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he Mu'tazilah wasthefirst Sunni
rationalist theological school,
founded in Basrah and later devel-

opedin Baghdad, in particular during
d-Mamun's caliphate from 813 to

833 CE. The mainfiguresbehind the
establishment d the school in Basrah

e Wad| b, Atta (d. 748}, 'Amr b.
)%%ayade?ci. 762), Abu-I-Hudhayl al-
Allaf (d.841), Ibrahim al-Nazzam (d.
845), Mu’ammar b. Abbad al-Jubay

(d.915), and Abu Hashim b. al-Jubai

(d.933). Thefounder d theschool d  Ijoeys sugpr, . h

Baghdad was Bishr b. al-Mutamir (d. egger.

825), and thinkers such as a-Askafi,
Ahmad b. Daud and a-Kabi con-
tributed to the development d the
school. Al-Mamun, the Abbasid
caliph, encouraged the devel opment
of rational thinking and philosophy
in Baghdad. He d so patronised theMu’tazilah schoal,
and during his time several Mu'tazilah scholars
reached positions in government administrations.
Under the influence d the Mu'tazilah theology,
al-Ma’mun a'so began an 'Inquisition’ on the concept
d the createdness o the Qur’an, which led to the
imprisonment & Ahmad b. Hanbal., who held the
opposite view, and the persecution of his followers
in Baghdad. But after the death d a-Mamun, the
political. situation gradually turned against the
Mu'tazilah and the traditionalist theol ogy represented
by theviewsd Ahmad b. Hanbal wasrevived during
al-Mutawakkil in 847.

The Mu'tazilah school emerged astheresult d the
ethical and political turmoil o itsown timeand then
venturedinto the relmd speculativetheology. After
theassassinationd ‘Uthman b. *Affan, the third suc-
cesor to the Prophet Muhammad in 35/656, Muslims
were divided intovariouspalitical groups which were
fightingeach other. This political division continued

Dr Muhammad Kamal, a

distinguished academic, received
his PhD in Philosophy in Pakistan.
He conducted post-doctoral
research in Philosophy, including
Islamic philosophy and theology,
in Germany. He has published
extensively in the area of
philosophy, including Islamia
philosophy and theology. His
research interests include: Modern

ermenuetics o=
4 |e(?t J

Islamic Studies department of the
Melbourne Institute of Asian

Languages and Societies at the
University of Melbourne.

during the Umayyads and the
Abbasids, which created a general
feelingd bitternessand frustration
among Mudlims. They wanted to
know whether God or human beings
wereresponsiblefor thisbloodshed.
and, if human beings were respon-
sible for such corruption, what their
punishment would be. The tradi-
tionalist Mudlims, represented by

Ahmad b. Hanbal (780-855), relied
on the literal interpretation of the

ur'an, and the Khariig Maintained
at the committer of a grave sin
would not possibly be considered a
believer (aMuslim). Another group,
namely the Marji'is, claimed that the
caseshould beleft to God to decide.!

It isreported that one day in the
second century d hijra in thecity
Basrah a person came to the mosque d Hassan al-
Basri (642-728)and requested his viewson thisissue.
Al-Basri began to think about a proper answer, but
beforehe could give hisopinioneither Weasll b. 'Atta
or ‘Amr b. "Ubayad (both pupils of a-Basri) broke
out with the answer, saying: The committer o the
gravesinisneither abeliever nor anon-believer,but
isin the state between the states d bdlief and unbe-
lief."" Itisalso reported that Hassan a-Basri did not
liketheattitude d hispupil and asked himto leave.
Wasdll b. 'Atta and 'Amzr b. ‘Ubavyad left the circled
Hassan ad-Basri and began to teach their own views
on different theological problems; they were called
the Mu'tazilah.?

Watt statesthat therearenumerousversionsd this
storv. The student who withdrew from Hassan
al-Basri’s school is often assumed to be 'Amr b.
"Ubavad rather than Wasll b. 'Atta, but some sources
say that 'Amr b. "Ubayad was a student o Qatada,
al-Basri’s successort According to Goldziher, the
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name d the Mu'tazilah school derives from the
lifestyle d itsfounders, who renounced theworld and
abstained from all sorts o material possession and
pleasure.®> On the other hand, Ahmed Amin triesto
connect thenamed the school with aHebrew term,
‘pharisses’, whichwas given toagroup d Jewishtheo-
logianswho advocated ideas similar to those d the
Mu'tazilah; the Hebrew term alsomeans'to recede’ ®

The Mu'tazilah are accused d being dualists and
d having their origin in Zoroastrianism because, in
terms d their interpretation d goodness and
badness, they believethat God is absolutely good and
thereforecannot be the sourced evil, and that there
shall be asourcefor evil, which is other than God.”

Mu'tazilah is the first rationalistic school in the
history o Idamic thought. It interprets the dogmas
d rdigionin thelight & human reason. Thefollowers
d this school are dso known as ‘ARl al-’Adl wa
al-Tawhid’, or 'the peopled DivineJusticeand Divine
Unity', becausethey advocatedtheideasd the Unity
d God and DivineJustice. The theological issuesdis-
cussed by the Mu'tazilah, such asfree will and pre-
destination, the relationship between the Divine
attributesand the essence of God, were also debated
by some Mudim thinkersduringthe Umayyad period
beforetherise d Mu'tazilah. These thinkerscan be
dividedinto two groups. Thefirst groupincluded al-
Jaad b. Dirham?, al-Maghira b. Seeed.d-Ajali®, and
Jahan b. Safwan!”, who rejected the reality and eter-
nity o thedivine attributesand also believedin the
creatednessd the Qur'an. The second group included
'Umar a-Mgsus,who wasaccused by theUmayyads
d corruptingthemind d young Muawiyahb. Yazid,
his pupil, and executed in 699; Mabad a-Jahani,who
wascrucified by Hag b. Yousf d-Sagdfijinlrag; and
Ghailan al-Dimashqi, who was crucified on the gate
d Damascus on the orders Hisham b. Abdul Malik
(r. 724-743).1

These thinkers believed in al-gadariyyah and
regjected the doctrined al-jabriyyah predestination in
Idam. Theterm “al-gadariyyah’ is used inthe converse
senseby Muslim thinkerswhen describing adoctrine
d freewill or d-ikhtiyar. “Al-gadar’ stands for some-
thing quitethe opposited freewill in theliteral sense.
But at the same time the term is associated with a
cluster d Mudlim thinkers advocating a doctrine
whosephilosophical trend is distinct from theliteral
meaning d the term.

It isworth mentioningthat the problemd freewill
waseven discussed by Saint Augustine (354-430 CE)
in The City d God before therised Idam, and it is
possiblethat theideasd this Christianthinker later
influenced Islamic theology. Saint Augustine's idea
was devel opedin responseto Cicero (106-143BCE),
who rejected God's foreknowledge d the future,

meaning therewould be no predictiond events, and
human actionswould be free. Cicero's argument is
quitesimple to understand.,as it asserts that if pre-
destination prevails, then there can be no free will.
Againgt Cicero, Sgjnt Augustinearguesthat God, as
the Creator d dl beings, hasbestowed power inthem
towill, but that all wills, iewicked wills, are human
products because wickedness cannot be ascribed to
God; that it isnot then the case that since God.fore-
knows what will happen to an individua thereis
thereforenothingin the power d our wills; and that:

'Prayers, d<0, are of avall to procure those things
which He foreknew that He would grant to those
who Offered them; and with judice have rewards
been gppointed for good deeds, and punishments
for ans. Far a man does not therefore Sin because
Gaod foreknew that he would sin. Nay, it cannot be
doubted but thet it isthe man himsdf who snswhen
he does 9n, because He, whose d foreknowledge
is infdlible, foreknew not that fate, or fortune, or
somethingdse would Sin, but that the man himsdf
would Sn, who, if he wills not, Sns not. But if he
shdl not will to sin, even thisdid God foreknow.”2

The problem asto whether human beingswerefree
to determinetheir own destiny or whether their being
was determined by the Creator wasaso one d the
central disputes in arift within the Kharijis move-
ment. For thefirst time the Ajaridi-Kharijissplitinto
two sub-groups, the Maimuniyah and the
Shu’aibiyah.!® The reason for this division originated
in an argument between Maimun and Shu'aib (the
leaders o the groups). Shu'aib had some money
belonging to Maimun, and when Maimun demanded
repayment Shu'aib said tohim: 'l shall give ittoyou,
it God wills Maimun replied: '‘God has willed that
you should giveit to me now," and Shu'aib said: If
God haswilledit, 1 could not have done otherwise
than give it to you." Mamun continued by saying:
Veily, God has willed what he commanded; what
He did not command, He did not will; and what He
did not will, Hedid not command.' They wroteabout
their dispute to their leader Abdul Karim b. Ajarrad,
who was in prison. Abdul Karim responded with:
'What God willed cameabout, and what Hedid not
will did not comeabout; and we do not fix evil upon
Him.”** Maimun and Shu’aib both believed that their
leader had approved their view and they therefore
separated, forming two different groups. The fol-
lowers d Mamun, the Mamuniyah, were known for
their belief infreewill and claimed that although God
was omni potent, no evil should be attributed to Him.
Therefore, the Shu'aibiyah, followers o Shu'aib,
became the forerunnersd the adherentsto fatalism
in Idamic theology.

The theological doctrine d the Mu'tazilah,
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however,iscrystallised in fivemajor theses, such as
the Unity d God, or the relationshp between the
Divineattributes and the essenced God; d-gadar or
human free will; the createdness o the Qur'an; the
intermediate positiond the grave sinner; and com-
manding the right and forbidding the wrong. One
d the mgor theological issues discussed by the
Mu'tazilah wasthereality and eternity d thedivine
attributes and their relationship

Orthodox Clwidtians, believingin theredity and eter-
nity d the divine attributes. To the traditionalist
Musdlims, the unity d God is a relative term; they
accept the eternity d the attributes, recognising the
ontologicd statusd each attributeas something that
really exists eternally and isin the essence o God.
Subsequently, the essenced God becomesacontainer
for many eternal, real entities apart from Him; this
view accepts the pluraity d

with the essence d God. Before
we begin to explainthe views o
the Mu'tazilah, it is necessary to
understand the roots and the
background of thi s issuein Judeo-
Christian theology. The belief in
theredlity d thedivineattributes
is generated by the Christian
doctrine of the Trinity and was
discussed by Christian theo-
logians before the rise of
Mu'tazilah. Yahya b. Adi, one d
the Christian theologians,
remarked that the triad of the
Trinity — the Father, theSon and
the Holy Spirit— correspondsto
three attributes & God, namely

*Mu'tazilah is the first
rationalistic school in
the history of Islamic
thought. If inferprets

the dogmas of religion
in the light of human

reason.®

eternals. Againgt this view, the
Mu'tazilah explain a new rela
tionship between the essence of
God and the attributesby saying
that God does not possess the
attributesand they arenotin His
essence, but rather that thedivine
essence and the attributes are
identical and the same. For
example, we cannot say that
God'sknowledgei ssomething
other than God and iseternal, or
else knowledge will become
' another independent, eternal
being. Inthisway, the Mu'tazilah
believein the unity d God. This
concept d unity is used for two

life, wisdomand power; however,
there are different opinionson the nature d thelast
two attributes.'® Some Christian thinkersbelievethat
they aremerenamesor qualitiesd God and not real
things as such, whereas the orthodox Christians
accept thesetwo attributesasred things, distinct from
God but not independent d Him. The problem that
arisesisthe question d whether these attributesare
created by God or co-eternal with Him. The ortho-
dox Christiansadmit that, asGod iseternally living,
eternally omniscient and eternally omnipotent, there
isno reasonfor thedenial d theeternity of thesecond
and third attributes. On the other hand, other Chris-
tians rgect this claim on the grounds that anything
eternal isto be called God, thereforethe three attrib-
utes shall be called three gods, which ispolytheism.
(14) Hence we conclude that the Christians are
divided into two groups: thefirst group believesin
theredlity and eternity of the three attributes, and the
second rejectsthisbdief and arguesfor the unity o
God.1¢

The clam that the Mu'tazilah was inspired by
Christian theology comes from this simxlarity
between the views d their school and some Christ-
ian theologians, but thisis unjust, because asimilar
influenceis traceable even on the theological views
d thetraditionalist Mudlims. It may be true that the
Mu'tazilah followed the heretic Christians in their
views, but the traditionalist Muslims followed the

pUrpOSesS:

1) Itisusedin thesensed numerical unity or absolute
unity, whichisthedenial d the existenced more
than one God. Thismeaningd theunity isin agree-
ment with the Qur’anic notion d monotheism.

ii) It is used in the sense d internal unity and sim-
plicity, asthat God's essenceisfreefrom essential
plurality and composition.

If we go back to the history o Judeo-Christian
theology, wefind that the argument for the unity d
God was propounded by Judaeus Philo
(20 BCE40 CE), and then restated by Spinoza
(1632-1677 CE) in his panthei stic philosophy, for the
same purposes. For Philo, eternity is an essentia
quality d God; no other kind of being except Him
iseternal. Thisview representsthe established Judeo-
Christian and Idamic principled monotheism. Its
denial istherejection d these three Semitic religions.
Spinozasupported the Phxlonic principleby putting
the argument into a better logical form, saying that
if therearetwo substances likeimmaterial God and
theworld, either they should be absol utely different
or absolutelv same. Iif there are two absolutely dif-
ferent substances with nothing in common, one
cannot become the cause of the other."" If the exis-
tenced two different substances is not possible, then
wemust consder the case of the existenced two sub-
stancesthat are absolutely alike. But such substances
cannot be called two unless, in addition to their
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common qualities, they possess some other quality
inwhich they differ, 'and then two substanceswould
be granted as having the same attribute, which is
absurd.18

Theargumentsd theMu'tazilah and Spinozaare
no different from the Philonic principle. All d them
emphasise the eternity d God and rgect the attri-
bution d this quality to another kind d being. The
Mu'tazilah have developed another argument in
support of their conceptiond divineunity, based on
the nature d each positive predicate or proposition
whichinvolvesnegation. When we describeGod and
mention one d His attributes we implicitly negate
another attribute. For example, the proposition
'‘God ismerciful' means'God isnot revengeful’, and
then that negationsignifiesthat God islimited.to that
attribute, which is not possible with regard to the
unlimited nature d God. ** Hamdan b. al-Hazil
ad-Alaat,oned theMu'tazilah, states: If you say God
isall-knowingthenyou negateignoranceto be pred-
icated d God, and in this way whenever you talk
about one d His qualities you negate some other
quality in Him."?® According to al-Shahrastani, this
argument has been borrowed from Greek philosophy
and is not founded by theMu’tazilah.”! Al-Nazzam,
aMurtazili thinker, has provided.another argument
for thergection d God's will asaseparate entity, by
giving an equivalent meaning to ‘will', like 'need,
whichresultsin action. He saysthat need isthe state
d imperfectionand lack and it should not be ascribed
to God. * Mu'ammar b. Abbad al-Sulami, another
Mu'tazili thinker, believesthat God knows neither
the world in which welive, nor Himself, because if
He has knowledge then that knowledge is either
within or without God. In thefirst case therewill be
no distinction betweenthe knowing subject and the
known object; both d them become oneand the same,
and that is not possible; the subject and object must
be different.And if we accept that knowledgeis not
within God — that theknown objectissomething dis-
tinct from the knowing subject — it Smply means
that the subject is dependent upon the object for
acquiring knowledge. On the other hand, there will
betwo different thingsin the essenced God. For this
reason, knowledgeshould not be predicatedto God. >

The denial or the acceptanced the divine attrib-
uteshasled to another problem in Muslim theol ogy
with regard to the nature of the Qur‘an — whether
it is eternal or created. The traditionalist Muslims
argued that the Qur'an istheWord of God and existed
beforeits revelationand even beforethe creation d
theworld — this isabdief inthe pre-existent Quran,
whichispriorintimetothecreationd theworld and
human life. There are two arguments devel oped by
the traditionalist Muslims in support d this view.
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Fire, they claim that the eternity d the Qur'an isa
logical consequence d the acceptance d the divine
attributes as something real and eternal. The speech
of God is an attribute, which isreal and eternal and
subsistsin theessenced God and for thisreasonwe
need to pronouncethe co-eterna characteristicd God
and Hisspeech. Ahmad b. Hanbal, representing the
views d thetraditionalist Muslims, statesthat: 'What-
ever isbetween thecoversd the Qur'an isthespeech
d God, and whatever we hear, read and writeisthe
soeechd God. Sincethespeechd Godiseternd, then
the words are uncreated and eternal too.”” It isalso
reported by al-Shahrastani that the Hanbalis do not
say that the Qur’an in thisphysical formasaprinted
book read by Muslimsiseternal and uncreated: \We
should not assert the eternity d the letters and
sounds, which subsistin our tongues.”” The position
d Ahmad b. Hanbal, however, requiresfurther clari-
fication, because he asserts the eternity d the
Qur’an, and at the same time, asit seems, he does not
attributeeternity to thecopy d the Qur'an, whichwe
read in the present book form. In thisregard one can
conclude that Ahmad b. Hanbal distinguishes
between two Qur’ans d the same kind. The first
Qur’an, revealed to the Prophet Muhammad, is
eternal, having its own existence and reality before
the creationd theworld, and the Qur'an comesinto
existence whenever we recite it. | shall explain this
view in more detail later, in my discussion on
Ash'arism.

The second argument developed by the tradi-
tionalist Mudlims for the reality and the eternity o
the Qur’an is based on the versesin the Qur'an itself.
It iswritten that:

'‘Lndeed this is a glorious Qur’an, in a preserved
tabler.26

T swear by the sheltersd the stars a mighty oath,
if vou but knew it that thisis glorious Qur'an in a
hidden book which none may touch except the puri-
fied; arevelation from thelord d all creatures.”*"

'Ha mim. By the Book which makes plain [right and
wrong], We have revealed the Quran in the Arabic
tongue that vou may understand. It is in the
M other Book with Us, sublime and full of wisdom.?

These verses, which contain expressions such as
'in a preserved tablet', 'a hidden book’, and “in the
Mother Book with Us, for the orthodox Muslims,
signify that the Qur’an existed in heaven prior toits
revelation. Thereis nothing contradictory in such a
view according to the Mu'tazilah, because the
Qur’an describesitsalf astheWord d God: If an idol-
aer. seeks asvlum with you, give him protection so
that hemay hear the Word o God, and then convey



himtosafety.” 2 Still, thisdoesnot assert the eternity
d the Qur'an, smply becauseeternity belongsto God
only, and nothing else can be eternal or uncreated.
If we accept theeternity o anything except God then
we approve polytheism and negate monotheism.

In our discussion o the problem d the divine
attributes, wesaid that theMu'tazilah reject the eter-
nity aswell astheredlity d the attributes. Theissue
d the uncreatednessd the Qur'an seems to be dif-
ferent. No doubt, the Mu'tazilah do not agree with
thetraditionalist Mudims on theeternity o the Word
d God, but they do _
not deny the reality
d the Quran and
admit that therewas
ared Qur'an, which
existed before its
revelation in a pre-
served tablet. They
asoinsist that God
even created it
before it was
reveaed, and hence
there was no room
for the bdief in its
eternity. It was a'so
inferred from the
Qur anic verse'thus
we narrate to you.
theaccountsd what
has gone before, in
order to prove that
the Qur’an was produced after the events mentioned
inthistext.?? In addition to this view, al-Nazzamand
a-Muammar have gone further by advocating the
idea that God's word is not communicable.
Al-Nazzam also denies the preservation d the
Qur'an on atablet, saying that the word is created
inar in the form of acombinationd articulatesounds
at thetime o itsrevelation. Al-Mu’ammar believes
that the Qur'an is neither the Word d God nor His
work, but the production d nature, because God
creates only substances and not accidents, and the
substances are capable o producing accidents.® If
the Qur'an isan accident, it isnot created by God but
producedby anatural body, which islocated in space
and time. Al-Baghdadai aso reports that al-Mu’am-
mar does not ascribe to God the eternal attributes,
nor can he believe that God's word is His work,
because God does not create accidents.?? In thisway
for d-Mu'arnmar, God created bodies, and the acci-
dentsaretheproductsd thebodies, asfireproduces
burning, and the sun heat, and the moon coloration
d things; thingsare produced by this, or by choice,
like animals produce motion and rest, aggregation
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and segregation. To reiterate, the act o producing a
word or the speech d God is either mediated by
nature (for example the sound came from the bush
to Moses), or by choice, as in the case d other
prophets, who have been given power by God to
expressthe divine law, Relying on al-Mu’ammar’s
view, the Qur'an belongs to the second category, a
human production but divinein itscharacteristicsas
it revealsthe will & God.

Another theological problem to be discussed
hereis free will: whether human beings are free or
their actions deter-
mined by God;
whether Islam is
compatiblewith the
doctrined freewill
or not. Mgjid Fakhri
states that most
Muslim historians
believe that this
problem is the first
abstract issue on
which the theolo-
gians began to
argue. * The confu-
sion regarding
human freedom
arose because the
Muslimtheologians
found versesin the
Qur’an for aswell as
against predestina-
tion. It aso happened that in the history d political
Isam, in particular during the Umayyad period, the
predestinarian versesweregiven preference over the
versesin favour d freewill, for politica reasons. The
predestination theory does not hold human beings
responsiblefor their actionsand consequently the doc-
trine, with its political implication, provides a
ground for the justificationd any kind o oppressive
measuresand actionstaken by therulersagainst the
people. Many Muslim rulers were able to suppress
the voices d the intellectuals and the movements
againstsocid injusticewiththe help d some Muslim
scholars by putting emphasis on the verses in
support d predestination.

In the Qur’an there are versesthat affirm predes-
tination, for example:

"Those who disbelieve, whether you forewarn them
or not, they will not have faith. God has set a seal
upon their heartsand ears; their sight isdimmed and
grievous punishment awaits them.”**

'Say: "'l possessno power [to give] benefit for myself,
nor power to hurt save by God's leave. Had | the
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knowledged the unknown, | would have acquired
much good, and evil would not have touched me.
| am but a warner and abearer d good tidingsfor
people who believe.” %

'Say: “Nothing will befall us except that God has
ordained. Heis our Guardian. In God, let thefaith-
ful put their trust.”’3

'‘And had your Lord willed, whoever isin theearth
would have believed all together. Will you then
coerce the people to becomebelievers?No oneisto
believe save by God's leave. And He shall lay His
scourge on those who have no acumen.’?”

‘No misfortunebefallsbut by God's leave; whoever
believesin God, He shall guide his heart; God is
Knowingd everything."8

It is He who has created you from clay. He has
decreed atermfor you and another one set with Him.
Ye you are still in doubt.”*?

‘All that isin the heavensand,the earth glorifies God,
for Heisthe Mighty, the Wise. To Him belongsthe
sovereignty o the heavensand earth. Hebrings to
lifeand causesto die; Heis Omnipotent over every-
thing. HeistheFirst and the Lagt; the Manifest, and
the Unseen; HeisOmniscient d everything.”4

There isnot acreature onthe earth whose sustenance
isnot provided by God. He knowsits resting-place
and itsrepository."!

Thereareal so certainversesthat emphasi sefree will:

'When wegiveamanatasted our mercy, hergoices
init; but when through hisown fault evil befallshim
heis ungrateful "4

‘And say: " (Itis) the truth from your Lord. Hence
whoever will, let him then bdieve and whoever will,
let him disbelieve. Surely we have prepared for the
iniquitous afire whose pavilion enwraps them."#3

‘Momentous signshave come to you fromyour Lord.
He that sees then shall himsdf have much to gain,
but he who.isblind to them shall lose much. | am
not your keeper.#

'Say: "Men! The truth has come to you from your
Lord. Hethat followstheright path followsit to his
own advantage, and he that goes astray does so at
his own peril. X am not your keeper.”#

The argument for predestination propounded by
the traditionalist Muslims is based on the notion o
causal determination by God d physical eventsand
human activities. These theologians draw no dis-
tinction between natural eventsin the physical world

and theeventsthat takeplace astheresult o rational
choices made by human beings, for both are con-
sidered to be predetermined by God..This argument
a so suggeststhat human essenceis somethingfixed
and created in its completed form, and that human
beingsarenot capabled changingtheir own nature:
if a person is created strong and ruthless, he/she
remainsashe/she is, without having the choiceand
ability to changethat. For example, it is reported by
Muslimin Sahih that the Prophet Muhammad said,
'As for any oned you, his generationin the womb
d his mother is affected in the course d forty days,
afterwardsan angel iscommissioned to breathe the
living spiritinto him.” The angel issaid to ask God,
concerningthedestiny d the seed, ‘O my Lord, mis-
erable or blessed? Whereupon one or the other is
written down. Then, ‘O my Lord, male or female?
Again, one or the other is written down. He also
writes down the child's manner d conduct, deeds,
termd lifeand sustenance. Thenit issaid totheangd,
‘Roll up the leaves, for no addition shall be made
thereto, nor anything taken therefrom.”* Although
thetraditionalistMudims,in advocatingthe doctrine
d predestination,basetheir views on the Qur'an, this
doesnot mean that the Qur’an has left no grounds
for the beief in free will. Thisis asource o confu-
sion among Mudlims, and theMu'tazilah attempt to
provide logical ground for the doctrine d free will
without relying completely on the Qur'anic verses.
However, thereis no difficulty in understanding
predestination as far asit impliesthat God, who is
the Creator d the universe, controls everything,
including human actions. The problem arises when
webedlievein freewill aswedl astheexistenced God.
Thisissuebringsto mind the attitude d the Western
philosophers, such as Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900)
and Jean-Paul Sartre (1905-1980), towardstheism. For
these philosophers, theism isincompatiblewith the
doctrined freewill. As Sartre remarks: 'Everything
is permussible if God does not exist, and as a result
man is forlorn, because neither within him nor
without doeshefind anythingto cling to. He cannot
start making excusesfor himsalf.” " [n Sartre’s view,
freedom is possible only when one accepts atheism.
In this case atheism becomes a philosophical con-
victionand a practical attitude, for.whoever accepts
the existence of an omnipotent being abovehis/her
own power will nor remainfree and cannot become
the author d his/her own life. It is dso written in
the Qur’an that God haslé&ft the non-believersto them-
selves and does not guide them.* Human freedom,
for Nietzsche and Sartre, presupposes the denial o
theexistenced God, but how doesaMudim thinker
argue for human freedom?How can human beings
be free when they believe in the existence  an
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omnipotent Being, who is capable d controlling
human actions?

Inoppositionto thedoctrined predestination, the
Mu'tazilah, perhaps under the influence o Mabad
al-Jahani and Ghailan al-Dimashqi, who advocated
the doctrine d free will before the rise d the
Mu'tazilah,school, try to discussthe possibility o free
will under theumbrellad theism. They believethat

say that God hasno power to do evil thenit would
mean His power islimited.

b) Divine Justice postulates human freedom, for if
human beingsarenot theauthorsof their livesthen
they should not be held responsiblefor their deeds.
God promisesto punish the sinners and this sig-
nifies that human beings are free. Otherwise, it
would be unfair for God to punish human beings

predestinationisamereabsurdity
becauseit impliesimperfectionin
theessenced God, and describes
God asbeing uniust. Also, it con-
tradictsthe notion of Divine ret-
ribution. Before we begin this
argument, let's examinehow the
Mu'tazilah explain the causal
rel ationshipbetween God and the
world. This is analysed in two
ways. some d the Mu'tazilah
agree on the direct causal rela-
tionship between God and the
world, whereas al-Nazzarn and
a-Muammar believein theexis-
tenced achaind intermediaries
between God and theeventsthat
take placein theworld. But both
groups exclude human action |

$Human freedom, for
Nietzsche and Sartre,
presupposes the
denial of the existence
of God, but how does
a Muslim thinker
argue for human
freedom?,

for sins not created by them, or
that they were compelled to
commut. f wewereto believethat
human action is determined by
God, human beings would
deserve no blame and no pun-
ishrnent. Human freedomis then
alogical requirement d Divine
Justice. Human beings are
capable of acting freely and
hence they are morally respon-
sible. In Kitab al-Usul al-Khamsa,
'‘Abd al-[abbar states that: 'It is
the knowledge that God is
removed fromall thatismorally
wrong (gabih) and that all Hisacts
aremorally good (hasana). Thisis
explained by the fact that you
| know al human actsd injustice

from this causal relationship,
applying the law d causation only to the physical
phenomenaand eventsin theworld. Unlikethetra-
ditionalist Mudlims, they have made a distinction
between human actions and the events in the
natural world, and kept the latter only under the
domain d thecausal determination. N actionsmade
by human beings, for the Mu'tazilah, flow out o
human will and an awarenessd thesituation.Human
beings, unlike animals and physical objects, know
themselvesand know what they are doing. On the
basisd this description, human beingswill be held
responsiblefor their bad deeds. In brief, the argu-
ments for free will made by the Mu'tazilah can be
summarised asfollows:

The first argument deals with the conception of
Divine Justice, which can be subdivided into two
parts:

a) TheMu'tazilah maintain that God isgood and just,
and that evil and injustice should not be refereed
to Him. f God createsevil He should be evil, and
if He creates justice, then He would be just. But
as Godisabsolutely good and just, evil and injus-
ticecannot be attributed to Him.** The moral per-
fectiond God, however, doesnot signify that God
has no power to do evil, but consists in this, that
He has power to do everything, and exerts this
power only in doing what is good; if we were to

(zulm), transgression (jawr) and
the Like cannot be o His creation (min khalgihi).
Whoever attributes that to Him has ascribed to
Him injustice and insolence (sfah) and thus
stravs from the doctrjne o justice.”™
Thesecond argument, whichisoriginally given by
Wadl b. " Atta, emphasisesthe ability & human beings
to think and to choose: 'Man knowsthat he possesses
capacity and actions within himsdf and whoever
deniesthat, he denies necessity." Human capacity is
interpreted aswill and knowledge, which aretheonly
distinctions between man and the other living
beings and non-living entitiesin theworld. Then, as
Wadl says, 'It ispossiblefor aman who isseated to
stand up, for the man in motion to cometo rest, and
for the man who is speaking to remain silent.”>!

Thirdly; human bejngs are conscious, can choose,
but other kinds of beings are deprived d this priv-
ilege. The natural objectsand eventsare determined
by transient causation. For example the chair ismoved
by my hand, which ismoved by me. The movements
of the chair and my hand belong to two different
kindsd causation, and thelatter can becaled imma-
nent becauseit isby me as an agent. Wadl's ideais
similar to Aristotle's concept o the Prime Mover,
which describesGod to bein a position, asan agent,
to make the events happen; the agent is not deter-
mined by atransient cause.
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Thefourth thesisconcernsthe positionin Idam o
the grave sinner and was raised due to the eruption
d civil war and political unrest in the Muslim world.
TheKharijis believed that thecommitter d the grave
sinwas an unbeliever and the Marji'is preferred the
case stating that no judgement should be made by
human beings. TheMu'tazilah held theview that the
committer of the grave sin is neither a believer nor
an unbeliever, but that he/she isin theintermediate
position, in a state between bief and disbdlief.

The fifth thesi's, commanding the right and for-
bidding the wrong, has moral and political. signifi-
canceasit considersobligatory measuresto prevent
socid injustice in society and elevate morality. As
'‘Abd a.-Jabbarremarks, 'It is necessary, if possible,
to reach a point whereevil (al-munkar) does not occur
intheeasiest d circumstancesor lead to something
worse, for thegoal isfor evil smply not tohappen.”*

Although the Mu'tazilahs discussed these five
theses, they disagreed with each other on some points
in their analysis d the theses meanings. Some
members o the school d Baghdad, such as d-Kabi
and Abu a-Qasim al-Balkhi, also incorporated the
theory df atomism into their theological doctrine.
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