
state. It is, therefore, to be translated by the term mode,
whose literal meaning “a manner” of existence would be taken
to mean a state of existence containing a disposition for that
state of existence.

Since the term hal was originally applied by Abu Hashim
to predicates which are accidents and since also the term hal
was originally used by him in the technical sense of disposi-
tion, which Aristotle describes as a kind of quality and hence
as an accident,” it was quite natural for Ab@ Hashim to
describe ahwal as not being “things” (ashya’) ** and as being
“neither existent nor nonexistent,” 2 so as to contrast them
with Mu‘ammar’s #a'dni which are described as “existent
things” (ashyd maujidab) ®* That Aba Hashim should, on
account of their being accidents, describe abwal as not being
“things” and as being “neither existent nor nonexistent” may
be explained on the ground of such Aristotelian statements
about accident as that it “is only as it were a mere name,” **
that it is “closely akin to the nonexistent,” ** and that it “may
not exist.” 2* Without being conscious of any difficulty, Aba
Hishim retained the same negative description of hal when
he applied that term to predicates which are properties, for,
whatever differences there may be between accident and
property, he knew that, as far as their existence was con-
cerned, both property and inseparable accident have in com-
mon, as stated by Porphyry, “not to subsist without those
things in which they are beheld.” * But when he came to
describe hdl in its application to genera and species, that is,

' Cf. above, Appendix B and Appendix C.

* Fark, p. 182, 1l. 2-3; Nibayat, p. 133, L. 4.

* Fark, p. 182, 1. 55 Nibayat, p. 133, L. 4; p. 198, 1l. 4-5.

* Cf. above, p. 155.

2 Metaph. V1, 2, 1628, 13-14. “Phys. VIII, 5, 256b, 10.
= 1bid., 22, * [sagoge, p. 21, 1. 9-10.
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universals, as being neither existent nor nonexistent, he was
confronted with Porphyry’s enumeration of the various views
about their existence, of which one view maintained that
they have substantive existence apart from objects of sense
and another view maintained that they reside merely in naked
mental conceptions,*® which was taken by some opponent of
Abu Hashim to mean that they are mere words. As against
both these views Abt Hashim argued that his negative de-
scription of genera and species really has a positive meaning,
for it means that they have a special kind of existence, an
intramental existence, which is unlike both the nonexistence

of mere words and the extramental existence of objects of
27
sense.

3. OPPOSITION TO ABU HASHIN

Abt Hashim, who formally advanced a theorv of modes,
was a Mu'tazilite. The theory itself, however, was a veering
away from the extreme nominalist position on attributes of
the Mu‘tazilites toward orthodoxy, but never reaching the
extreme realist position of orthodoxy. The fate of any inter-
mediate position has consequently overtaken it. It was dis-
owned by both the Mu‘tazilites and the orthodox. According
to Baghdadi, it “was considered heretic by Abua Hashim’s
fellow Mu‘tazilites as well as by the other sects.” * It has thus
become the target of attack from both sides. But, as we have
seen, there is a theory of modes as a mere theory of universals
and there is a theory of modes as a theory of divine predicates,
and of the latter, as we have also seen,? there are two ver-
sions: (1) the commonly accepted version, which was in
opposition to both the orthodox Attributists and the Mu‘ta-
zilite Antiattributists; (2) the version by which Bakillani
and Juwayni tried to harmonize modes with the orthodox
belief in attributes, but which was rejected by Razi. The
recorded criticisms of the theory of modes which we shall

ze 1bid., p. 1, 1. g-11. *Fark, p. 180, ll. 17-18.
" Cf. below, pp. 201~202. * Cf. above, pp. 171 and 175.
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deal with here are aimed at it either as a theory of universals
in general or as a theory of divine predicates according to its
commonly accepted version.

The spokesman for the Mu'tazilites who opposed Aba
Hashim’s theory of modes is Abt Hashim’s own father, Jub-
ba’i. Three main arguments against modes are reported in the
name of Jubba’l and others.

Jirst, the theory of modes involves the same difficulty of
an infinite regress as the theory of Mu‘ammar. For, with
regard to any subject but God, Abt Hashim assumes that the
modes are many in number. Since they are many in number,
they must have something which they share in common and
something by which they differ. But that difference between
the modes will have to be explained by another mode; that
other mode will introduce new differences, and these new
differences will have to be explained by still another mode,
and so 1t will go on to infinity.?

Second, the modes cannot be, as claimed by Aba Hashim,
neither existent nor nonexistent; they cannot but be non-
existent. This argument * may be restated as follows. Since
Abu Hashim has rejected the orthodox view that predicates of
God are 72a'dni or sifat, that is, real things or attributes, and
substituted for them modes, his modes must inevitably be
cither of the following two: either (a) they are mere words

(al-affdz), which, as common terms, are each predicable of
many things because of their being rooted in one primary
meaning of a word (asl), which is shared in common by all
the different subjects of which the mode is predicated;® or
(b) they are intellectual aspects (wujih) and considerations
(#tibardt), that is to say, they are the concepts formed in our
mind (al-mafhinab) when we judge things as being alike by
participation (al-ishtirdk) or as being unlike by separation
(al-iftirak).* “Burt these aspects,” he adds, “are like relation-

PMilal, p. 56, 1. 14-16; cf. Nibayat, p. 133, 1. 17-10.
*Milal, p. 56, 1. 16-p. 57, L1,

#1bid., 1. 16-17. *Ibid., 1l. 18-19.
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ship (al-nasab), correlationships (al-idafit), proximity (al-
kurb), remoteness (al-bu'd), and the like, which, according
to the consensus of opinion, are not to be counted among real
attributes” " — a statement which would seem to show that
the early Mu‘tazilite Antiattributists, like the later Alfarabi
gnd Avicenna, agreed that there is no implication of a belief
n attributes by interpreting terms predicated of God as rela-
tions.® Elsewhere, this second alternative Is put as a separate
argument addressed to the Modalists by their opponents, and
it reads as follows: “What do you mean by saying that sep-
aration (al-iftirik) and participation (al-ishtirdk) are an intel-
lectual judgment> If you mean by it that a thing may be
known from one aspect and unknown from another aspect,
then [they are intellectual aspects, and] intellectual aspects
(al-wujih al-‘akliyyab) are mental and estimative considera-
tions (i'tibarit dhibniyyah wa-takdiriyyah), but these do not
require to be taken as attributes firmly and they are like
relationships and correlationships, such as proximity and re-
moteness between substances.”® The argument, in other
words, is this: Since modes are not “real things called attri-
butes,” they must be either mere “words” or “intellectual
aspects and considerations,” but, even if they are “intellec-
tual aspects and considerations,” they are nonexistent, in the
same way that “relations” are nonexistent. v

Third, the theory of modes is contrary to the Law of
Excluded Middle. To quote: “According to the opinion of
those who maintain the theory of modes, it is 2 mode which
cannot be described either by existence or by nonexistence,
but this, as you see, is a contradiction (tandkud) and an ab-
surdity.” ** The contradiction and absurdity we are expected

"1bid., 1. 19 - p. 57, 1. 1.

°Cf. Alfarabi, Siyasat, p- 19, 1. 15 — p. 20, L. 8; Avicenna, Najat, p. 410,
Il. 3-6 and 12-17 (see Pp- 552~554 of my paper “Avicenna, Algazali, and
Averroes on Divine Attributes.” Homenaje Millés Vallicrosa, i1 L1gs561,
545-571)+

“Nt/_aayat, p- 135, 1. 2-s.

* Milal, p. 57, 1. 5-6; cf. Fark, p. 182, Il. 1—7.
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to sce here is that according to the Law of Excluded Middle,
already enunciated by Aristotle, “there cannot be an inter-
mediate between contradictories, but of one subject we must
cither affirm or deny any one predicate.” ** In his Nihayat,
Shahrastani restates this argument more fully as follows: “We
know intuitively (&7l-badibab) that there is no intermediate
between negation and affirmation and between nonexistence
and existence, yet you believe that the mode is neither existent
nor nonexistent, which is contrary (mutanikid) to what is
lkknown by intuition.” *

In consequence of this criticism of modes, Jubbal and
others reaffirmed the old Mu'tazilite conception of attributes,
restating it as a theory of universals and predicables. As
reported by Shahrastani in the Milal, “they take participation
(al-ishtirdk) and separation (al-iftirdk) to refer to words (al-
alfdz) and names of genera (asmd al-ajnds).” ** What they
mean to say is that universal terms by which things are
described as being similar or different are mere “words and
generic names.” The “intellectual aspects and considerations”
which Abt Hashim regards as a special kind of existence, a
conceptual existence, an existence which is only in the mind,
is an empty phrase. Things either have extramental existence
or have no extramental existence. Mental or conceptual exis-
rence means a mere verbal existence, a mere emission of sound
(flatus wocis), as the Scholastics would describe it. Thus the
attributes, when called modes, would have to be described
as nonexistent. !

A similar rejection, by the opponents of modes, of concep-
tual existence and its reduction to a mere nominal existence
is to be found also in the following statement in Shahrastani’s
Nihiyat: “Those [among the Mu‘tazilites] who deny modes
are of the opinion that things are different or similar by their
individual essences. As for names of genera and species, the
generality of the former refers only to words by which similar

1 Metaph IV, 7, 1011b, 23-24. * Nibayat, p. 134, 1l 12-14.
® Milal, p. 56, 1l 13-14.
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things are designated, and so also is the peculiarity of the
latter. Sometimes indeed a thing is known from one aspect and
unknown from another aspect, but these aspects are con-
siderations which do not refer to attributes surnamed modes
peculiarly belonging to essences.” ** What all this amounts to
is a rejection of the modalistic conception of universals.

The three arguments against modes which we have quoted
above did not remain unanswered by the Modalists.

The first argument, namely, that the theory of modes
would have to lead to an infinite regress,”” is answered as
follows: “Generality and peculiarity in mode is like genericity
and specificity in genera and species. Genericity in genera is
not a genus, so that every genus would demand a genus,
which would lead to an infinite regress, and similarly speci-
ficity in species is not a species, so that every species would
demand a species. By the same token, we conclude, the
modality of modes does not demand a mode, so that it would
lead to an infinite regress.” 16

The answer may be spelled out as follows: Modes are uni-
versals, such as genera and species, and should be treated like
genera and species. Now, if you take the Tree of Porphyry
and turn it upside down, beginning with individuals and
tracing backward the succession of species and genera, then
no matter how long a series of intermediate subaltern species
and genera you may get, it will not be infinite, for you are
ultimately bound to reach a summnum genus.

The second argument, namely, that “intellectual judg-
ments” are only “intellectual aspects,” which in turn are only
“mental and estimative considerations” like relations, such as
“proximity and remoteness between substances,” *7 is answered
as follows: “These aspects are not abstract words subsisting
in him who speaks but rather cognizable and mntelligible
relations, which, while they do not exist independently nor
are known separately, are attributes by which essences are

* Nibdyat, p. 133, 1. 6-10. ® Nibdyat, p. 141, L. 16-p. 142, 1. 1.
* Cf. above, p. 1¢8. " Cf. above, pp. 198-199.
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described. Accordingly, what you call aspects, we call modes,
for these cognizable realities are distinct from each other, éven
though the essence is the same, and the distinction between
them points to the numerical difference of the two aspects or
modes, being as they are, two real cognizables to which two
distinct cognitions attach, one necessary, the other derived.
Modes are thus unlike relations and correlations, for the latter
refer to abstract words, in which there is no real knowledge
attaching to a real cognizable.” 18

The Modalists are thus willing to describe the modes as “in-
tellectual aspects and considerations” but, unlike the Nomi-
nalists, who use this expression as a designation of mere
“words,” the Modalists use it as a designation of a special kind
of existence, an intramental existence, which is distinct from
both mere “words” and extramental reality.'**

But while the Modalists were not opposed to the use of the
term “‘aspects,” provided it is properly understood, the term
in its general use was taken to have a nominalistic meaning.
Thus Shahrastini, who in one of his works, as we have just
seen, uses the wujih, “aspects,” as a description of Abu al-
Hudhayl’s theory of modes,* in another of his works uses it
as a description of the nominalistic theory of attributes as
opposed to the modes of Abt Hashim. He thus says: “The
Mu‘tazilites held different opinions as to whether terms predi-
cated of the [divine] essence are (1) modes (abwal) of the
essence or (2) aspects (wujih) and considerations (i‘tibarat).
Most of them said that they are [aspects and considerations,
that is,] names and judgments formed regarding the essence

® Nibayat, p. 137, L. 14-p. 138, 1. 3.

1 The discussion about the existence of bal is similar, as has been sug-
gested by van den Bergh (see above, p. 182), to the Stoic discussion about
the cxistence of Aexréy, “verbal expression.” But the two are not the same.
The Stoic discussion about the “verbal expression” gave rise to the forrpula
that “the verbal expression is midway between a th(.)ught. and a thing”
(Arnim, Fragmenta 11, p. 48, ll. 34-35), whereas the discussion here about
the bal has led to the conclusion that it is neither a word nor a thing but
a L;xuugiu.

* Cf. above, p. 180, at n. 74.
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... Abt Hashim said: They are modes firmly end per-
manently attached to the essence.” 2

The third argument, namely, that the description of modes
as neither existent nor nonexistent and as neither knowable
nor unknowable violates the Law of Excluded Middle,® is
answered as follows: “Arguments by logical division com-
pelled us to establish the existence of modes, but necessity bid
us not say that they are existent by themselves and knowable
by themselves. For a thing is sometimes knowable along with
something else and is not knowable by itself, as is the junction
between substances and the contact and proximity and re-
moteness between them, for no junction and no contact can
be known in a substance as long as no other substance gets
joined to it. And if this obtains in the case of the kind of
attributes which are essences and conceivable accidents, how
much more so must it obtain in the case of attributes which
are not essences but predications concerning essences?” **

What this passage means may be restated as follows: Inas-
much as the Modalists assume that modes have a conceptual
existence and inasmuch as they also assume that a conceptual
existence is distinct both from the existence of real extramental
things and from the nonexistence of mere uttered words, what
they mean then by their formula that “modes are neither
existent nor nonexistent” is that they are neither existent
like real things nor nonexistent like mere words. So under-
stood, their formula does not violate the Law of Excluded
Middle, for the Law, as phrased by Aristotle, reads as follows:
“There cannot be an intermediate between contradictories
(dvripdaens), but of one subject we must either affirm or
deny any one predicate.” ** The meaning of this is that only
in the case of “contradictories” — that is, in the case of the
affirmation and negation of the same predicate of the same
subject,* — between which, by definition, there is no inter-

* Nibdyat,p—r8e;t8=12:

= Cf. above, p. 199.

= Metaph. IV, 7, 1011b, 23-24.
® Nibayat, p. 137, ll. 6-12.

* De Interpr., 6, 172, 31-37.
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mediate, does the Law of Excluded Middle apply, so that one
cannot say: “A neither is black nor is not black.” But in the
case of “contraries” (évavria), between which, by definition,
there are intermediates, the Law of Excluded Middle does not
apply, so that one can say: “A neither is black nor is white”
or “A neither is just nor is unjust.” * Now, inasmuch as
modes have a conceptual existence which is intermediate be-
tween the existence of real beings and the nonexistence of
verbal beings, the proposition that “modes are neither existent
nor nonexistent” does not violate the Law of Excluded
Middle.

So much for the Mu‘tazilite opposition to modes. Now for
the orthodox opposition.

The chief exponent of the opposition to modes from among
the orthodox attributists was Asharl. As restated by Shah-
rastani in his Jilal, Ash‘arl begins with a statement that all
those in Islam who participated in the discussion of the prob-
lem of ateributes begin with the common premise that there
is a Creator who is to be described as powerful and knowing
and willing.** He then proceeds to argue that these three
terms predicated of God must differ from each other in
meaning,”” whence, he wants us to conclude, they must differ
also from the essence of God of which they are predicated.
The question, therefore, is only as to what the nature of that
difference is. Three alternative answers are enumerated by
him. The predicates may be each either (1) a mere word
(lafz), which is the view of Jubba’i, or (2) a mode (hal),
which is the view of Abt Hashim, or (3) a real attribute
(sifak)* the view which he himself is going to defend, after
he has refuted both Jubba’l and Aba Hashim.

In his criticism of Jubba’i, Ash‘ari contends that distinctions
conceived by the mind reflect certain realities which are quite
independent of the words by which these distinctions are

* Categ. 10, 123, 9-25.

= Milal, p. 66, 1. 3-8; cf. similar argument in Ash‘ar?’s Luma’ 3, 13, 14, 18,
and 23.

" Milal, p. 66, 1. 15-19. ®1bid., 1. 19-20.
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expressed, and so distinctions cannot be mere words. To
quote: “The intellect determines what difference of me
there is between two concepts, and were it supposed that
there was no word at all, the intellect would still be in no
d.oubt [as to the meaning of the differences] in its concep-
thIlS..” * "This is exactly like the Modalists’ argument again};t
the view t_hat universals are mere words as quoted by Raizi3°
In his cr'lticism of Aba Hashim, Ash‘ari repeats the él‘gtmlf:nt
already raised by the Mu‘tazilites against the theory of modes,*
namely, that it is contrary to the Law of Excluded Middie.
5113 argument, as reported by Shahrastani, reads as follows:
Tlle assumption of an attribute which can be described
nelther.by existence nor by nonexistence is the assumption of
somethmg which is in the middle between existence and non-
existence, between affirmation and negation, but this is some-
thing absurd.” 22
With .the elimination of these two alternative possibilities
Ashari is left with the third possibility, namely, the olci

qrthonX conception of attributes as being real things sub-
sisting in God from cternity.

aning

V. Tue SEmanTIC Asprcr OF THE PROBLEM orF
ATTRIBUTES *

The problem of divine attributes in the Kalam has a two-
fold aspect, an ontological and a semantic aspect. A third
aspect, a logical one, was introduced later by those who are

called “Philosophers,” as distinguished from those known as
“Mutakallimiin.” *

®Ibid., 1. 20-p. 67, L. 2.

* Mubassal, p. 39, 1. o-12.

* The part on the Antiattributists in this sectio
here, with revisions, from JAOS, 79:
!:he title “Philosophical Implicaticns
in the Kalam.” = !

1 @ & .
Cf. my papers “Avicenna, Algazali, and Averroes on Divine Attributes.”
.}

*t Cf. above at nn. ro-12,
* Milal, p. 67, 1. 2-3.
n (pp. 217 ff.) is reprinted
7%—8'0 (195?)-’ where it appeared under
OV tic rrovlems of Divine Attributes
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